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UNIVERSITY  OF  DURHAM 
 

BOARD OF THE FACULTY OF SOCIAL SCIENCES AND HEALTH 
 

26 September 2002 
 

Present: Professor R J Allison (Dean and Chairman), Professor A Antoniou, Dr P J 
Atkins, Mr I K Bailiff, Dr S C Coleman, Professor R Gott, Dr E C Murphy, 
Professor S J Scott, Professor P Sillitoe, Dr P G Starkey, Dr P M R Stirk, 
Professor G R Sullivan with Mrs M E Allison, Mrs S E Blenkinsopp, Mrs N 
Parker, Mrs J E Race, Mrs L J Storer and Dr R D Harrison (Secretary) 

 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 

 
MINUTES 

 
PART A:  STRATEGIC ISSUES 

 
1. FACULTY OPERATION AND MANAGEMENT 
 

Received: 
 
(a) an oral report from the Dean upon the operation and management of the Faculty 

of Social Sciences and Health; 
 

(b) a paper upon the future format of meetings of the Board of the Faculty of Social 
Sciences and Health; 

(Document BF/SSH/02/01 – filed with the minutes) 
 

Reported:  by the Dean; 
 
(a) that Faculty Board would be of fundamental importance to the operation of the 

new Faculty; 
 

(b) that there would be a two-way flow of information between Faculty Board and 
Boards of Studies, with Heads of Department taking information and issues from 
Faculty Board back to their departments, and bringing to Faculty Board issues 
raised by Boards of Studies; 

 
(c) that a number of staff employed by the central University administration had been 

specifically designated to provide support for the Faculty.  The staff concerned, 
and their responsibilities, were; 

 
(i) Mrs M E Allison, Executive Secretary; 

 
(ii) Mrs S E Blenkinsopp, Faculty Accountant; 

 
(iii) Dr R D Harrison, Faculty Support Administrator; 

 
(iv) Mrs J E Race and Mrs L J Storer, Faculty Personnel Managers; 

 
These members staff would be in attendance at Faculty Board; 
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(d) that there would weekly meetings of the senior officers of the Faculty with the 
support staff assigned to the Faculty, in order to effectively co-ordinate Faculty 
matters; 

 
(e) that the Dean had been approached by a number of representatives of service 

departments regarding the possibility of their attendance, in accordance with 
Senate Standing Orders, as additional members of the Board.  The Dean had 
made no decisions upon these requests as he believed that this was a decision for 
the existing members of the Board, but was of the opinion that it may be more 
appropriate for the representatives of service departments to be invited to attend 
Faculty Board as and when matters relevant to these departments were to be 
discussed, and that the attendance of representatives of some service departments 
could become a standing item at one meeting of the Board per year; 

 
(f) that the Deputy Dean would have delegated authority to act on behalf of the Dean 

on occasions when the Dean was away from the University; 
 

Noted: 
 
(a) that following the reorganisation of the University the Dean had the authority to 

make decisions on behalf of the Faculty, and ensure that such decisions were then 
implemented; 

 
(b) that decisions with wider implications for the University would be made by the 

University Executive Committee (UEC); 
 

(c) that UEC will meet fortnightly, that action points arising from these meetings 
would be published shortly after the meetings had been held, and that the full 
minutes of each meeting of UEC would be published once they had been 
confirmed by the following meeting; 

 
(d) that the Dean would act as a conduit for information from UEC to Faculty Board, 

and vice versa; 
 

(e) that the main areas of responsibility of the senior officers of the Faculty were: 
 

(i) Dean:  research, staffing, all financial and strategic matters including 
planning, undergraduate appeals, overall responsibility for the Faculty.  
The Dean’s principal point of contact with Boards of Studies would be 
the Head of Department; 

 
(ii) Deputy Dean:  all undergraduate matters, including representing the 

Faculty upon Teaching and Learning Committee and chairing Faculty 
TLC.  The Deputy Dean’s principal point of contact with Boards of 
Studies would be the Director of Undergraduate Studies; 

