
UNIVERSITY  OF  DURHAM 
 

BOARD OF THE FACULTY OF SOCIAL SCIENCES AND HEALTH 
 

5 June 2003 
 

Present: Professor R J Allison (Dean and Chairman), Professor A Amin, Professor I K Bailiff, 
Professor D S Byrne, Dr S M Coleman, Professor R Gott, Professor A P S Hungin, 
Ms C A Hyde-Wesson, Dr E C Murphy, Professor P Sillitoe, Professor R D Smith, 
Professor G R Sullivan, Dr R B Thomas (vice Professor A Antoniou) with Mrs M E 
Allison, Mrs S E Barron, Dr N Ellison, Mr P Ennis (Item 55), Dr J T D Hall (Item 
54), Mrs J E Race and Dr R D Harrison (Secretary) 

 
The Chairman welcomed Mrs Barron, Dr Ellison, Professor Hungin, Ms Hyde-Wesson and Professor 
Smith to their first meeting of Faculty Board, and thanked the School of Education for hosting the 
meeting. 
 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 

 
MINUTES 

 
PART A:  STRATEGIC ISSUES 

 
54. LIBRARY 
 

Considered:  a paper from the University Librarian upon creating an e-print repository at the 
University; 

(Document BF/SSH/02/41 - filed with the Minutes) 
 
Reported:  by the University Librarian: 
 
(a) that the concept of e-print repositories was well-established, particularly in certain 

academic disciplines; 
 
(b) that an increasing number of higher education institutions were considering 

establishing institutional e-print repositories, encouraged by the increased availability 
of software and expertise;  the need to consider alternative means of disseminating 
academic work in light of the increasing financial costs of journal subscription;  the 
development of cataloguing standards for e-print repositories;  and the funding by the 
Joint Information Systems Committee of a number of e-print repositories; 

 
(c) that the University Library had held a successful e-print advocacy event in December 

2002.  It was currently developing a pilot, institutional e-print repository, and was 
seeking departments willing to participate in this pilot; 

 
(d) that a University e-print repository would allow for a more comprehensive approach 

to the publication on the University’s website of the research produced by its 
academic staff; 

 
(e) that such an e-print repository would allow for more comprehensive cataloguing of 

the research publications of the University’s academic staff published on the 
University website, thereby enhancing the accessibility of this material.  This 
development would help the University to disseminate research findings beyond the 
academic peer group, which was one of the research competences against which the 
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report of the Joint Funding Bodies Review of Research Assessment proposed that all 
HEIs be assessed; 

 
Noted: 
 
(a) that participation in the pilot project was on a voluntary basis, and that the pilot 

Departments had not yet been identified; 
 

(b) that the inclusion in the e-print repository of post-publication prints potentially raised 
copyright issues, so that when submitting work to journals academic staff may wish 
to consider reserving the right to circulate their work via other means, such as e-print 
repositories; 

 
(c) that the relative workload for the Library and for Departments of establishing an e-

print repository was one of the issues that would be considered by the pilot project.  It 
was anticipated that most of the workload would fall upon Library staff, although 
departmental staff would be asked to assist in the allocation of subject keywords to, 
and the provision of brief abstracts for, items held in the repository; 

 
Agreed:  that any Departments within the Faculty who wished to discuss participating in the 
pilot project should contact the University Librarian. 

(Action:  Heads of Department) 
 
55. RISK MANAGEMENT 

 
Considered:  a paper upon Risk Management from the Head of Internal Audit; 

(Document BF/SSH/02/42 - filed with the Minutes) 
 

Reported:  by the Head of Internal Audit; 
 
(a) that following a number of high profile business failures there had been a demand for 

improved corporate governance, leading to a number of reports providing guidance 
on corporate governance issues; 

 
(b) that the guidance contained in these reports was initially intended for the private 

sector, but that the principles were now being adopted by both public and private 
sectors.  Consequently, HEFCE required all higher education institutions to 
incorporate a formal statement upon corporate governance and internal risk 
management processes into their annual financial statements by 2002/3 at the latest; 

