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MINUTES 

 
PART A:  STRATEGIC ISSUES 

 
109. REVIEW OF ADMISSIONS 
 

Considered:  a paper on a review of the University’s admissions policy; 
(Document TLC/06/186 - filed with the minutes) 

 
Noted: 
 
(a) that the last review of the University’s admissions policy had taken place in 2002, 

and it was therefore timely to initiate the review to allow the University to ensure 
that full account had been taken of changes to the external context (such as the 
Schwartz Report and the revised section of the QAA Code of Practice concerned 
with admissions), and the University’s Strategic Plan 2005-10; 

 
(b) that comprehensive statistical data on admissions had been obtained to support 

the preparation of Document 186.  This had led to the identification of a number of 
key issues that informed the aims, objectives and key strategic questions for the 
review detailed in Document 186.  A working group would be established to 
consider these questions in order to establish a broad policy framework for 
admissions, within which a number of important procedural issues (e.g. the 
development of the Durham Grant Scheme and the terms of the University’s 
Access Agreement) would also be considered.  The intention was that the revised 
policy would be in place for 2008/9; 

 
(c) that the data considered during the preparation of Document 186 had 

demonstrated that there was a significant minority of departments who were 
making offers above the stated entry requirements to candidates from non-
traditional background.  While there might be a rationale for this in these 
departments, this was not an appropriate approach.  It was essential that published 
entry requirements were consistent with the offers issued by the University.  Such 
issues having been identified, the review of admissions would need to ensure that 
the University’s admissions policy and processes were transparent to members of 
the University, applicants and other stakeholders, and implemented consistently 
and coherently; 

 
(d) that the review would need to consider how, particularly given that the University’s 

learning and teaching was not delivered by the colleges, the University assured 
itself of the consistency of the participation of colleges in the admissions process; 
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(e) that draft terms of reference for the working group taking forward the review of 

admissions would be brought to the next meeting of TLC; 
(Action:  GN) 

 
(f) that the proposals identified the need for the University to consider how it 

recognised and considered skills in areas such as sport, music and drama offered 
by applicants over and above their academic qualifications.  There would need to 
be careful consideration of this issue, and how any proposals would impact on the 
University’s widening participation agenda and activities; 

 
(g) that consideration might be given to adding a clearer reference to educational 

issues in the generic objectives in Document 186; 
 

(h) that any further comments and suggestions regarding the detail of Document 186 
should be sent directly to the Chair; 

 
(i) that the Chair thanked the Director of Undergraduate Admissions for his work in 

providing the significant amount of statistical data that had informed the preparation 
of Document 186; 

 
Agreed:  that the membership of the working group taking forward the review of 
admissions should include a representative from the Foundation Centre. 

 
110. QAA INSTITUTIONAL AUDIT 
 

Considered:  a briefing paper on the revised QAA Institutional Audit process; 
(Document TLC/06/187 – filed with the minutes) 

 
Reported:  by Professor Manning; 
 
(a) that the revised institutional audit process placed an increased emphasis on quality 

enhancement.  QAA had clarified that as academics standards had a defined level 
of achievement they could only be moved to another level, not enhanced.  As 
learning was a process, the quality of learning opportunities could be enhanced 
and the QAA had therefore defined quality enhancement as ‘the process of taking 
deliberative steps at institutional level to improve the quality of learning 
opportunities’.  Institutional audit would therefore be concerned with how University 
policy in relation to quality enhancement was set by TLC, implemented by faculties 
and departments, and subsequently monitored; 

 
(b) that the lines of inquiry for institutional audit had been expanded under the new 

process.  For example, the training and development of staff in relation to learning 
and teaching, and the way in which the University rewarded good performance in 
this area, would be considered.  This would include both University policies in these 
areas, and their implementation.  There would also be a particular focus on the 
learning experiences of research students, with audit teams using an institution’s 
submission to the QAA Special Review of Research Degree Programmes as the 
starting point for their consideration of this area; 