 
(iii) Associate Dean:  all postgraduate matters, including representing the 

Faculty upon Graduate School Committee.  The Associate Dean’s 
principal point of contact with Boards of Studies would be the Director of 
Postgraduate Studies; 

 
(f) the importance that the new structures would place upon effectively managing the 

flow of information between the Faculty Office and departments; 
 



 

 3

(g) the desire of the Dean to reduce the routine paperwork handled by the senior 
officers of the Faculty, in order to allow a greater focus upon the important 
strategic issues; 

 
Agreed:  that future meetings of Faculty Board would follow the format outlined in 
Document BF/SSH/02/01. 

 
2. STRATEGIC PRIORITIES 
 

Received and considered:  a paper upon the strategic priorities for the academic year 
2002-3; 

(Document BF/SSH/02/02 – filed with the minutes) 
 

Noted: 
 
(a) that Document BF/SSH/02/02 detailed the Faculty’s priorities as suggested by the 

Dean, and that the Dean invited comments and suggestions for revision from the 
members of the Board; 

 
(b) that Document BF/SSH/02/02 also detailed the University’s strategic priorities, 

had been prepared through the amalgamation of the lists of strategic priorities 
submitted by members of UEC, and should be regarded as a first draft; 

 
(c) that the University’s strategic priorities were not for approval by Faculty Board, 

but that the Dean welcomed the views of the Faculty Board upon this document 
which he would then feed back to UEC; 

 
(d) regarding the Faculty’s strategic priorities; 

 
(i) in reference to the third of the Faculty’s strategic priorities, that reference 

should be made to Faculty planning being informed by departmental 
objectives and plans; 

 
(ii) the need for the Faculty’s strategic priorities to reflect the diversity of 

objectives and priorities of the Faculty’s constituent departments, and 
that both Departmental and Faculty objectives needed to fit within the 
University’s strategy; 

 
(iii) in reference to the second of the Faculty’s strategic priorities, that 

‘synergies’ referred to things like the encouragement of joint-teaching of 
modules by Departments; 

 
(iv) the fundamental importance of resource issues to the achievement of the 

strategic priorities; 
 
(v) that specific reference could be made within the Faculty’s strategic 

priorities to the matter of postgraduate recruitment; 
 
(vi) that the timetable for the achievement of the Faculty's strategic priorities 

would be considered as part of the discussion of the Faculty’s planning 
process, but that some of the points listed were an urgent priority, 
particularly the reviews of Sociology and Social Policy, IMEIS, Politics 
and Sport, and that the Dean hoped to be able to contact the heads of the 
departments concerned about these reviews in the near future; 
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(e) regarding the University’s strategic priorities; 

 
(i) that this document would be considered by UEC, but that it was unclear 

whether it would then go to Senate; 
 

(ii) that some members of the Board would value more time to deliberate 
upon this document, and to consult with their Boards of Studies upon it; 

 
(iii) regarding the priority to ‘develop new financial model to underpin 

academic planning’, that the emphasis should be seen to be on the 
integration of academic and financial planning; 

 
(iv) that the Board was unclear as to the outcome of the review of the 

University’s administration established by the Vice-Chancellor; 
 

(v) the importance to a number of departments within the Faculty of good 
communication with the Faculty of Science, and with departments within 
that Faculty; 

 
Agreed:  that Faculty Board supported in principle the Faculty’s strategic priorities 
detailed in Document BF/SSH/02/02, and that the Dean would amend the document in 
light of the Board’s discussion and circulate this document to Heads of Department. 

