
UNIVERSITY OF  DURHAM 
 

BOARD OF THE FACULTY OF SOCIAL SCIENCES AND HEALTH 
 

13 March 2003 
 

Present: Professor R J Allison (Dean and Chairman), Professor A Antoniou, Professor A 
Amin, Professor I K Bailiff, Professor D S Byrne, Dr S M Coleman, Professor R 
Gott, Professor D J Hunter, Professor P Sillitoe, Dr P G Starkey, Professor G R 
Sullivan with Mrs M E Allison, Mrs S E Blenkinsopp, Mr M S Crabtree, Miss P 
Lubacz (Item 41), Mr S C Patey (Item 42), Mrs J E Race and Dr R D Harrison 
(Secretary) 

 
The Chairman welcomed Professor Amin to his first meeting of Faculty Board as Head of the 
Department of Geography, and thanked the Department of Anthropology for hosting the meeting. 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 

 
MINUTES 

 
PART A:  STRATEGIC ISSUES 

 
41. THE UNIVERSITY’S FINANCIAL POSITION 
 

Considered:  the University’s current financial position, the planning assumptions for the 
2003/4 financial year, and the 2003 financial forecasts; 

 
Reported:  by the Treasurer; 
 
(a) that the University’s planning assumptions for 2003/4 had assumed that there would 

be a broad maintenance of the funding received from HEFCE to fund teaching; 
 

(b) that the current round of HEFCE funding had seen the widening participation 
premium increased significantly, but that this had had largely been funded from a 
reduction in core teaching grants; 

 
(c) that the method of distributing widening participation premiums had been amended in 

such a way as to lead to a significant reduction in the total teaching grant received by 
the University for the academic year 2003/4; 

 
(d) that the University had been a net beneficiary of the changes to the funding of 

research by HEFCE, but that this gain was less than the loss the University had 
experienced from its core teaching grant; 

 
(e) that the University’s planning assumptions had also assumed that there would be the 

opportunity to make further bids for additional, fully-funded student numbers; 
 

(f) that the White Paper The Future of Higher Education had indicated that additional 
funded numbers were likely to be concentrated upon foundation degrees, so that it 
could no longer be assumed that the University would make future bids for additional 
fully-funded numbers; 

 
(g) that as a result of the changes to the University’s teaching and research funding, the 

University had received from HEFCE moderation funding of £435,000; 
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Reported:  by the Dean, that at the meeting of Senate held 11 March 2003 the Vice-
Chancellor had; 
 
(a) reported that the University had experienced difficulties in reaching its Contracted 

Student Numbers, and stated that the Deans and Academic Registrar would be taking 
action with a view to ensuring that this did not occur in the academic year 2003/4; 

 
(b) reported that accommodation constraints had played a significant role in the 

University’s failure to recruit sufficient students to allow it to meet its Contracted 
Student Numbers, and had meant that despite the University’s success in recruiting 
overseas students it had had to turn away appropriately qualified overseas students 
who wished to enter the University.  Consequently, it would be necessary to look for 
ways of loosening these constraints; 

 
(c) announced that a review of the Queen’s Campus, Stockton would be undertaken by 

the new Registrar; 
 

(d) stated that in order for the University to attain its strategic goals it was necessary to 
invest in Departments rated 5 and 5* in the 2001 RAE, and that there would be 
disinvestment in some Departments.  The Deans would make a presentation on 24 
March 2003 which would include members lay members of Council, in which they 
would make proposals regarding which Departments should be invested in, and in 
which Departments there should be disinvestment, in order to ensure that the 
University met its strategic goals; 

 
(e) emphasised the importance of developing the University’s links with other higher 

education institutions; 
 
Noted: 
 
(a) that the University had failed to meet its Contracted Student Numbers for 2001/2, 

which had resulted in claw-back of HEFCE funding; 
 

(b) that the University had reached its Contracted Student Numbers for 2002/3 when 
figures were submitted to HEFCE in December 2002, but that given the likely 
number of student withdrawals between December and the end of the current 
academic year it was unlikely that the University would meet its Contracted Student 
Numbers in the figures submitted to HEFCE in July 2003.  It was uncertain whether 
any deficit in Contracted Student Numbers would be sufficient to lead to claw-back; 