 
(c) that in response to this requirement the University had established a Risk 

Management Group.  A Risk Management Strategy was approved in 2000, and in 
2001 the University had established a high-level risk register.  High-level risks are 
linked to the University’s Strategy; 

 
(d) that a number of risk workshops had been held, to examine high-level risks and 

establish their inherent risk (the likelihood and impact of a risk, prior to consideration 
of existing controls), consider the key controls that manage each risk, and then 
determine their residual risk (the likelihood and impact of a risk, with existing 
controls); 

 
(e) that all high-level risks had risk owners, responsible to the University Executive 

Committee for these high-level risks, and that the University was currently 
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identifying risk managers, who managed these risks on a day to day basis and 
reported upon them to the appropriate risk owner; 

 
(f) that the University was embedding risk management processes through workshops, 

and discussion of the procedures for, and issue of, risk management at Faculty 
Boards; 

 
Noted: 
 
(a) by the Chairman, that as part of Department Strategic Planning Process he had asked 

Departments to supply to the Dean’s Office details of their governance structures as 
the first state of embedding risk management departmental level; 

 
(b) that a number of Departments within the Faculty already had clearly defined 

governance structures which represented good practice in terms of risk management; 
 

(c) that it was intended, as far as possible, to embed risk management within existing 
University processes; 

 
(d) that Heads of Department would find it useful to receive information upon the results 

of the University’s assessment of high-level risks, in order to place departmental risks 
within the wider institutional context; 

 
(e) that Departments and Heads of Departments were clearly involved in the management 

of the risks identified in Document BF/SSH/02/42, but that this was a summary paper 
and as such was not sufficiently detailed to make frequent reference to Departments 
and Heads of Department; 

 
(f) that all methodologies for risk management involved an element of subjective 

judgment by the employees of the organisation in question.  The control for the risk 
that this in itself introduced into organisations was appropriate recruitment and staff 
development activity; 

 
Agreed: 
 
(a) that the Head of Internal Audit should consider distributing more widely the results of 

the University’s analysis of high-level risks; 
(Action:  PE) 

 
(b) that if Heads of Department thought it appropriate, the Head of Internal Audit would 

attend meetings in individual departments to discuss risk management. 
(Action:  Heads of Department) 

 
56. JOINT FUNDING BODIES REVIEW OF RESEARCH ASSESSMENT 
 

Considered:  the report of the Joint Funding Bodies Review of Research Assessment; 
(Document BF/SSH/02/43 - filed with the Minutes) 

 
[Secretary’s note:  Document BF/SSH/02/43 is the Executive Summary of the report of the 
Joint Funding Bodies Review of Research Assessment.  The full report is available at 
http://www.hefce.ac.uk/pubs/hefce/2003/03_22.htm ] 

 
Reported:  by the Chairman; 
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(a) that the report proposed a number of key changes to the research assessment process: 
 

(i) to move towards a position where the burden of assessment reflected the 
amount of research funding for which an institution was competing; 

 
(ii) to introduce an assessment of research competences separate from the 

assessment of research quality; 
 

(iii) to allow for flexibility in the assessment criteria used by different assessment 
panels; 

 
(iv) to replace grade bands with a continuous scale of assessment; 

 
(v) to control the number of units within a given discipline which received the 

highest scores; 
 

(b) that the report raised some key issues for the University regarding how to proceed in 
respect of; 

 
(i) the proposal that institutions be allowed to nominate a minimal number of 

emerging units, with a mechanism being put in place to evaluate the progress 
of such units after three years; 

 
(ii) the proposal that measures be taken to make it more straightforward for 

institutions to make joint submissions; 
 

(iii) the suggested use of the research assessment process to inform third stream 
activities; 

 
(iv) the importance placed upon institutions possessing robust University-level 

strategy and structures; 
 

