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_________________________________________________________________________ 

 
MINUTES 

 
PART A:  STRATEGIC ISSUES 

 
47. UNIVERSITY BRANDING  
 
 Received:  a paper on the new University brand (for additional pages, please visit the 

following URL:  http://www.dur.ac.uk/university.brand ); 
 (Document BF/SSH/04/23 – filed with the minutes) 

 
 Considered: an oral presentation on rebranding by Ms Liesl Elder, Director of 

Development and Communications; 
 
 Reported:   
 

(a) that the University had been involved in a major project to update the 
‘University brand’.  It had become evident from surveying the variety of logos in 
existence that there was a need to strengthen the coherence of Durham’s 
corporate identity.  The rebranding project offered the University an opportunity 
to examine the ways in which it presented and promoted itself; 

 
(b) that the key goals of the project were:  

 
(i) to identify clear and distinctive messages which set Durham apart from its 

competitors; 
 
(ii) to examine the key communication vehicles for the University; 

 
(iii) to improve both the quality and the content of publicity information; 

 
(iv) to improve consistency of image and message; 

 
(c) that preliminary research had been carried out through focus groups and 

through externally contracted market research consultants.  Market research 
had confirmed that the following recruitment lines, which reinforced both the 
traditional and the ‘cutting edge’ aspects of the University, had tested well with 
potential undergraduate applicants: 
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(i) ‘shaped by the past, creating the future’; 

i) ‘together we’ll create your future’; 

(d) archments etc. had not changed, 
only the logo used for marketing purposes; 

(e) g 
ultancy and to reflect the most generally used title for the 

University.   
 

(f) 
nt 

 

ew brand would be in general use by the start of the 
Michaelmas term;   

Noted: 
 

(a) hat 

ding for the University could be incorporated into the 
logo or other materials;  

(b) 
re 

s Elder’s office but it was not anticipated that this 
would present problems; 

 
(c) f signage for the University would be handled through the 

estates strategy; 
 

(d) 

ity 
et markets.  The international 

office had been consulted about changes;  
 

(e) 
g investigated.  It 

was, however, possible to make cheques payable to either.   

8. 
 

n annual rep t to 
rogramme;  

 (Document BF/SSH/04/24 – filed with the minutes) 

(a) 

 
(i
 
that the University coat of arms as used on p

 
that the use of the name ‘Durham University’ had been adopted followin
external cons

that guidelines for ‘brand usage’ were available via the web at the URL above 
and these should be consulted in the designing of brochures, the developme
of letterhead etc.  For cost reasons it was expected that the adoption of the
new brand should be implemented on a rolling basis but it was hoped that 
materials using the n

 
 

that members of the Board welcomed this change.  It was also suggested t
since a key aspect of marketing was the University’s sense of history and 
tradition, the date of foun

 
that there were concerns relating to the flexibility to incorporate non-western 
typefaces into letterheads and other materials.  Those concerned with this we
encouraged to liaise with M

that replacement o

concern that the development of the marketing strategy for the University 
should involve consultation with international and postgraduate markets in 
order to be in line with university strategy.  It was important that the univers
brand was one which appealed to these targ

that although the brand name of the University had changed, the legalities of 
changing the legal name ‘University of Durham’ were still bein

 
 
4 FOUNDATION PROGRAMME 

Considered:  a or Faculty Board from the Director of the Foundation 
P

 
Reported:   
 

that since its last report to Faculty Board, the Foundation Programme had 
submitted a proposal to the University Executive Committee to expand its 
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intake of both home and overseas students.  This proposal had been app
and the Foundation Programme had already

roved 
 stepped up its international 

recruitment for the current academic year;  

(b)  
ely to 

rogrammes on the strength of 
their performance during the academic year;  

 
(c) nts both 

partments over the recruitment of students to 
routes with direct progression; 

 
(d) 

ion 

guaranteed that the student was fit to progress 
to their chosen programme;   

Noted: 
 

(a) 

were often advised to change degree to one where they would perform better; 

(b) 
 

negotiate quotas for these, liaising closely with departmental admissions tutors; 
 

(c) 
ered by the inability to promise direct progression to 

degree programmes.   