 
(c) that audit teams would pay particularly close attention to the way in which 

institutions had considered and responded to the issues raised in the report of their 
last institutional audit.  This would include the advisable and desirable 
recommendations detailed in the audit report, and those issues detailed in the body 
of the report but which had not been incorporated in the recommendations; 
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(d) that although the amount of documentation that needed to be prepared in the run-

up to an audit had been reduced, the revised institutional audit process should not 
be thought of as being a ‘lighter touch’ than the previous process.  The institutional 
self-evaluation document had been replaced by an institutional briefing paper, but 
this did not signify any reduction in the importance of this initial document to the 
audit process.  Additionally, although the amount of documentation required in 
advance of an audit had been reduced this was on the presumption that all the 
evidence that would be required by an audit team would be available as a matter of 
course within institutions, and that an institution would be able to produce this on 
demand at short notice to enable audit teams to test in depth the way in which 
quality management processes were implemented by the institution.  The 
consequence was that audit teams were likely to request very significant amounts 
of additional documentation (e.g. committee papers, annual review papers, periodic 
review documentation), at short notice (i.e. no more than five weeks, and significant 
amounts of documentation would be requested on a shorter timescale); 

 
(e) that a central concern of institutional audit would be the way in which policies and 

processes for quality management were implemented, and this would be tested in 
depth via audit trails.  In ‘sampling trails’ the audit team would follow through the 
implementation of institutional policies and processes down to department and 
programme level, with the last periodic review of the department being a key part of 
this trail.  ‘Sampling trails’ would take place in at least two disciplines, and it was 
not possible to rule out the possibility of a third trail being undertaken.  Institutions 
would receive only five weeks notice of the departments to be subject to a 
‘sampling trail’, and any department in an institution (including those who were 
subject to DATs in their last institutional audit) could be selected for a ‘sampling 
trail’; 

 
(f) that audit teams would pay considerable attention to an institution’s policies for the 

annual review and monitoring of provision, and the effectiveness of their 
implementation at departmental level.  This consideration would include, but not be 
limited to, the conduct of annual review and monitoring in departments selected for 
‘sampling trails’; 

 
(g) that there would be two outputs from institutional audit.  The first would be a report, 

published in hard copy and online, intended for audiences external to the institution 
under review.  This would provide an overview of audit findings.  The second would 
be a detailed technical annex, providing evidence to support the audit findings.  
This was intended primarily for the institution, but it would be publicly available via 
the QAA website.  The technical annex would be based on a detailed matrix that 
required a close analysis of the evidence considered by the audit team, and this 
matrix would ensure that each area considered by the audit was reported on to a 
high level of detail; 

 
Noted: 

 
(a) the importance of raising awareness in faculties and departments about the nature 

of the revised institutional audit process; 
(Action:  SDK/MJE/LF) 

 
(b) that the way in which the University considered statistical data within its annual 

review process would be an important issue for an audit team.  Discussions were 
currently taking place with the relevant support departments to allow performance 
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indicators to be provided to departments on a cohort basis, to support further the 
consideration of progression data within annual review; 

 
(c) that a recent student case had highlighted the need for all departments to ensure 

that marks for summative assessments were entered into Banner as these 
assessments were completed, so that marks entry for assessments other than 
those undertaken in the examination period were entered in-year and not during or 
after the examination period.  The Chair asked that members of TLC take this issue 
forward with their departments, and noted that if departments needed guidance on 
amending coursework marks on Banner before they were confirmed by the board 
of examiners (e.g. as the result of moderation) then this could be gained from SPA; 

(Action:  SDK/MJE/LF) 
 

(d) that it was intended to review the first year of operation of the Enhancement Led 
Review process at the next meeting of TLC, and the information provided on the 
revised institutional audit process could usefully inform this review. 

