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UNIVERSITY  OF  DURHAM 
 

BOARD OF THE FACULTY OF SOCIAL SCIENCES AND HEALTH 
 

24 October 2002 
 

Present: Professor R J Allison (Dean and Chairman), Professor A Antoniou, Dr P J Atkins, 
Mr I K Bailiff, Dr S M Coleman, Professor R Gott, Professor D J Hunter, 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 S E Blenkinsopp, Mr G Cox (Item 13), Mr M 
Crabtree (Item 14), Ms T Mitchell (Item 14), Ms J B Ollerenshaw (Item 19), Mrs J E 
Race and Dr R D Harrison (Secretary) 

 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 

 
MINUTES 

 
PART A:  STRATEGIC ISSUES 

 
13. DEPARTMENTAL PLANNING:  ACADEMIC AND FINANCIAL 
 

Received:  a revised paper upon the departmental planning process; 
(Document BF/SSH/02/07 – filed with the minutes) 

 
Reported:  by the Dean; 
 
(a) that the Senior Officers of the Faculty and Heads of Department had met to discuss 

Document BF/SSH/02/07 on 16 October, and that the view of the meeting was that 
the proposal outlined was something that the Board might wish to endorse; 

 
(b) that the Dean presented this document to UEC on 15 October on behalf of all three 

Deans of Faculty.  The process outlined in the document was approved in principle by 
UEC, and it was agreed that the Faculty Deans should present this proposal to Faculty 
Boards, and offer to present it to individual departments, with a view to forwarding 
the proposal to Senate and Council; 

 
Noted: 
 
(a) that the Heads of Department were central to the proposed process.  They would 

agree with the Dean the key issues to be addressed by departmental plans, and it was 
then at the Head of Department’s discretion to involve departmental officers such as 
the Director of Undergraduate Studies or Director of Postgraduate Studies in the 
preparation of the plan, and in the implementation of this plan once it had been 
agreed; 

 
(b) that the timescale for the planning process detailed in Document BF/SSH/02/07 may 

vary slightly in the current academic year, as developing the process, consulting upon 
it, and obtaining approval for it had delayed the implementation of the early stages of 
the process; 

 
(c) that if the proposals were approved by the Board, they would be forwarded to the 

next meeting of UEC; 
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(d) that the Senior Officers of the Faculty were drawing up a list of the data that would be 
necessary to inform the departmental planning process, which would be obtained 
from central service departments rather than academic departments, and would then 
consult members of the Board regarding this list; 

 
(e) the need to expedite the introduction of the departmental planning process; 

 
Agreed:  to endorse the departmental planning process outlined in Document BF/SSH/02/07; 

 
Considered:  a presentation from the Head of Business Support upon Transparent 
Management Accounting. 

(Document BF/SSH/02/08 – filed with the minutes) 
 

Reported:  by the Head of Business Support; 
 

(a) that the University was moving away from the Resource Planning Model and towards 
a financial planning process where the annually set budget was continually monitored 
against current reality.  Consequently the budget would need to be amended in light 
of the most recent management information to produce a Latest Approved Position, a 
best estimate of where the University was at the time the LAP was produced.  This 
would require greater openness regarding management information, which was being 
described as Transparent Management Accounting; 

 
(b) that step one in the process of establishing TMA had been the organisational review 

of the University, which had led to the establishment of UEC, the creation of seven 
divisions reporting to UEC, and the appointment of new-style Deans; 

 
(c) that the move away from the Resource Planning Model was step two in this process, 

and would be followed by placing accountability and decision making as close as is 
possible to the University’s core, income-generating activity, teaching and research; 

 
(d) that the new financial planning methodology needed to be more transparent, and 

placed great importance upon the provision of more current and more informative 
management information.  It was intended to move to monthly comparisons of actual 
to Latest Approved Position, so that this comparison was frequent enough for the 
University to respond to rapidly changing circumstances; 

 
(e) that there was still some way to go in developing this methodology, e.g. in 

disaggregating income down to Departmental level; 
 

(f) that there would be an end to the top-slicing of income, which would instead be 
replaced by contribution targets set for each department, with Departments retaining 
income generated over and above these contribution targets.  This would incentivise 
income generation by Departments; 

 
(g) that this methodology would lead to a refocusing of service departments upon the 

value they added to the University, and a consideration of how their costs could be 
reduced; 

 
(h) that key performance indicators would be set as part of the strategic planning process, 

and their achievement would be monitored; 



 

 3

 
Noted: 
 
(a) that when moving from top-slicing to setting contribution targets for Departments, 

care would need to be taken to ensure that the targets set for individual departments 
reflected such factors as the ability of the individual departments to generate income; 

 
(b) that there were Departments/subject areas to which the University had made a 

strategic commitment, and which would therefore be supported financially by the 
University in order to meet the University’s strategic goals; 

 
(c) the need for the University to move towards making medium and long term strategic 

decisions in its academic and financial planning process, rather than short term 
operational decisions; 