 
3. PLANNING PROCESS 
 

Received and considered:  a presentation from the Dean upon the planning process for the 
Faculty of Social Sciences and Health; 
 
[Secretary’s note:  the Dean tabled a document titled ‘Faculty of Social Sciences and 
Health:  A Possible Planning Process’, which formed the basis of his presentation and is 
filed with the minutes as Attachment I.  The slides which were presented to Faculty 
Board as part of this presentation are filed as Attachment II.] 
 
Noted: 
 
(a) that the planning process was an important matter, and that members of Faculty 

Board would appreciate the opportunity to consider further the proposal presented 
by the Dean; 

 
(b) that the Dean was happy for members of Faculty Board to discuss the contents of 

his presentation, and the documentation he had provided, with members of their 
Boards of Studies; 

 
(c) the general approval of the broad outlines of the planning process proposed by 

the Dean, particularly the ongoing nature of the process outlined by the Dean; 
 

(d) the concern as to whether, given the detailed nature of the proposed planning 
process, the University had the resources necessary properly to implement the 
proposed process; 

 
(e) the Dean’s belief that one of the reasons for the appointment of two deputies was 

to try to ensure that the senior officers of the Faculty were able to devote more of 
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their efforts to addressing broader, strategic matters, and that it might be possible 
to reduce the amount of routine paperwork dealt with by the Faculty Office; 

 
(f) that the planning process proposed by the Dean would place a premium upon the 

rapid turnaround of information between departments, the Faculty Office and 
UEC; 

 
(g) that this had been one of the reasons for the decision that meetings of UEC 

should be held fortnightly; 
 

(h) that the Academic Registrar hoped that within the new structure UEC would not 
become a ‘process committee’ dealing with matters of detail, and that many 
decisions could be taken at Faculty level and reported to UEC; 

 
(i) the general concern about the burden placed on both the Faculty and Departments 

by routine paperwork; 
 

(j) that many of the administrative burdens with which the University was faced 
were externally driven, being the result of the requirements of outside agencies 
such as HEFCE and QAA; 

 
Agreed: 
 
(a) that members of Faculty Board would consult, as they thought appropriate, with 

members of Boards of Studies upon the proposals contained in Attachments I and 
II, and would pass any further comments upon the proposed planning process on 
to the Dean; 

 
(b) that the Dean would draft a formal proposal, taking into account the comments of 

Faculty Board and any further feedback he received as a result of consultation 
with Boards of Studies, which he would circulate to members of Faculty Board 
prior to an informal meeting, to be held in the week beginning 7 October, at 
which the proposal would be further considered; 

 
(c) that once the final proposal had been agreed, the Dean would progress it within 

the University. 
 

 
PART B:  ROUTINE  BUSINESS 

 
4. TERMS OF REFERENCE AND MEMBERSHIP 
 

Received: 
 
(a) excerpts from the General Regulations and Senate Standing Orders concerning 

the powers and duties of Faculty Boards. 
(Document BF/SSH/02/03 – filed with the minutes) 

 
(b) the membership of the Board of the Faculty of Social Sciences and Health for 

2002-3; 
(Document BF/SSH/02/04 – filed with the minutes) 

 
Considered:  whether to appoint additional members to Faculty Board; 
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Noted: 
 
(a) the concern of some members of the Board that Senate Standing Orders stated 

that the duty of Faculty Board was only ‘to offer guidance and advice to the 
Dean’; 

 
(b) that this change to the terms of reference had been approved by a meeting of 

Senate, that any further change could only be made by Senate, and that if 
members of the Board were concerned by the nature of this change they should 
raise this issue with the Acting Registrar; 

 
(c) the discussion regarding additional members during consideration of item 1 of the 

agenda; 
 

Agreed:  that additional members would not be appointed to Faculty Board, but that 
representatives of other areas of the University, for example service departments such as 
the Library, would be invited to attend Faculty Board on specific occasions when matters 
of particular relevance to them were being considered, and that where appropriate 
representatives of certain service departments would be invited to at least one meeting of 
Faculty Board each academic year. 