 
111. NEW PROGRAMME APPROVAL PROCESS 
 

Considered:  a proposal to revise the new programme approval process; 
(Document TLC/06/188 – filed with the minutes) 

 
Noted: 

 
(a) that the proposal was broadly welcomed as a valuable development of the new 

programme approval process, that responded appropriately to issues regarding the 
current process that had arisen during the current academic year; 

 
(b) that a move to a two stage process, with an emphasis on the support to be made 

available to proposers of new programmes, could help ensure that new programme 
proposals were considered in a supportive and developmental, rather than 
adversarial, context; 

 
(c) that in addition to the specific support available to proposers from support services 

at different stages of the proposed revised process, departments could consult with 
senior officers of their faculty when developing an initial idea for a programme; 

 
(d) that faculty support administrators would be able to provide support to departments 

in navigating the new programme approval process, and co-ordinating the different 
elements and stages of the process; 

 
(e) that the proposed revised process would be helpful in clarifying for departments 

and faculties the costs of proposed new programmes, particularly given the 
intention to establish electronic templates for the costing of new programmes.  
These templates would ensure that information was presented for consideration in 
a standard format, and would also allow departments the opportunity to test the 
viability of different variations of a proposal before it was submitted for approval; 

 
(f) that it would be useful if instead of providing an indication of significant costs 

associated with a programme as part of Stage 1 of the revised process, 
departments were asked to provide an indicative costing of the proposed 
programme; 

 
(g) that the proposed revised process would continue to include external consideration 

of new programme proposals, as external comments on a proposed programme 
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would be required for submission to the validation panel during Stage 2.  If the 
proposals in Document 188 were approved by Senate, consideration would need to 
be given when developing the detailed documentation for the revised process as to 
whether external involvement should be sought at any other stage(s) of the 
process; 

 
(h) that the proposed criteria detailed in Document 188 for the approval of Stage 2 

proposals by validation panels included the requirement that new programme 
proposals demonstrate that they had, where appropriate, a curriculum that 
integrated an international, intercultural or global dimension.  This was consistent 
with the University’s Learning and Teaching and Internationalisation strategies, but 
it was felt that it would be more appropriate for this to be incorporated as a new 
heading within the University’s programme specification template rather than 
included in the criteria for new programme approval; 

 
(i) that it was important to ensure that there was effective alignment of the decision 

making at Stage 2 regarding the business case and the academic proposal.  
Validation panels would need to receive a copy of the business case 
documentation approved by the Executive Dean, and if it was evident that the 
academic proposal was not consistent with the business case documentation the 
validation panel would need to have the authority to refer the discrepancy to the 
Executive Dean for consideration; 

 
Agreed:  that subject to the amendments detailed in Noted (f), (h) and (i) above, and 
further consideration of the issue raised in Noted (g) above, the recommendations of 
Document 188 be approved; 

 
Recommended:  that Senate approve the principles and outline processes detailed in 
Document 188 for a revised programme approval process for all new programme 
proposals brought forward from August 2007 onwards, and delegate to TLC authority 
to approve detailed process documentation for the approval of new taught 
programmes, based on these principles and outline processes, for introduction from 
August 2007 (subject to consultation with faculties on this detailed documentation). 

 
PART B:  ROUTINE BUSINESS 

 
112. MINUTES OF THE LAST MEETING 

 
Confirmed: 

 
(a) the minutes of the meeting of TLC held 26 March 2007, subject to noting that Dr S 

E Taylor was present at this meeting; 
(Document TLC/06/189 – filed with the minutes) 

 
(b) the report to Senate from the meeting of TLC held 26 March 2007. 

(Document TLC/06/190 – filed with the minutes) 
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113. MATTERS ARISING FROM THE MINUTES 
 

(a) Minute 90 National Student Survey 
 

Considered: 
 
(i) a report on the University’s final response rates for the 2007 NSS; 

(Document TLC/06/191 – filed with the minutes) 
 

(ii) a report from HEFCE on the outcomes of the consultation on the 
development of TQI and NSS.  The consultation document was considered by 
the 13 November 2006 meeting of TLC (Minute 29 refers); 

(Document TLC/06/192 – filed with the minutes) 
 

Noted: 
 
(i) that the final overall institutional response rate had fallen slightly, from 62.2% 

in 2006 to 60.6% in 2007, and that consideration needed to be given to how 
an increased response rate might be encouraged without students feeling that 
they were being pressured to respond.  This needed to be considered by the 
University, but also by individual departments who had had a low proportion 
of students responding to the NSS; 