 
(d) that decisions on resource allocation would be taken at the appropriate level, be it 

Department, Faculty or University; 
 

(e) the importance of co-operation between Departments when considering planning 
issues over the medium term; 

 
(f) the need for the University to generate sufficient reserves to be able to take, and 

subsequently fund, large, strategic initiatives; 
 

(g) that the current mechanism for setting non-staff departmental would change from the 
current system; 

 
(h) the importance of re-establishing trust between the centre and Departments, and 

among all staff; 
 

Agreed:  that Board supported: 
 
(a) the move towards Transparent Management Accounting, as outlined by the Head of 

Business Support; 
 

(b) the move away from the top-slicing of income generated by Departments and the 
move towards contribution targets, subject to the concerns raised in Noted (a) above; 

 
(c) the preparation by the Dean and the Head of Business Support of a joint paper on 

academic and financial planning, building upon Documents BF/SSH/02/07-08, and 
that if appropriate the Head of Business Support should be invited to the next meeting 
of Faculty Board. 

 
14. COMPETENCY BASED APPROACH TO RECRUITMENT 
 

Considered:  a presentation from the Assistant Director of Personnel and Training and 
Development Manager; 

(Document BF/SSH/02/09-11 – filed with the minutes) 
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Reported:  by the Assistant Director of Personnel and the Training and Development 
Manager; 
 
(a) that in the last year the University had adopted a competency based approach when 

appointing to senior posts, and had begun to explore the possibilities of using such an 
approach for a wider range of vacancies; 

 
(b) that it was intended to begin this process by circulating a questionnaire designed to 

ascertain the core competencies which should be possessed by anyone recruited by 
the University, taking into account that the same competencies could be held at 
different levels for different posts; 

 
(c) that the information collected from the questionnaire would be considered by 

Personnel, and would inform discussions with focus groups intended to identify a list 
of core competencies for the University; 

 
(d) that this process was of great importance to the development by the University of a 

Senior Management Development Programme (SMDP); 
 

(e) that it was vital that the SMDP be based upon a thorough understanding of the role of 
a Head of Department and be seen to meet the needs of the intended participants, so 
that the input of current Heads of Department via the questionnaire and the focus 
groups was crucial to the development of the SMDP; 

 
Noted: 
 
(a) that given that demands upon the time of academic staff were already heavy, some 

members of the Board were unsure of the need for an intensive training programme 
for Heads of Department; 

 
(b) that one of the aims of the consultation process being carried out via the questionnaire 

and focus groups was to ensure that a SMDP was developed which met the varying 
needs of the different staff who would undertake the Programme, and that the SMDP 
could be offered on an à la carte basis so that participants would be able to tailor the 
Programme to meet their own specific training needs; 

 
(c) that establishing a mentor system for those appointed to senior management positions 

such as Head of Department would be a particularly valuable development; 
 

(d) that the provision of adequate administrative and clerical support for Heads of 
Department was crucial; 

 
(e) the concern that it would be difficult to establish a list of core competencies that 

would be applicable to all posts within the University, particularly that there was a 
significant difference between the core competencies needed by academic staff to 
undertake their teaching and research responsibilities, and those required to perform 
administrative functions; 

 
(f) that the same core competencies could be held at different levels depending upon the 

nature of the posts in question, and that the consultation process outlined above was 
intended to identify whether there were core competencies that were appropriate for 
all posts within the University; 
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(g) that some training was already provided to Heads of Department, and that the 
development of a SMDP offered the opportunity to ensure that the training being 
provided met the needs of Heads of Department, and to place this training within a 
more structured programme that ensured that appropriate training was made available 
to Heads of Department at the right time; 

 
(h) the importance of identifying and making known the different career paths available 

to academic staff within the University. 
 

PART B:  ROUTINE  BUSINESS 
 

15. MINUTES OF THE LAST MEETING 
 

Confirmed:  the minutes of the last meeting of Faculty Board, held 26 September 2002; 
(Document BF/SSH/02/12 – filed with the minutes) 

 
Considered:  any matters arising from the minutes; 
 
(a) Minute 1 Faculty Operation and Management and Minute 4 Terms of Reference and 

Membership 
 

Reported:  that the Dean had written to the Librarian and Director of ITS outlining the 
Board’s decision upon how it anticipated dealing with business relevant to their 
activities; 

 
(b) Minute 2 Strategic Priorities 
 

Reported:  that the Dean had revised the Faculty’s strategic priorities as outlined in 
Document BF/SSH/02/02 in light of the discussion at the last meeting of the Board.  
This document had, as agreed, been circulated to Heads of Department, and had been 
incorporated in the paper on University priorities that was approved by the meeting of 
Senate on 22 October; 

 
(c) Minute 3 Planning Process 
 

Reported:  that an informal meeting of the Senior Officers of the Faculty and Heads 
of Department had been held on 16 October to consider the document upon a possible 
planning process.  The original date had been changed to fit with the meeting cycle of 
UEC. 