(c) that the report proposed a six-year cycle for research assessment, with mid-point 
monitoring also being undertaken; 

 
(d) that the report proposed a three-track assessment process, with the least research-

intensive institutions being considered separately from the remainder of the higher 
education sector;  the less competitive work being assessed via proxy measures 
against a threshold standard in a Research Capacity Assessment;  and the most 
competitive work being assessed by expert review in a Research Quality Assessment; 

 
(e) that his view was that all Departments within the University should be in the position 

enter the Research Quality Assessment, and that prompt action was needed to ensure 
that this occurred; 

 
(f) that the proposed Research Quality Assessment process would involve sub-panels, 

the number of which would similar to the number of Units of Assessment in the 2001 
RAE.  However, the report did not present a clear definition of the relationship 
between sub-panels, panels and super-panels.  This was an area upon which the 
Faculty or University may wish to make suggestions as part of the consultation 
process upon the report; 

 
(g) that it was important that the issues raised by the report were fully explored and 

discussed at all levels of the University; 
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Noted: 
 
(a) the concern that the timescale for implementing the proposed changes to the research 

assessment was short.  Consultation would continue until autumn 2003, and it was 
proposed that the first research assessment under the new methodology would take 
place in 2007/8.  The consequence of this would be that the definition of the criteria 
for research assessment would take place far later in the assessment cycle than was 
desirable; 

 
(b) that as a result of this the University may wish to consider including in its submission 

to the consultation process a recommendation that the first research assessment be 
undertaken later than 2007/8; 

 
(c) that the report proposed that a department entering the Research Quality Assessment 

must submit 80% of staff the total staff in that department contracted to undertake 
research.  This requirement would have implications for members of University staff 
contracted to undertake research; 

 
(d) that there were particular issues relating to the proportion of staff submitted from 

units teaching upon programmes which were primarily professional in nature, and 
that it may be necessary to highlight this as part of the University’s submission to the 
consultation exercise; 

 
(e) that a great deal of the most interesting and valuable research currently being 

undertaken was interdisciplinary in nature, and that the proposed methodology for 
Research Quality Assessment did not appear to provide sufficient scope for the 
submission and assessment of such research; 

 
(f) that the removal of the rule that each researcher could only submit four pieces of 

work had left it unclear whether the assessment of Departments would be determined 
by the scores of individuals, or by the total quantum of work submitted by the 
Department; 

 
(g) that the mechanism by which funding followed research ratings was unclear from the 

report; 
 

(h) that it was important that members of Faculty Board be allowed to see the 
University’s submission to the consultation process before it was returned to the 
Research Assessment Review; 

 
(i) the importance of transparency in the appointment of panel members for the Research 

Quality Assessment; 
 

(j) that institutions could decide on a department-by-department basis whether individual 
units were submitted to the Research Capacity Assessment or Research Quality 
Assessment.  It was possible that during the consultation process other HEIs would 
suggest that institutions must decide whether to enter all their returnable units in the 
Research Capacity Assessment or all in the Research Quality Assessment.  If the 
University supported the report’s proposal that this decision should be made on a 
department-by-department basis it was important that this was made explicit in the 
University’s submission to the consultation process; 
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(k) that the proposed Research Quality Assessment appeared a more complex process 
than the RAE had been; 

 
(l) the considerable importance the proposed new methodology placed upon an 

institution’s research strategy, and that it was vitally important that the University 
move quickly to address this; 

 
Agreed: 
 
(a) that the form for responding to the report should be circulated to members of the 

Board, who would then forward to either the Chairman or the Secretary their 
responses to the report no later than Friday 11 July 2003; 

(Action:  RDH) 
 

(b) that the Chairman would collate these responses, and pass this summary to the 
Registrar to inform the University’s response to the report; 

(Action:  RJA) 
 

(c) that once he had received the University’s response to the consultation process the 
Chairman would circulate this document to members of the Board for comment. 