 
(c) that the difficulties in meeting the University’s Contracted Student Numbers stemmed 

in part from a failure to meet quota at Queen’s Campus, and the restraints upon 
recruitment in Durham consequent upon the residential experience offered by the 
University; 

 
(d) that the Colleges had been very helpful in making available the maximum number of 

beds for students, but that the long term solution to the accommodation constraints 
was to increase residential capacity in Durham; 

 
(e) that it was essential that the University recruited sufficient students for the academic 

year 2003/4 to ensure that it met its Contracted Student Numbers, and that where 
necessary quota for 2003/4 would be redistributed between Departments by the 
Faculty Deans to ensure that Contracted Student Numbers were met; 
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(f) that offering students college accommodation in their first and final years was a 
significant factor in the residential constraints currently being experienced, but that 
any change to this provision would need to be considered in light of the effect this 
would have upon the experience the University offered to current and prospective 
students; 

 
(g) that steps were being taken to ensure that in August and September 2003 there would 

be greater co-ordination of the University’s approach to recruitment and clearing than 
had hitherto been the case; 

 
(h) that the HEFCE grant letter had included in the University’s total funding a sum of 

money for the teaching of Level 3 medical students, but that this money should have 
been allocated to the University of Newcastle-upon-Tyne as the University’s medical 
students moved from the Queen’s Campus to Newcastle at the end of Level 2.  
Consequently, the figures on the University’s funding available in the national press 
were incorrect; 

 
(i) that the total HEFCE funding made available to the University included additional 

funding relating to additional student numbers which the University had obtained, 
and included both earmarked funding and moderated funding; 

 
(j) that moderated funding was provided by HEFCE for a single year to ensure that no 

institutions received a cash rise in its total funding which is less than inflation; 
 

(k) the need for the University to diversify its funding base in order to reduce the effect 
upon the University of changes to HEFCE’s funding formula; 

 
(l) that decisions on which Departments to invest in and in which dis-investment should 

occur would be taken in light of the University’s strategic priorities; 
 

(m) that the review of Queen’s Campus would consider the portfolio of programmes 
offered at the campus in light of the University’s overall portfolio, and the 
development of research at the campus. 

 
42. PERFORMANCE MANAGEMENT 

 
Considered:  a document from the Deputy Director of Personnel upon Performance 
Management. 

(Document BF/SSH/02/34- filed with the Minutes) 
 

Reported:  by the Deputy Director of Personnel; 
 
(a) that the aim of Performance Management was to facilitate the alignment of the 

objectives and development of the University with that of its staff, and that the 
process was being developed as part of the University’s HEFCE-approved Human 
Resource Strategy; 

 
(b) that Performance Management considered the performance of individual members of 

staff; 
 

(c) that recent research had indicated that a majority of organisations implementing 
Performance Management had moved away from linking this process to 
remuneration; 
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(d) that the issue of Performance Management was to be considered by UEC; 
 

(e) that Performance Management would involve 360 degree reviews of staff, i.e. 
reviews by staff above, below and at the same level of the University as the member 
of staff being reviewed; 

 
(f) that such reviews would lead to the preparation of a Performance Development Plan, 

setting objectives for the individual which would allow them to contribute to the 
meeting of individual and departmental goals; 

 
(g) that where such reviews identified underperforming members of staff Performance 

Improvement Plans would be put in place.  Such procedures had already been used by 
the University for non-academic staff; 

 
Noted: 
 
(a) that the University had developed its Human Resource Strategy around a 

competency-based framework.  Core competencies were those that aligned with the 
strategic goals and values of the University.  Functional competencies were aligned 
with the demands of a specific post or type of post; 

 
(b) that there were differing views regarding the link between Performance Management 

and remuneration, but that it was possible to have discretionary pay awards without 
linking Performance Management to Performance Related Pay; 

 
(c) that the experience of Performance Related Pay in other public sector organisations, 

for example the National Health Service, was that it had both lowered staff morale 
and increased management costs without having significant benefits to the 
organisations; 

 
(d) the importance of any Performance Management system having reviews of staff 

which led to action points to be addressed by the individuals reviewed, and of 
ensuring that appropriate training was available to ensure that staff were able to 
address these actions points; 

 
(e) that it was important that the promotions process for academic staff be viewed as an 

ongoing process, and that staff who had been unsuccessful in a promotions round 
should be supported in order to meet the criteria for promotion in future rounds.  
Provision of such support was essential to ensuring staff retention; 