 
(ii) that DSU would welcome the opportunity to discuss the NSS with the 

members of staff responsible for overseeing the University’s participation in 
the NSS earlier in the academic year than had been the case in 2006/7; 

(Action:  RDH) 
 

(iii) that student participation in the NSS might be encouraged if they were made 
more aware of how the results were informing the development of provision.  
NSS results were disseminated to departments for consideration, and 
departments should consider how they could communicate to students action 
taken in response to NSS returns; 

 
(iv) that the number of questionnaires that students were asked to complete could 

lead to ‘questionnaire fatigue’ for some students; 
 

(v) that some students had expressed concerns regarding the intrusiveness of 
phone interviews from IPSOS Mori, for those students who had not completed 
the NSS early in its release; 

 
Agreed:  that those departments who had obtained high return rates for the 2007 
NSS should be approached to ascertain whether there were examples of good 
practice in encouraging student response to the NSS that might be disseminated to 
other departments; 

(Action:  RDH) 
 

(b) Minute 91 Keeping of Terms 
 

Reported:  that at its meeting held 19 April 2007 Graduate School Committee 
considered the issue referred to it by TLC.  Reports from Faculty TLCs on the issue 
that was referred to them would be considered at the next meeting of TLC; 

 
(c) Minute 95 External Examiners’ Reports 

Academic Support Office Teaching and Learning Committee Page 6 of 15 
 14 May 2007 



 

 
Reported:  that proposals regarding the consideration of external examiners’ 
reports and the links between the consideration of these reports and the annual 
review of learning and teaching, taking into account the decisions of Senate on the 
future role and structure of TLC and its sub-committees, would be brought to the 
next meeting of TLC; 

(Action:  GN/RDH) 
 
Considered:  proposed revisions to the guidance on the use of discretion by boards 
of examiners, intended to provide further guidance to boards of examiners without, 
pending consideration of this issue by the proposed University Review of 
Assessment, amending the underlying principle that boards of examiners should 
not define rules for the operation of discretion; 

(Document TLC/06/193 – filed with the minutes) 
 

Noted:  that while the proposed revision was consistent with the core regulations 
for undergraduate and taught postgraduate programmes, its addition to this section 
of the Teaching and Learning Handbook was not felt to be helpful in providing 
guidance to boards of examiners; 
 
Agreed: 
 
(i) that the proposed amendment to the Teaching and Learning Handbook’s 

guidance on the use of discretion be not approved; 
 

(ii) that the core regulations relating to the exercise of discretion by boards of 
examiners should be subject to further consideration at a future TLC; 

(Action:  RDH) 
 

(d) Minute 100 Faculty of Science TLC Sub-Committee 
 

Reported:  that following further discussion it had not proved possible to progress 
this issue further at this time; 

 
Noted: 
 
(i) that issues had arisen relating to the location of examinations for students in 

the Faculty of Science taking modules at the campus other than the one 
where they were primarily based, and who had received examination 
concessions.  Individual cases were being dealt with by the Deputy Dean, 
liaising with the relevant service departments; 

 
(ii) that issues regarding the examination concessions process would be brought 

forward to TLC as part of the annual Examinations and Assessment Report; 
 
Agreed:  that following the end of the examination period, the Deputy Dean would 
write to the Chair regarding the location of examinations for students taking 
modules at the campus other than the one where they were primarily based, and 
who had been granted examination concessions in respect of these modules. 
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114. REPORT FROM SENATE 
 

Reported: 
 
(a) that the minutes of the meeting of Senate held 8 May 2007 were not yet available, 

and the relevant minute extract would be received by the next meeting of TLC; 
 

(b) that the University Learning and Teaching Strategy had been approved by the 
meeting of Senate held 8 May 2007. 

 
115. CHAIR’S BUSINESS 
 

(a) External Review of Provision for Initial and Continued Professional Development, 
Learning and Teaching and Research Supervision 

 
Reported:  that the review would be taking place 21-22 May 2007. 