(Action:  RJA) 
 
57. MEDICINE 

 
(a) Working Group on Undergraduate Medical Developments 

 
Received: 

 
(i) the minutes of the meeting of the Working Group on Undergraduate Medical 

Developments held 14 March 2003; 
(Document BF/SSH/02/44 - filed with the Minutes) 

 
(ii) the unconfirmed minutes of the meeting of the Working Group on 

Undergraduate Medical Developments held 8 May 2003; 
(Document BF/SSH/02/45 - filed with the Minutes) 

 
(iii) an oral report from the Dean of the Faculty of Social Sciences and Health 

upon the progress of the Working Group on Undergraduate Medical 
Developments; 

 
Reported:  by the Chairman; 
 
(i) that the Working Group had met on two occasions, and had considered a 

number of options for the future of undergraduate medical education; 
 
(ii) that the Working Group had rejected maintaining the status quo as 

unsustainable, for the reasons detailed in Document BF/SSH/02/45; 
 
(iii) that the Working Group had agreed that the Dean of Medicine should 

investigate the options which involved the development of shared teaching, 
with an appropriate sub-division of resource, with the University of 
Newcastle-upon-Tyne; 
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(iv) that the Working Group had agreed that consideration of the option of 
withdrawing from undergraduate medical teaching, and that of establishing 
an independent medical school, be postponed while options involving the 
development of further shared teaching and the consequent changes to the 
sub-division of resource were explored; 

 
(v) that at the last meeting of the Working Group the possibility of the University 

awarding its own medical degrees had been discussed, but that it had been 
agreed that statutes should be reviewed before this possibility was discussed 
with the University of Newcastle-upon-Tyne; 

 
(vi) that the Dean had reviewed the statutes, and that under the Universities of 

Durham and Newcastle Act of 1963 the University had been prohibited from 
awarding degrees in medicine; 

 
(vii) that primary legislation would be required to pass through Parliament in order 

for the University to be able to award degrees in medicine in the future.  The 
probability of securing such legislation was not high, so that it was not 
possible for the University to establish an independent medical school at the 
current time; 

 
(viii) that he and the Dean of Medicine had held one meeting with key staff from 

the University of Newcastle-upon-Tyne’s Faculty of Medical Sciences to 
discuss development of further shared teaching, with an appropriate sub-
division of resource, and that another such meeting was scheduled for 13 
June 2003; 

 
Noted:  by the Dean of Medicine; 
 
(i) that information provided to the Working Group on Undergraduate Medical 

Developments showed that during the current year Medicine had made a 
contribution (unconfirmed) to the Faculty of approximately 40%; 

 
(ii) that information provided to the Working Group on Undergraduate Medical 

Developments had also indicated a need for an increased level of funding in 
order to sustain the MBBS programme in its current format; 

 
(b) Working Group on Research Developments 
 

Considered: 
 

(i) a proposal from the Dean of Medicine to establish a working group of 
Faculty Board Considered the research/academic development of the School 
for Health; 

(Document BF/SSH/02/46 - filed with the Minutes) 
 

(ii) proposed membership for this working group; 
(Document BF/SSH/02/46(a), laid on the table - filed with the Minutes) 

 
Noted: 

 
(i) that the proposed working group was particularly apt in light of the 

University’s current consideration of the future development of its 
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undergraduate medical teaching, and the publication of the report of the Joint 
Funding Bodies Review of Research Assessment; 

 
(ii) that the working group would develop the collaboration between the 

University and the National Health Service with a view both to producing 
research returnable to future research assessment exercises, and furthering 
academic development within the NHS; 

 
(iii) that there was scope for a fuller engagement between the Social Sciences and 

the NHS in research terms; 
 
(iv) that the proposed working group would be a working group of Faculty Board, 

and that as such additional Faculty representatives should be included in its 
membership; 

 
(v) that Professor P Sillitoe, Head of the Department of Anthropology, had been 

omitted from the proposed membership of the working group in error; 
 