 
5. PROGRAMME AND MODULE PROVISION 
 

Received:  the report from the Working Group upon Degree Programme Provision and 
Structure received by Senate at its meeting of 18 June 2002; 

(Document BF/SSH/02/05) 
 

Noted: 
 
(a) by the Deputy Dean; 

 
(i) that the implementation of the recommendations of the Working Group, 

which related to the second of the Faculty’s strategic priorities as detailed 
in BF/SSH/02/02, would in large part be the responsibility of the Deputy 
Dean, given his responsibility for undergraduate matters within the 
Faculty; 

 
(ii) that the Working Group’s report stressed the need for the University to 

achieve economies of scale in its teaching provision in order to maintain 
teaching quality and standards despite the reductions in the real value of 
HEFCE funding, and to release resources in order to allow academic staff 
to undertake research; 

 
(iii) that one of the main concerns of the Working Group’s report related to 

the large number of programmes, mainly joint honours and ‘with’ 
programmes, with low student enrolment; 

 
(iv) that the definition of a ‘small programme’ or ‘small module’ by the 

Working Group’s report was not definitive, and the departments could 
make a case for the retention of programmes and modules whose 
enrolment fell below these threshold figures; 
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(v) that the Deputy Dean and the Faculty Support Administrator would be 
working with Directors of Undergraduate Studies within the Faculty to 
progress the implementation of the report’s recommendations; 

 
(b) that IMEIS currently offered a number of programmes which, within the 

definitions of the Working Group’s report, would be classified as small, but it had 
not been decided whether this was an area which would be covered by the review 
of IMEIS that was currently being established; 

 
(c) the importance of taking decisions on the matters raised by the Working Group’s 

report within the context of the culture of individual departments and subjects; 
 

(d) concerns regarding the lack of sufficient large teaching spaces to accommodate 
the type of large group teaching that implementation of the Working Group 
report’s recommendations would lead to; 

 
(e) the concern that the Working Group’s report appeared, in parts, to be overly 

prescriptive; 
 

(f) that the Working Group’s report required departments to consider their teaching 
provision, including the possibility of joint-teaching across departments, but that 
the outcome of such consideration was not pre-judged.  Departments were 
entitled to make a case for the maintenance of low recruiting programmes and/or 
modules; 

 
(g) that the purpose of the reviews of teaching at programme, pathway and module 

levels recommended by the Working Group’s report was to ensure that where the 
University had low recruiting programmes and/or modules that this was a 
conscious decision based upon a proper rationale. 

 
6. DEAN’S BUSINESS 
 

Transparency Review 
 

Noted:  that the Dean highlighted the need for all departments to pass the relevant 
information to the Faculty Office as soon as possible. 

 
7. DEPUTY DEAN’S BUSINESS 
 

Excellence in Teaching and Learning Awards 
 

Reported:  that the Academic Office was about to circulate the details of the third round 
of the University’s Excellence in Teaching and Learning Awards, that the deadline for the 
receipt of applications for these Awards was 15 November 2002, and that the Panel 
judging the Awards would meet in early December. 
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8. ASSOCIATE DEAN’S BUSINESS 
 

Postgraduate Accommodation 
 

Reported:  by the Academic Registrar, that problems had been experienced in providing 
accommodation for new postgraduate students.  Little private accommodation was 
available within Durham, and the Principal of the Graduate Society would shortly be 
contacting members of staff to ascertain whether they might be willing to provide short or 
long term accommodation for postgraduate students.  One reason for these difficulties had 
been the large number of extensions given to existing postgraduate students, who as a 
consequence were still resident in University accommodation. 

 
PART C:  MATTERS OF REPORT 

 
9. APPOINTED MEMBERSHIP OF BOARDS OF STUDIES 
 

Reported:  that the Dean, acting on behalf of Faculty Board, has approved nominations 
from Boards of Studies for the appointment or reappointment of appointed members. 