 
(f) the importance of being able to retain, support and where appropriate promote staff; 

 
(g) that it was intended that the Performance Development Plans would be subject to 

revision and development on a regular basis between reviews; 
 

(h) that it was proposed that the Performance Management process should be piloted with 
the University’s senior management.  If this proved to be successful, the process 
would be rolled out across the University; 

 
(i) the importance of Departments ensuring that the probation process, and the 

documenting of this process, was robust; 
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(j) that Performance Management was consistent with the Higher Education Role 
Analysis project currently being undertaken by the University, as both adopted a 
competency-based approach; 

 
(k) that the Durham AUT had concerns regarding HERA project, but that the University 

was continuing to discuss the implementation of this project with the Durham AUT; 
 

(l) that recent legislative changes concerning the status of the staff employed on fixed-
term contracts were likely to have significant consequences for the University, as 
once staff had been employed on a fixed-term contract(s) for over four years they 
would be deemed to have non-fixed-term status unless objective justification can be 
given for continuing the fixed-term contract; 

 
Agreed:  that any further comments on this subject could be sent directly to the Deputy 
Director of Personnel. 

 
43. POSTGRADUATE DEVELOPMENTS 

 
Considered:  a presentation from the Postgraduate Dean. 

 
Reported: by the Postgraduate Dean; 
 
(a) that the role of the Postgraduate Dean was to raise the profile of postgraduate issues 

within the University, and to work with Departments to increase postgraduate student 
numbers, particularly of research students, at the University; 

 
(b) that relative to comparable institutions, the University was under-performing in the 

recruitment of postgraduate research students.  There was therefore a need to support 
academic staff in the recruitment of such students, and to provide appropriate training 
where necessary for staff undertaking supervision of research students; 

 
(c) that if the University was to build its research capacity it was vital that it increase the 

number of postgraduate research students it recruited, and that the offering of 
postgraduate research studentships by the University should be viewed in this 
context; 

 
(d) that postgraduate studentships were being established in order to increase 

postgraduate student numbers, with the intention of providing support to able students 
who would be highly eligible for funding awards from research councils; 

 
(e) that it was intended that few full studentships would be awarded, but that the 

available funds would be used to provide a number of different types and levels of 
support in order to maximise the effectiveness of available funds in attracting new 
postgraduate students; 

 
Noted: 
 
(a) that the Board welcomed the establishment of postgraduate studentships, which were 

thought to be essential in increasing the number of applications for postgraduate 
study at the University; 

 
(b) that it was important that the University’s website be developed in such a way as to 

emphasise its commitment to, and the opportunities available for, postgraduate study; 
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Agreed:  that the Postgraduate Dean be invited to attend the last meeting of Faculty Board in 
the current academic year. 

(Action:  RDH) 
 

PART B:  ROUTINE BUSINESS 
 

44. MINUTES OF THE LAST MEETING 
 

Confirmed:  the minutes of the last meeting of Faculty Board, held 13 February 2003. 
(Document BF/SSH/02/35- filed with the Minutes) 

 
45. MATTERS ARISING FROM THE MINUTES 
 

Received:  a document itemising matters arising from the minutes of the meeting held 13 
February 2003; 

(Document BF/SSH/02/36- filed with the Minutes) 
 

Minute 32 Information Technology Service 
 
Noted:  that the issue of management information and the operation of the MITRE contract 
would be further considered at a future meeting of the Board. 

 
46. DEAN’S BUSINESS 
 

(a) Faculty Research Strategy 
 

Considered:  a paper from the Dean proposing the establishment of a Working Group 
to consider a Faculty Research Strategy; 

(Document BF/SSH/02/37- filed with the Minutes) 
 

Noted: 
 
(i) the continued lack of a clearly defined University strategy to meet the target 

that all research areas should achieve a rating of 5 or 5* at the next Research 
Assessment Exercise; 

 
(ii) that the proposed Working Group would not undertake monitoring of 

departmental research or the research of individual members of academic 
staff, nor would it be directive in laying down structures for undertaking or 
monitoring research; 

 
(iii) that the Working Group would be able to encourage and foster research links 

between Departments; 
 

Agreed: 
 
(i) that a Research Strategy Working Group be established; 