(vi) that further representation from the lay membership of Council upon the 
proposed working group should be considered; 

 
Agreed: 

 
(i) to approve the terms of reference for the Working Group, as detailed in 

Document BF/SSH/02/46; 
 
(ii) that the title of the Working Group should be the Working Group on 

Research Developments; 
 
(iii) that Professor R Hudson, Director designate of the Wolfson Research 

Institute, chair the Working Group on Research Developments; 
 
(iv) the proposed membership of the Working Group on Research Developments 

as detailed in Document BF/SSH/02/46(a) be approved, subject to the 
addition of two further Heads of Department from the Faculty, and of at least 
one further representative of Council. 

 
PART B:  ROUTINE BUSINESS 

 
58. MINUTES OF THE LAST MEETING 
 

Confirmed:  the minutes of the last meeting of Faculty Board, held 13 March 2003. 
(Document BF/SSH/02/47 - filed with the Minutes) 
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59. MATTERS ARISING FROM THE MINUTES 
 

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

(Document BF/SSH/02/48 - filed with the Minutes) 
 

Noted:  that there were no other matters arising from the minutes not itemised elsewhere on 
the agenda. 

 
60. DEAN’S BUSINESS 
 

(a) Associate Dean 
 

Reported:  that Dr N Ellison had agreed to act as Associate Dean during Dr Murphy’s 
maternity leave, with effect from 1 October 2003; 

 
(b) QAA Developmental Engagement Community and Youth Work Studies 

 
Reported:  the successful outcome of the QAA Development Developmental 
Engagement of the Community and Youth Work Studies Unit within the Department 
of Sociology and Social Policy; 
 
Noted:  that the Dean offered the Faculty’s congratulations to the Community and 
Youth Work Studies Unit upon this successful outcome; 

 
(c) Restructuring 

 
Reported: 
 
(i) that a document containing the final proposals for restructuring would be 

circulated to members of Senate on 17 June 2003, to be considered at the 
meeting of Senate to be held on 24 June 2003, and by Council at its meeting 
of 15 July; 

 
(ii) that once this document had been circulated a series of meetings between the 

University’s Senior Officers and each Department in the University would be 
held prior to the meeting of Senate on 24 June, in order to present the 
document; 

 
(iii) that Heads of Department would shortly be contacted to arrange the date and 

time of their Department’s meeting with the University’s Senior Officers; 
 

Agreed:  that the Dean should discuss with the Registrar whether the document 
containing the final proposals for restructuring would be made available to all staff 
via the University website; 

(Action:  RJA) 
 

(d) Faculty Research Strategy Working Group 
 

Considered:  proposed terms of reference and membership for the Faculty Research 
Strategy Working Group. 

(Document BF/SSH/02/49 - filed with the Minutes) 
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Noted: 
 
(i) that a meeting involving the Dean, the Chair of Research Committee, the 

Director of REDSS and the Research Grants and Contracts Officer had been 
arranged to discuss the development of the University Research Strategy.  
The Dean would report upon this meeting to the next meeting of Faculty 
Board; 

(Action:  RJA) 
 

(ii) in respect of the second term of reference detailed in Document 
BF/SSH/02/49, that it was also important to support the pursuit of research 
excellence at the departmental and individual levels; 

 
(iii) in respect of the seventh term of reference detailed in Document 

BF/SSH/02/49, that it would also be important to consider the issues of 
institutional research competences raised in the report of the Joint Funding 
Bodies Review of Research Assessment; 

 
(iv) that the proposed membership detailed in Document BF/SSH/02/49 had been 

drawn up by the Dean following consultation with Heads of Department; 
 

(v) that in light of the report of the Joint Funding Bodies Review of Research 
Assessment it was vital that the University moved quickly to address the 
issues concerning institutional research competences; 

 
(vi) that in order to achieve this, Research Committee should consider 

establishing a sub-group dedicated to addressing the institution wide 
implications of the report of the Joint Funding Bodies Review of Research 
Assessment; 

 
(vii) that there were a number of individuals within the University who had 

considerable experience as senior members of subject panels in previous 
RAEs, and that it may be appropriate for such an individual to be asked to 
chair such a sub- group; 

 
Agreed: 
 
(i) to approve the terms of reference and membership of the Faculty Research 

Strategy Working Group as detailed in Document BF/SSH/02/49; 
 

(ii) that the Dean should raise the concerns detailed in Noted (v)-(vii) above with 
the Chairwoman of Research Committee. 