(Document BF/SSH/02/06 – filed with the minutes) 
 
10. QAA ‘DEVELOPMENTAL ENGAGEMENTS’ (INTERIM REVIEWS) 
 

Reported:  that during the current academic year the Quality Assurance Agency will 
conduct interim reviews of Community and Youth Work, and Environmental Sciences. 

 
11. UNIVERSITY REVIEW 
 

Reported:  that a University Review will take place of the Combined Honours in Social 
Sciences programme during the current academic year, and that this is the only such 
review which will take place within the Faculty in 2002/3. 

 
12. DATES OF FUTURE MEETINGS 
 

Reported:  that the dates and locations of the meetings of Faculty Board for the remainder 
of the academic year are as follows; 
 
Thursday, 24 October 2002 at 9.15 am in the Department of Archaeology 
Thursday, 21 November 2002 at 9.15 am in the School for Health, Queen’s Campus 
Thursday, 16 January 2003 at 9.15 am in the School of Economics, Finance and Business 
Thursday, 13 February 2003 at 9.15 am in the Department of Geography 
Thursday, 13 March 2003 at 9.15 am in the Department of Anthropology 
Thursday, 8 May 2003 at 9.15 am in the Wolfson Research Institute 
Thursday, 5 June 2003 at 9.15 am in the School of Education 
Thursday 26 June 2003 at 9.15 am (if required) in the Department of Sociology and 
Social Policy 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Drafted: 29.ix.02 
Approved by Chairman: 7.x.02 
Circulated: 8.x.02 
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Faculty of Social Sciences and Health 
A possible Planning Process 

 
 
Background 
In the past Departmental planning has been hardly that. It has been more of an essay writing 
competition, followed by a meeting / interview with senior officers – a combination of end-of-year 
report, current position statement and list of future aspirations but with no clear route(s) for their 
achievement or linkage between academic goals and resource management. 
 
We have the opportunity to revise the planning process, so that it becomes a genuine mechanism for 
supporting Departments, helping everyone to achieve their goals and providing a framework for 
maximising opportunities / minimising risks throughout the year. 
 
Department Planning needs to be embedded within a number of considerations. 
 
• The University strategy, particularly aspirations for: Departments to be 5/5* by the next RAE; 

excellent QAA outcomes under the new review system; thereby ensuring the University is in 
the top 5 nationally. 

• Likely change in HE, reflected in the HEFCE’s proposals to increase student numbers by 35% 
and develop a core-plus funding model. 

• The need to conclude and implement academic reorganisation, thereby ensuring the University 
meets its strategic goals when set against a continually declining unit of resource. 

• Identifying and prioritising important issues, recognising that some will require longer than one 
year to effect significant change. Planning, performance indicators and review mechanisms will 
be significant. 

 
There are three elements to a revised planning process: what, how and when. 
 
What? 
The what has been previously defined. The key driver behind the planning process is the University 
Strategy. The basis for planning has been considered by Strategy Committee and approved by 
Council. A key change is that plans are to be developed and agreed in collaboration with the Dean, 
who then has the responsibility to support Heads of Department in plan implementation and pull the 
individual threads together at Faculty level, ensuring that Social Sciences and Health are collectively 
working towards the goals defined out in the University Strategy. 
 
The over-arching aim of the planning process is to develop, support and implement all aspects of 
academic strategy and policy in Departments, including the following. 
 

• Research strategy: opportunities and risks; clear performance indicators against RAE criteria; 
income generation (Dean). 

• Research students: current and target numbers; strategy relative to external funding agencies; 
completion rates (Dean and Associate Dean). 

• Teaching and learning: Opportunities and risks associated with courses and modules; quality 
assurance; admissions, numbers and composition of student body; widening participation 
(Deputy Dean for undergraduate and Associate Dean for postgraduate taught courses). 

• Staffing: projected staff changes; recruitment and retention issues; training and career 
development (Dean). 