 
116. TEACHING QUALITY ENHANCEMENT FUND 
 

Considered: 
 
(a) an update of progress against the targets set for 2006/7; 

(Document TLC/06/195 – filed with the minutes) 
 

(b) a summary of the current position in respect of expenditure and commitments for 
2006/7; 

(Document TLC/06/196 – filed with the minutes) 
 

(c) the targets set for 2007/8 and 2008/9; 
(Document TLC/06/197 – filed with the minutes) 

 
Noted:  that in light of the approval of a new University Learning and Teaching 
Strategy, and the external review of provision for initial and continued professional 
development, learning and teaching and research supervision to be undertaken 21-22 
May 2007, it would be necessary to reconfigure the TQEF action plan and budget.  
This would ensure that the use of TQEF was fully aligned with the University’s 
strategic direction in learning and teaching, and that the University made best use of 
the available funding.  The Chair would write to HEFCE to propose changes to the 
TQEF action plan and budget, and proposals in these areas would be brought to the 
next meeting of TLC. 

(Action:  GN) 
 
117. DIPLOMA SUPPLEMENT AND TRANSCRIPT 
 

Considered: recommendations from Student Planning and Assessment on the 
development of the University’s transcript, and the provision of a Diploma Supplement 
to all graduating students; 

(Document TLC/06/198 – filed with the minutes) 
 

Noted: 
 
(a) that SPA had reviewed the University’s parchment and transcript, taking into 

account the need to produce Diploma Supplements for graduating students.  As a 
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result of this review, revisions to the University’s transcript and the introduction of a 
Diploma Supplement were proposed; 

 
(b) that the proposals were welcomed, though it was noted that: 

 
 references to the award of merit for taught postgraduate programmes would 

need to be removed as the University did not award merits at taught 
postgraduate level; 

 the comments on p.3 of the Diploma Supplement regarding a base valency of 
15 credits for taught postgraduate modules would need to be revised, as the 
University now allowed a base valency of 15 or 20 credits for taught 
postgraduate modules; 

 
(c) that any further detailed comments on Document 198 should be submitted to the 

Secretary; 
 
Agreed:  that subject to the revisions detailed in Noted (b) above, and any further 
detailed amendments necessary in light of further feedback from members of TLC, the 
recommendations in Document 198 be approved. 

 
118. NATIONAL CREDIT FRAMEWORK 
 

Received: 
 
(a) the final report from the Burgess Group on ‘Proposals for national arrangements for 

the use of academic credit in higher education in England’; 
(Document TLC/06/199 – filed with the minutes) 

 
(b) a summary of issues arising from the final report of the Burgess Group; 

(Document TLC/06/200 – filed with the minutes) 
 

Noted: 
 
(a) that the Burgess Group had recommended that a ‘permissive national credit 

framework’ be developed by the start of the academic year, with HEIs being asked 
to credit rate their provision by the start of 2009/10.  The report emphasised 
throughout the need to respect institutional autonomy; 

 
(b) that in developing its module and credit framework, the University had paid close 

attention to the credit guidelines that had been developed by the credit consortia.  
The draft national credit framework included in the Burgess Group’s report was 
consistent with the guidelines developed by the consortia.  Consequently, the 
University’s module and credit framework was, in general, aligned with the draft 
national credit framework.  Where there were departures from the draft national 
credit framework, the University’s module and credit framework included a clearly 
detailed rationale; 

 
(c) that further consideration might need to be given to the minimum number of credits 

at Level 2 that the University required for the award of a Diploma of Higher 
Education.  The draft national credit framework set this minimum at 90 credits, 
while the University’s module and credit framework required 60 credits for the 
award of a Diploma of Higher Education.  It was noted, however, that the credit 
framework published in the Burgess Group’s report was a draft, and that a national 
Credit Implementation Development Group would be established to progress the 
finalisation of this framework and its implementation; 
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Agreed:  that the minimum number of Level 2 credits required by the University for the 
award of a Diploma of Higher Education should be further considered once the Credit 
Implementation Development Group had confirmed the operational detail of national 
credit arrangements. 