9. ETHICAL APPROVAL OF RESEARCH 
 

als; 

(b)  School of Applied Social Sciences for 
a

utes) 

ls 

 
that the programme wished to expand the number of direct progression routes
to Durham Departments.  Currently direct progression routes were larg
programmes at Queen’s Campus but many Foundation students had 
proceeded on a concessionary basis to other p

that the Foundation Programme had close links to its partner departme
through the Programme Management Committee and through shared 
involvement in the admissions process.  The Foundation Programme 
welcomed close contact with de

that students on the Foundation Programme registered for modules which 
provided them with an appropriate grounding for Level 1 of their progress
route and in expanding the range of progression routes to other degree 
programmes, the programme team wished to identify or develop ‘gateway 
modules’ which in themselves 

 
 

that there was a 75% completion rate of Foundation students and where 
students did not have the necessary skills for a particular degree route, they 

 
that currently there was a quota system for progression routes and in 
expanding both the intake of home and overseas students and the range of
programmes to which they progressed, the Foundation Programme would 

that there was significant potential for growth in international recruitment but 
this was currently hamp

 
 

4

Considered:   
 
(a) current and future procedures for Ethical Approval of Research Propos
 

an example procedure from the
pproving research proposals; 

 
(Document BF/SSH/04/26a, b, c, laid on the table – filed with the min

 
Reported: that the School of Applied Social Sciences had recently approved the 
introduction of the above policy and related forms to ensure that all research proposa
were subject to ethical approval.  While many universities had instituted a procedure 
not unlike that for the NHS process, the School felt that it was important to separate 
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out those proposals which required significant ethical scrutiny from those which did 
not.  The policy outlined, amongst other things, the means by which undergraduate 

nd postgraduate students undertook departmental training on research ethics;   

oted:  

(a) ntifying and 
responding to research proposals which had ethical implications; 

(b) heavily engaged in research which 
required ethical scrutiny, others were not; 

 
(c) l 

expected ethical issues which arose 
during the course of a research project; 

 

 with a policy statement for consideration at the next meeting of 
Faculty Board.   

Action: RJA 
. 

a
 
N
 

that it was important that the Faculty had robust procedures for ide

 
that while some areas of the Faculty were 

that it was important for the University to be able to address not only the ethica
implications of proposed research, but un

Agreed:  that the Dean would consider a Faculty position on ethical approval and 
present the Board
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PART B:  ROUTINE BUSINESS 
 
 
50. MINUTES OF THE LAST MEETING 
 
 Confirmed:  the minutes of the meeting held 17 March 2005. 

 (Document BF/SSH/04/25 – filed with the minutes) 
 
51. MATTERS ARISING FROM THE MINUTES 
 
 Noted: that there were no matters arising from the minutes of this meeting.   
 
52. DEAN’S BUSINESS 
 

(a) Faculty Budget 
 

Reported: that the Dean and Faculty Accountant had taken action to reduce 
the currently projected deficit reported at the previous Faculty Board; 
 
[The Dean thanked the Faculty Accountant for her work on behalf of the 
Faculty] 

 
(b) Faculty Plan 
 

Reported: that the Faculty Plan had been received by a University Executive 
Committee.  It seemed likely that as a consequence of the planning round 
there could be a significant uplift in the Faculty budget; 

 
(c) RAE Simulation 

 
Reported:   
 
(i) that following the RAE simulation, written returns to departments were 

almost complete and were due to be circulated shortly for consideration; 
 
(ii) that the ‘Long-Term Resource Planning Group’, established to discuss 

the allocation of income from Fees and Full Economic Cost recovery, 
would now include Faculty Deans; 

 
(iii) that the simulation exercise showed great variability in the quality of 

RA5s.  Examples of good practice in the completion of RA5s were to be 
made available;   

 
 
53. DEPUTY DEAN’S BUSINESS 
 

(a) ESRC Business 
 

Considered:  an oral report from the Deputy Dean on the recognition exercise 
and on ESRC awards. 