 
(ii) that the membership of this group should be determined by the Dean, in close 

consultation with Heads of Department; 
(Action:  RJA) 

 

 6



 

(iii) that the Working Group should submit terms of reference to Faculty Board 
for consideration and approval, and that these terms of reference should 
reflect the points noted in Document BF/SSH/02/37; 

(Action:  RJA/RDH) 
 

(iv) that the Working Group should report to Faculty Board on a regular basis, 
and that the Heads of Department have significant opportunities to input to 
any proposals that are developed on behalf of the Faculty; 

 
(v) that the Pro-Vice-Chancellor for Research should be kept closely informed of 

this initiative; 
 

(Action:  RJA) 
(b) Membership 

 
Considered:  a paper from the Dean upon the Membership of Faculty Board; 

(Document BF/SSH/02/38- filed with the Minutes) 
 

Noted: 
 
(i) that a number of Departments within the Faculty contributed to the Natural 

Sciences programme, and that the Director of Natural Sciences could be 
invited to attend Faculty Board when items of particular importance to this 
programme were considered; 

 
(ii) the emphasis in the White Paper The Future of Higher Education upon the 

development of foundation degrees; 
 

Agreed: 
 
(i) that the Director of Combined Honours in Social Sciences be invited to attend 

meetings of Faculty Board on a regular basis; 
(Action:  RDH) 

 
(ii) that this arrangement be reviewed after one year, and that if Faculty Board 

considers the attendance of the Director of Combined Honours to have been 
useful Faculty Board’s terms of reference be revised so that the Director 
becomes a full member of Faculty Board; 

 
(iii) that the Director of the Foundation Programme be invited to attend meetings 

of Faculty Board on a regular basis; 
(Action:  RDH) 

 
(iv) that this arrangement be reviewed after one year, and that consideration be 

given to the future representation upon Faculty Board of the Foundation 
Programme; 
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(c) Promotions 

 
Noted:  that the outcome of the promotions round had been circulated, and that the 
Dean congratulated Mr Bailiff and Dr Byrne upon their appointment to personal 
chairs; 

 
(d) Health Development Group 

 
Reported:  that the Health Development Group, a research centre within the School 
for Health, had recently lost a number of members of staff.  The Dean and the Head 
of the School for Health had therefore discussed the future of the Health 
Development Group and had agreed that the work undertaken by the Health 
Development Group could be carried out elsewhere within the School.  It had 
therefore been agreed to close the Health Development Group; 
 
Agreed:  to endorse the decision of the Dean and Head of the School for Health; 

 
(e) Working Group on Undergraduate Medical Developments 

 
Reported: 
 
(i) that the first meeting of the Working Group was scheduled for Friday 14 

March 2003; 
 

(ii) that papers had been circulated for this meeting.  A copy of these papers was 
available in the Faculty Office for consultation by members of Faculty Board, 
and a copy of the papers for future meetings would likewise be available to 
members; 

 
(iii) that the Chairman of the Working Group had proposed that a further lay 

member of Council, Professor D Croisdale-Appleby, be added to the 
membership of the Working Group, as Professor Croisdale-Appleby had 
extensive experience working with the NHS; 

 
Agreed:  that Professor Croisdale-Appleby be added to the membership of the 
Working Group. 

 
47. DEPUTY DEAN’S BUSINESS 
 

(a) Keeping of Term 
 

Reported: 
 
(i) that during the current academic year it had become apparent that the keeping 

of term process was being used in different ways by Departments within the 
Faculty; 

 
(ii) that the Deputy Dean was currently compiling statistics on the use of keeping 

of term within the Faculty, and would bring a paper upon this issue to a 
future meeting of Faculty Board; 

(Action:  SMC) 
 

(b) QAA Institutional Audit 
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Reported:  that it had become clear during the recent QAA developmental 
engagements that during QAA Institutional Audit particular attention would be paid 
to annual reviews of taught programmes by Departments, and that it was essential that 
annual review processes were robust. 

 
48. ASSOCIATE DEAN’S BUSINESS 
 

There were no items of Associate Dean’s Business. 
 
49. INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT RESEARCH CENTRE 
 

Considered:  the University’s draft criteria, timetable and proforma for bids for SRIF2 
funding. 