• Resources: income generation; cost-effectiveness; equipment base; infrastructure and 
accommodation (Dean). 

• Health and Safety (Dean). 
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How? 
The how can be set out as a number of steps. 
 
1. Bob Allison writes to Head of Department, presenting strategic issues to be included in 

planning process from Dean’s Office and proposing timetable for meetings. 
 
2. Head of Department writes to Dean, presenting strategic issues to be included in planning 

process from Department and confirming timetable for meetings. 
 
3. Dean visits Head of Department to agree agenda for Planning Meeting. 
 
4. Planning meeting to agree issues to be addressed in Department Plans over short-term (1 year) 

and medium-term (3 year) time frames. 
 
 Dean: Bob Allison 
 Deputy Dean: Simon Coleman 
 Associate Dean: Emma Murphy 
 Faculty Support Administrator: Richard Harrison 
 Faculty Accountant: Beth Blenkinsopp 
 Faculty Personnel Managers: Joanne Race / Lucy Storer 
 
 Head of Department 
 Deputy Head of Department 
 Director of Research 
 Director of Postgraduate Studies 
 Director of Undergraduate Studies 
 
5. Head of Department to  agree specific short-term (1 year) and medium-term (3 year) 

objectives with Dean. 
 
6. Department to develop Department Plan against agreed objectives. 
 
7. Department Plan agreed between Head of Department and Dean. 
 
8. Department plans come forwards to Faculty Board meeting with Operating Plan and Budget 

Proposal. Vice-Chancellor (and Pro-Vice-Chancellors?) to attend meeting. 
 
9. Dean to attend Board of Studies when Department Plan is received. 
 
10. Plan implementation, monitoring and review. Department Plan review meetings to be held 

during the year between the Head of Department and Dean. 
 
When? 
Steps 1 to 3: second half of Michaelmas term. 
Steps 4 to 7: first half of Epiphany term. 
Steps 8 and 9: second half of Epiphany term / Easter terms. 
Step 10: throughout year. 
 
 

\work\word\miscell\facplanning.doc 
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HOW? 
 

Dean contacts HoD 
(strategic issues to be included in Planning Process from Dean’s Office / proposed 

timetable for meetings) 

 
HoD replies to Dean 

(strategic issues to be included in Planning Process from Department / confirmed 
timetable for meetings) 

 
Dean visits HoD: Planning Meeting agenda set 

 
Planning meeting to discuss & agree issues to be addressed in Department 

Plans 
(Department team + Faculty Management Group) 

 
HoD and Dean to set specific objectives 

(short-term 1 year / long-term 3 years) 

 
Department to develop Plans against agreed objectives 

(reduce paperwork: clear, concise aspirations and pathways for achievement, including 
interim goals) 

 
Department Plan to be agreed between HoD and Dean 

(Dean visits HoD) 

 
Department Plans to Faculty Board with overall operating plan and budget 

proposal 

 
Dean to attend BoS when plan is received (?) 

 
Plan implementation, monitoring and review 

(ongoing process throughout year) 
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Department Planning Process 
 

STRENGTHS 

  Real planning process 
  No longer an essay writing competition 

  Dean supports HoD in Plan implementation 
  Dean’s Office working with Department 

       throughout year – no ‘posturing’ meeting 
  Clearly defined objectives 

WEAKNESSES 

  Plan development involves more work 

  No annual opportunity to prepare position 
       statement 

  All staff in Department have to ‘buy-in’ to 
       Plan and objectives 

                            
OPPORTUNITIES 

  Real link between planning and budgets 
  Mechanism of improving Department 

       resource base 
  Can become rolling process with short- and 

       medium-term horizons 
  Departments drive agenda of support 

       teams (REDSS, Schools Liaison Office etc.) 

THREATS 

  Might not work 

  Seen as waste of time 

  Exposes risks in Departments 

  Highlights poor support from OSH 
 
 

 