(Action:  RDH) 
 

119. QAA CODE OF PRACTICE:  WORK-BASED AND PLACEMENT LEARNING 
 

Received:  for consultation, a revised draft of Section 9 of the QAA Code of Practice, 
on Work-based and Placement Learning; 

(Document TLC/06/201 – filed with the minutes) 
 
Reported:  that the title of the current version of this section of the Code referred only 
to placement learning.  The QAA had amended the title when revising this section of 
the Code, in recognition of the current, and likely continued, increase in the 
opportunities for students in higher education to integrate work and study via work 
based learning; 
 
Noted:  that a University response to this consultation would be prepared by the Chair 
and Secretary, and approved on behalf of TLC by Chair’s action.  The International 
Office had been consulted for their views on the revised draft section of the Code, and 
if members had comments or views on the draft these should be forwarded to the 
Secretary as soon as possible. 

 
120. VALIDATION SUB-COMMITTEE 
 

Considered:  a report from the meeting of Validation Sub-Committee held 2 March 
2007; 

(Document TLC/06/202 – filed with the minutes) 
 

Noted: 
 
(a) that the periodic review of St John’s/Ushaw College/Wesley Study Centre in 2004/5 

had expressed concerns about the workload for staff and students occasioned by 
use of 10 credit modules.  This had resulted in the revision of the programme’s 
modular structure to reduce significantly, but not eliminate entirely, the number of 
such modules; 

 
(b) that the Sub-Committee had requested that J/U/WSC be permitted to offer this 

significantly reduced number of 10 credit modules within the BA Theology and 
Ministry, with a review of the impact of this on staff and student workload taking 
place during 2007/8; 

 
(c) the Sub-Committee’s confirmation that the role of University Assessor included 

seeing a sample of assessed work in order to allow them to confirm the 
comparability of the standards of validated programmes with equivalent or similar 
University programmes; 

 
(d) that a merger had taken place between CENTREX and the NPIA, and that a due 

diligence process would be undertaken of this new merged organisation, with 
recommendations being brought through the committee system for approval; 
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Agreed:  that J/U/WSC be permitted to offer 10 credit modules within the BA Theology 
and Ministry during 2007/8, with a review of staff and student workload taking place 
during 2007/8 and reporting no later than the Easter Term 2008. 

 
121. TEACHING ACCOMMODATION 
 

Considered:  an update from Estates and Buildings on the Science Lecture Theatre 
block, and the refurbishment of Elvet Riverside I; 

(Document TLC/06/203 – filed with the minutes) 
 
Noted: 
 
(a) that work on the Science Site Lecture Theatre Complex was behind schedule, but it 

would be completed in time for the start of the 2007/8 academic year; 
 

(b) that departments had expressed a desire to have access to the teaching rooms in 
the Complex prior to the start of Michaelmas 2007/8, to allow staff to familiarise 
themselves with the new AV facilities.  The AV specification had included the 
provision of training for staff members prior to the Complex coming into use.  The 
management group for the development of the Complex included Dr Burd, who 
would ensure that the need for staff training on, and access to, the Complex’s AV 
facilities was relayed to this group; 

(Action:  ELB) 
 

(c) that it had been decided to postpone the redevelopment of Elvet Riverside I (except 
for the refurbishment of ER140), as the risk of this refurbishment not being 
completed for the start of 2007/8 was felt to be too high. 

 
122. GENERAL REGULATIONS 
 

Considered:  whether to recommend to Senate amendments to General Regulation II; 
(Document TLC/06/204 – filed with the minutes) 

 
Reported:  that the amendment to paragraph 1 had been proposed by the Heads of 
House Committee, and the amendments to paragraphs 2 and 3 had been proposed by 
the Undergraduate Admissions Office; 
 
Noted:  that the revisions to paragraphs 2 and 3 had been proposed to align General 
Regulation II with the University’s policy for placement learning; 

 
Agreed:  that the first sentence of paragraph 3 should be amended to refer to ‘Students 
undertaking a placement’ rather than ‘Students studying or working in another country’; 
 
Recommended:  that Senate approve the proposed revisions to General Regulation II. 