 
16. DEAN’S BUSINESS 
 

(a) Appointment of Dean of Postgraduate Studies 
 

Noted:  that the Dean congratulated Professor Scott upon her appointment as the 
Dean of Postgraduate Studies, and as Principal of Ustinov College (Graduate 
Society), and proposed that Professor Scott be invited to make a presentation to the 
Board in her capacity as Dean of Postgraduate Studies; 
 
Agreed:  that Professor Scott would make such a presentation to the Board during the 
Epiphany Term; 
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(b) British Association Award Lectures 

 
Reported:  that the Dean had received an invitation from the British Association to 
nominate individuals to deliver the Association’s award lectures for 2003, and invited 
Heads of Department to forward to him the names of members of academic staff who 
may be suitable nominees; 
 
Agreed:  that the Dean would forward to all Heads of Department the information he 
had received from the British Association; 

 
(c) Honorary Degrees 

 
Reported:  that the Deputy Dean would represent the Faculty upon the Ceremonies 
and Honorary Degrees Committee during the current academic year.  Nominations for 
honorary degrees had been invited from the Faculty, and members of the Board 
should pass on to the Dean or Deputy Dean by 7 November with the names of any 
suggested nominees; 

 
(d) Centre for Prison Health 

 
Reported:  that the Dean had been informed of an NHS initiative within the region to 
establish a Centre for Prison Health that would include the appointment of academic 
and non-academic staff, and that if staff in any department were interested in this 
initiative that they should contact the Dean. 

 
17. DEPUTY DEAN’S BUSINESS 
 

(a) Review of Degree Programme Provision and Structure 
 

Reported: 
 
(i) that the Deputy Dean was grateful to Heads of Department and Directors of 

Undergraduate Studies for the prompt return of the questionnaires circulated 
earlier in the month; 

 
(ii) that he would now examine the returned questionnaires, and where 

appropriate would talk to departments regarding their returns; 
 

(iii) that he would also consult with the Chairman and Chairwoman of the Faculty 
TLCs for Arts and Humanities, and for Science, and that all faculties would 
bring the results of the questionnaires to the December meeting of TLC 
Strategy Sub-Committee; 

 
(b) Keeping of Terms 

 
Reported:  that it was the intention later in the current academic year to undertake an 
analysis of the keeping of terms procedures initiated within the Faculty in recent 
academic years. 
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18. ASSOCIATE DEAN’S BUSINESS 
 

Higher Degrees Advisory Group for the Faculty of Social Sciences and Health 
 

Reported:  that at the meeting of the Faculty’s Higher Degrees Advisory Group it had been 
agreed that a half-day ‘away-day’ would be held in November for Directors of Postgraduate 
Studies, which would consider such matters as the procedures for keeping of terms, 
concessions and appeals, and which would also include a presentation from the Dean upon the 
departmental planning process and its impact upon the work of the Directors of Postgraduate 
Study. 

 
19. QAA INSTITUTIONAL AUDIT 
 

Considered:  a presentation from the Deputy Academic Registrar upon the new QAA process 
for Institutional Audit. 

(Document BF/SSH/02/13 – filed with the minutes) 
 

[Secretary’s note:  the substance of the presentation is contained in the copies of the slides 
used by the Deputy Academic Registrar, found in Document BF/SSH/02/13] 

 
Noted:  in response to questions from the members of the Board: 
 
(a) that although there had previously been a degree of variation in the length of the 

period between internal reviews of teaching and learning in departments, departments 
would in future be reviewed in accordance with a six-year cycle, as agreed by TLC; 

 
(b) that the future form of student questionnaires remained uncertain, with HEFCE 

currently undertaking a review of best practice in this area.  It was clear that the new 
Institutional Audit process placed an increased importance upon student 
questionnaires, and that this could have significant resource implications which may 
best be addressed at institutional rather than departmental level; 

 
(c) the importance for departments of the University Review process, which was the 

University’s means of ensuring that departments would be well-placed should any 
aspect of their provision be selected for a discipline audit trail. 

 
PART C:  MATTERS OF REPORT 

 
20. QAA INTERIM REVIEWS 
 

Reported:  that it had been agreed that the interim review of Environmental Sciences would 
take place in February 2003, and that the interim review of Community and Youth Work 
would take place in March 2003. 

 
21. DATES OF FUTURE MEETINGS 
 

Reported:  that the dates and locations of the meetings of Faculty Board for the remainder of 
the academic year were as follows; 
 
Thursday, 21 November 2002 at 9.15 am in the School for Health, Queen’s Campus, Stockton 
Thursday, 16 January 2003 at 9.15 am in the Department of Geography 
Thursday, 13 February 2003 at 9.15 am in the School of Economics, Finance and Business  
Thursday, 13 March 2003 at 9.15 am in the Department of Anthropology 
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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: 28.x.02 
Approved by Chairman: 4.xi.02 
Circulated: 5.xi.02 