(Action:  RJA) 
 
61. DEPUTY DEAN’S BUSINESS 
 

Widening Participation 
 

Reported:  that the Deputy Dean had met with the Senior Assistant Registrar, Undergraduate 
Admissions to discuss the integration of the Foundation Programme within the University’s 
Widening Participation Strategy, and the development of the University’s Widening 
Participation Strategy and activity. 
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62. ASSOCIATE DEAN’S BUSINESS 
 

(a) Overseas Research Awards 
 

Reported: 
 
(i) that the University had made 17 nominations for ORS studentships, six of 

which had been made to students from the Faculty; 
 

(ii) that feedback upon applications submitted from within the Faculty had 
indicated that some forms had not been presented to the best effect in relation 
to the criteria for these Awards; 

 
(b) Faculty Research Training 2003/4 

 
Reported: 
 
(i) that following the decision to delay until 2004/5 the appointment of a half-

time, University-wide Director of Postgraduate Training, Dr L D Martens of 
the Department of Sociology and Social Policy had agreed to take 
responsibility for the direction of Faculty Research Training during 2003/4; 

 
(ii) that this was an interim arrangement for 2003/4, as it was still intended to 

appoint a University-wide Director of Postgraduate Training for 2004/5; 
 

(c) Scholars 2003 
 

Reported: 
 
(i) that following the current examination period the Dean’s Office intended to 

write to a number of the best performing undergraduate students within the 
Faculty to ask them to attend a meeting with the Senior Officers of the 
Faculty, at which the students would be congratulated upon their academic 
performance, and encouraged to consider undertaking postgraduate study 
once they had graduated; 

 
(ii) that in order to allow the Dean’s Office to write to such students, all 

Departments should pass to the Executive Secretary as soon as possible the 
names of approximately three nominees to be invited to these meetings; 

(Action:  all Heads of Department) 
 

Noted: 
 
(i) that this initiative was one of a number that the Faculty intended to undertake 

in order to encourage students to consider the option of undertaking further 
study once they had graduated, and of undertaking this further study at the 
University; 

 
(ii) that the Dean would bring to the next meeting of Faculty Board a proposal to 

establish a small number of Junior Research Fellowships, to be offered in the 
summer of 2004, which would allow able undergraduate students to spend a 
significant part of the summer vacation working with established researchers 
within their Department upon a specified research programme; 

(Action:  RJA) 
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(iii) that the Nuffield Foundation offered Undergraduate Research Bursaries in 

Science, and that Departments may wish to consider whether it would be 
appropriate for them to apply for these bursaries; 

 
Agreed:  that the Secretary should forward to Heads of Department further details of 
the Nuffield Foundation’s Undergraduate Research Bursaries in Science. 

(Action:  RDH) 
 

PART C:  MATTERS OF REPORT 
 
63. QAA INSTITUTIONAL AUDIT 
 

Reported:  that the date of the QAA Institutional Audit had been confirmed as the week 
beginning 23 February 2004.  The two-day briefing visit would take place during the week 
beginning 12 January 2004. 

 
64. DATES OF FUTURE MEETINGS 
 

Reported:  that the final meeting of Faculty Board during the current academic year would be 
held on Thursday 26 June 2003 at 9.15 am in the Department of Sociology and Social Policy. 

 
 
 
 
Drafted: 12.vi.03 
Approved by Chairman: 17.vi.03 
Circulated:  18.vi.03 
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