 
PART C:  ITEMS FOR APPROVAL

 
123. NEW PROGRAMME APPROVAL:  MA INTERCULTURAL COMMUNICATION AND 

EDUCATION 
 

Considered:  whether to recommend to Senate the approval of a new MA Intercultural 
Communication and Education with effect from October 2008: 

 
(a) programme specification;           (Document TLC/06/205 – filed with the minutes) 
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(b) programme regulations;             (Document TLC/06/206 – filed with the minutes) 
 

(c) departmental statement;            (Document TLC/06/207 – filed with the minutes) 
 

(d) learning resources forms;          (Document TLC/06/208 – filed with the minutes) 
 

(e) minutes of the validation panel;    
(Document TLC/06/209 – filed with the minutes) 

 
(f) programme approval form;        (Document TLC/06/210 – filed with the minutes) 

 
Recommended:  that Senate approve the introduction of the proposed programme 
with effect from October 2008. 
 

124. COLLABORATIVE PARTNERSHIP APPROVAL:  INTERNATIONAL UNIVERSITY, 
SCHLOSS REICHARTHAUSEN, EUROPEAN BUSINESS SCHOOL 

 
Considered:  whether to recommend to Senate the approval of a collaborative 
partnership with the International University, Schloss Reicharthausen, European 
Business School for the delivery of a dual award Executive MBA; 

 
(a) memorandum of association;      (Document TLC/06/211- filed with the minutes) 

 
(b) business plan;                            (Document TLC/06/212 – filed with the minutes) 

 
(c) minutes of the partnership approval panel;                         

(Document TLC/06/213 – filed with the minutes) 
 

Reported:  that in addition to consideration of the business case for the proposed 
partnership by the Partnership Approval Panel, a revised business case supporting this 
proposal was considered by UEC and approved at its meeting held 5 March 2007; 

 
Noted:  that in the course of developing the proposed partnership, a visit had been 
undertaken by staff from the Durham Business School to the International University, 
Schloss Reicharthausen, European Business School which included consideration of 
the learning resources available at ebs.  Further consideration needed to be given to 
the constitution of the teams undertaking such visits to proposed collaborative 
partners.  A review of the procedures for collaborative provision would take place over 
the summer, and this issue would be considered as part of that review;  

(Action:  RDH) 
 

Recommended:  that Senate approve the establishment of a collaborative partnership 
with the International University, Schloss Reicharthausen, European Business School 
for the delivery of a dual award Executive MBA. 

 
125. ENHANCEMENT-LED REVIEW:  DEPARTMENT OF COMPUTER SCIENCE 
 

Reported:  that an Enhancement-led Review of Department of Computer Science was 
undertaken on 2 February 2007; 
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Received: 
 

(a) the review report;  (Document TLC/06/214 – filed with the minutes) 
 

(b) the revalidation proposal for undergraduate and postgraduate programmes; 
(Document TLC/06/215 – filed with the minutes) 

 
Considered:  whether to recommend to Senate revalidation of the programmes listed 
for six years with effect from October 2007. 
 
Noted:  that the review had considered the Doctor of Philosophy in Integrated Studies 
in E-Science and recommended that this be revalidated for one year in the first 
instance, but that as this programme was a research degree this recommendation 
would be considered by Graduate School Committee rather than TLC; 
 
Recommended:  that Senate approve the revalidation of the programmes listed in 
Document 215 for six years with effect from October 2007. 