(Document BF/SSH/02/39 – to follow- filed with the Minutes) 
 

Noted: 
 
(i) that the Dean was a member of the University’s SRIF2 Working Group, and that he 

was happy to discuss with Departments any issues arising from Document 
BF/SSH/02/39, and any other issues relating to SRIF2; 

 
(ii) that the criteria for SRIF2 contained in Document BF/SSH/02/39 indicated that it 

would not be appropriate to make a bid to the Fund for an International Development 
Research Centre; 

 
Agreed:  that consideration of the proposed International Development Research Centre be 
referred to the Research Strategy Working Group. 

(Action:  RDH) 
 
50. STRATEGY AWARENESS WORKSHOPS 

 
Received:  documentation regarding the Strategy Awareness Workshops for Heads of 
Department, to be held May-October 2003; 

(Document BF/SSH/02/40- filed with the Minutes) 
 

Considered:  comments upon the Strategy Awareness Workshops. 
 

Noted: 
 
(a) that the Strategy Awareness Workshops were to be delivered by Professor Kevan 

Scholes, who had management experience at senior levels within the higher education 
sector, and extensive experience in delivering such workshops to both public and 
private sector organisations; 

 
(b) that there was a significant period of time between the two scheduled sessions of the 

Workshops, and that it would be possible to amend the programme for the second 
session in light of the experience of the first session; 

 
(c) that some Departments within the Faculty had identified a Head of Department 

designate, and that it would be appropriate for such individuals to be added to the list 
of those invited to the Workshops; 
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(d) that the Workshops were being offered to all three Faculties, and that each Faculty 
would have their own sessions separate from the other Faculties; 

 
(e) that the venue for the first Workshop session was Conference Room 1 at the 

Mountjoy Research Centre; 
Agreed: 
 
(a) that the Dean should write to Heads of Department asking for the names of any 

additional, senior members of staff whom it may be appropriate to add to the list of 
attendees at the Strategy Awareness Workshops; 

(Action:  RJA) 
 

(b) that the Training and Development Manager would try to obtain feedback from other, 
comparator universities where the Strategy Awareness Workshops had been 
delivered. 

(Action:  MSC) 
 
51. APPLICATION PROCEDURES 
 

Considered:  the following request to the Dean from the Assistant Director of Personnel: 
 

At your Faculty Board Meeting, would it be possible for you to ask Heads of 
Department if, when shortlisting, they actually look at the application form completed 
by applicants submitting their applications by post (not the on-line application form- 
filed with the Minutes) or do they go straight to the applicant’s CV? (i.e. does the 
postal application form serve any purpose? 
 

Noted:  that the current application form was of little value to Heads of Department when 
considering applications, but that an amended form tailored more specifically to the demands 
of academic posts (e.g. indicating the length of time taken to complete a doctorate, total 
papers published in internationally refereed journals etc.) would be a useful development; 
 
Agreed:  that Faculty Board recommend to the Personnel Department that the application 
form for academic posts be amended to more closely detail information likely to be of value 
when shortlisting for appointments to academic posts. 

(Action:  RJA/RDH) 
 

PART C:  MATTERS OF REPORT 
 
52. SPECIAL EDUCATIONAL NEEDS DISABILITY ACT (2001):  IT COMPLIANCE 
 

Noted: 
 
(a) that web pages produced by academic departments, inter-departmental research 

groups, service and administration departments, colleges, and official student bodies 
(such as DSU, DUAU etc.- filed with the Minutes) must comply with the Special 
Educational Needs Disability Act (2001- filed with the Minutes).  This includes pages 
providing academic resources (e.g. lecture notes- filed with the Minutes) which must 
be SENDA compliant even if located in the personal file space of a member of 
academic staff; 

 
(b) that the Information Technology Service would help to ensure compliance, and have 

conducted a survey of ‘official’ web pages, on which it will shortly be reporting.  ITS 
can offer staff further assistance, and would be running a training course to enable 
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staff to ensure that pages are compliant.  They would not be addressing individual 
lecturers’ pages, and if the help of ITS staff was needed to make pages compliant, 
they reserve the right to charge for their services; 

 
(c) that ITS had prepared accessibility guidelines, which are available at 

http://www.dur.ac.uk/ITS/WWW/accessibility/ . 
 
53. 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, 8 May 2003 at 9.15 am in the School of Economics, Finance and Business 
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: 15.iii.03 
Approved by Chairman: 24.iii.03 
Circulated:  26.iii.03 
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