 
Reported: that only 22 ESRC research studentship applications had been 
submitted this year to the ESRC compared to 29 in the previous year.  The 
general standard of these was not as impressive as last year;  
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Noted: 
  
(i) concern that students who applied from outside the University should be 

given appropriate guidance in the development of their funding 
applications; 

 
(ii) that only six students had been submitted for 1+3 funding.  The ESRC 

recognition exercise for the MA in Research Methods was about to take 
place and it was important that Departments properly engaged with the 
activities of this MA in order to retain the mechanism for training 
students and submitting them for +3 awards; 

 
(iii) that it was important that departments submitted applications for the 

Vice-Chancellors award for excellence in research supervision; 
 
 
(b) Graduate School 
 

Welcomed:  Dr Michael Seymour, the recently appointed Director of the 
Graduate School; 
 
Reported:   
 
(i) that Graduate School was currently being restructured with a view to 

designating discrete teams of staff to focus on PGT and PGR, easing 
the burden of workload associated with routine business such as the 
processing of concessions, and freeing up the Deputy Deans to allow 
them to be involved in more strategic decisions;   

 
(ii) that the Director of the Graduate School intended to raise the profile of 

the Graduate School at UK-based promotional events, but with a view to 
recruiting internationally at these events;   

 
(iii) that another imminent major project would be the development of the 

University’s code of practice on research supervision 
 

Noted: 
 
(i) that the University was re-examining the issue of bursaries as these 

were a key mechanism for recruitment of PGR students; 
 
(ii) that the Graduate School would be reviewing the procedures for 

admissions in order to speed up their turnaround; 
 

(iii) that the past few years had seen a significant turnover of Directors of 
Postgraduate Study and that it was important the departments 
recognised the pivotal importance of this role. 

 
 

54. HUMAN RESOURCES ISSUES 
 
 (a) Discretionary Awards 
 

Received:  an oral report from the Faculty Human Resources Officer on 
discretionary awards; 
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Reported:  that to date only a relatively small number of applications had 
been received for discretionary awards.  Heads of Department were urged to 
consider whether any members of staff, academic or otherwise, had made 
significant contributions to their Department which were worthy of recognition; 

Action:  All Heads of Department 
 

(b) HERA 
 

Received:  an update from the Faculty Human Resources Officer on the Role 
Analysis Project; 
 
Reported:   
 
(i) that the HERA team would shortly be communicating with departments.  

It was important that departments continued to engage with the process; 
 
(ii) that a number of forms still required the verification of line managers.  If 

departments were not sure whether they had any outstanding forms, 
they should contact the Role Analysis team;   

 
(iii) that if line managers felt that a role had significantly changed since its 

initial assessment, they should contact the Role Analysis team; 
 

Noted:  that not all staff were required to undergo job evaluation as in some 
cases, jobs could be matched to each other.   

 
 
55. DEPARTMENTAL BUSINESS 
 
 Invigilation Duties 
 

Reported:  concern that it appeared that no staff were exempt from invigilation duties 
and that that module leaders were now required to invigilate the full time period for an 
exam; 

   
Agreed:  that the Faculty Support Administrator would investigate this issue and 
report back to the Board; 

Action: RDB 
[Secretary’s note:  It is not necessary for module leaders to be present for the whole 
duration of every exam.  It is the responsibility of departments to nominate one 
person to invigilate each of their examinations.  Departments should also nominate 
one member of staff who will be present for the first 20 minutes of the exam to 
answer any problems associated with the paper.  Wherever possible, it is advised 
that these two people should be one and the same.  Departments which remain 
concerned about invigilation requirements should contact Mike Parks, Student 
Planning and Assessment.  Please see also the following URL: 
http://www.dur.ac.uk/teachingandlearning.handbook/6-1-4-6.pdf , ‘Invigilation 
Procedures’] 
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PART C:  MATTERS OF REPORT 
 

 
55. DATES OF FUTURE MEETINGS 
 
 [Secretary’s note:  Please note the change of venue for the next two meetings.] 
 

Thursday 2nd June 2005 at 9.15 am in the Department of Archaeology 
Wednesday 6th July 2005 at 2.15pm (if needed) in the Department of Law. 

 
56. ITEMS FOR FUTURE DISCUSSION 

 
(a) Feedback from Planning Process (Minute 43e refers) 
 
(b) Ethical approval of research proposals (Minute 49 refers).  
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