 
126. ENHANCEMENT-LED REVIEW:  COMBINED HONOURS – ARTS AND SOCIAL 

SCIENCES 
 

Reported:  that an Enhancement-led Review of Combined Honours – Arts and Social 
Sciences was undertaken on 2 February 2007; 

 
Received: 

 
(a) the review report;  (Document TLC/06/216 – filed with the minutes) 

 
(b) the revalidation proposal for undergraduate programmes; 

(Document TLC/06/217 – filed with the minutes) 
 

Considered:  whether to recommend to Senate revalidation of the programmes listed 
for six years with effect from October 2007; 
 
Noted:  that the review team had found that the quality and standards of the 
programmes reviewed were appropriate, and had recommended that they therefore be 
revalidated for a period of six years.  It had, however, recommended that the 
sustainability of the programmes be reviewed as a matter of urgency by the Combined 
Honours Office in consultation with the Executive Deans for Arts and Humanities and 
Social Sciences and Health; 
 
Agreed: 
 
(a) that the Executive Deans for Arts and Humanities and Social Sciences and Health 

be asked to provide a report to the next meeting of TLC on progress in addressing 
the issue sustainability; 

(Action:  AF/SDK) 
 

(b) that the Secretary should write to the Executive Dean of Science to inform him that 
this issue had been raised in respect of Combined Honours, and that while no 
sustainability issues had been identified in respect of Natural Sciences TLC 
believed it appropriate to make him aware of the issue that had been identified in 
Combined Honours; 

(Action:  RDH) 
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Recommended:  that Senate approve the revalidation of the programmes listed in 
Document 217 for six years with effect from October 2007. 

 
127. UNIVERSITY REVIEW:  LINGUISTICS AND ENGLISH LANGUAGE 
 

Reported: 
 
(a) that TLC had previously signed of as satisfactory the Linguistics element of the 

University Review of Linguistics and English Language – Language Centre 
conducted in 2002 (TLC 2004/5, Minute 115(c) refers).  The Arts and Humanities 
URP had now recommended the Language Centre element of this review for 
signing off as having been satisfactorily completed; 

 
(b) that although one recommendation from the last University Review remained 

outstanding, the URP had agreed that it was appropriate for this to be considered 
as part of the Enhancement-led Review of the Language Centre held 25 April 2007; 

 
Received: 
 
(a) the relevant minute extract from the Arts and Humanities URP; 

(Document TLC/06/218 – filed with the minutes) 
 

(b) a summary of the review’s commendations and recommendations; 
(Document TLC/06/219 – filed with the minutes) 

 
Agreed:  that the Language Centre element of the University Review of Linguistics and 
English Language be signed off as satisfactorily completed. 

 
PART D:  ITEMS FOR INFORMATION

 
128. MATTERS OF REPORT 

 
Received:  a report of action taken by the Chair on behalf of TLC. 

(Document TLC/06/220 – filed with the minutes) 
 
129. QAA PROCESS FOR HANDLING CAUSES FOR CONCERN IN ENGLISH FURTHER 

AND HIGHER EDUCATION 
 

Received:  the QAA’s revised process for handling causes for concern in English 
further and higher education; 

(Document TLC/06/221 – filed with the minutes) 
 

Reported: 
 
(a) that this process was intended for addressing causes for concern that may emerge 

between institutional audits.  This process had been developed by the QAA at the 
request of HEFCE to ensure that the latter was meeting its statutory responsibility 
in respect of any serious concerns relating to quality and standards in higher 
education which may occur between Institutional Audits.  It was effective from 1 
March 2007; 

 
(b) that the original draft of this process included information derived from the NSS, 

and data published as part of TQI, as potential triggers for cause for concern.  In 
response to feedback from UUK and individual HEIs (including Durham), the 
process had now been clarified so that these two sources of information would only 
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be used as supporting evidence in the consideration of a cause for concern not as 
triggers for such consideration. 

 
130. OUTCOMES FROM INSTITUTIONAL AUDIT 
 

Reported:  that QAA had recently published a further paper in its series Outcomes from 
Institutional Audit, on ‘The contribution of the student written submission to institutional 
audit’ (available at 
http://www.qaa.ac.uk/reviews/institutionalAudit/outcomes/StudentSubmission.pdf ). 
 

131. DATES OF FUTURE MEETINGS 
 

Reported: that the date of the remaining meeting of TLC for the academic year 2006/7 
is as follows: 

 
Wednesday 4 July 2007, at 2:15pm 
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