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_________________________________________________________________________ 

 
MINUTES 

 
PART A:  STRATEGIC ISSUES 

 
38. BUSINESS ASSURANCE 
 

Received: a presentation from the Head of Business Assurance, Mr A R Garnett on the 
role of Business Assurance; 

(Document BF/SSH/05/13 - filed with the Minutes) 
 

Reported:  by the Head of Business Assurance; 
 

(a) that the change of section title from Internal Audit to Business Assurance 
represented a development in the emphasis of the work of the section; 

 
(b) that internal audit focussed on control, compliance and accountability issues.  

Although this was a valid and necessary process, internal audit could sometimes 
have the effect of discouraging entrepeneurial activity and this had led to the 
development of risk based approaches to internal audit, which identified and then 
quantified risks in terms of likelihood and potential impact, and ensured that 
appropriate controls were in place to manage the level of risk identified; 

 
(c) that business assurance represented a further development of this approach, as 

it had a wider remit to cover all systems, processes and areas, at both strategic 
and operational levels, which acted to manage risk in an organisation, with 
consideration of systems and processes being designed to provide assurance 
before, during after the implementation of control systems.  Compliance issues 
remained part of this process, but with a focus on the cost benefit analysis of 
controls.  Business assurance also aimed to fulfil a wider management 
consultancy role for the organisation; 

 
(d) that the main ‘work streams’ of Business Assurance were risk management, 

governance, control and value for money, but that it also undertook ad hoc work 
in other areas; 

 
(e) that it was important that risk was appropriately managed through defined 

controls, in such a way as not to discourage entrepeneurial and innovative 
activity; 
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(f) that not all risks needed to, or should, be managed at University level, as some 
risks were more appropriately managed at departmental or faculty level.  
However, it was important that departmental, Faculty and University risk maps 
overlapped; 

 
(g) that Business Assurance formally reported to Council via Audit Committee, and to 

the Vice-Chancellor; 
 
(h) that Business Assurance aimed to work collaboratively with other parts of the 

University in order to add value to the University’s processes and systems, and to 
that end would be able to assist departments in a number of areas:  for example 
reviewing and developing departmental risk registers;  departmental processes;  
governance of independent companies or research institutes linked to the 
University.  Where Business Assurance worked with departments in this way, 
there was no internal recharge for their services; 

 
Noted: 

 
(a) that although members of Faculty Board were aware of the existence of the 

University’s risk register few had seen it.  It would be useful for the Head of 
Business Assurance to offer to meet with individual heads of department further 
to discuss issues related to business assurance and risk management, and to 
increase familiarity in the Faculty with the University’s risk register; 

 
(b) that there were issues/concerns shared by all departments in the Faculty, and 

issues/concerns shared by groups of departments in the Faculty, that might 
usefully be considered by Business Assurance, and that heads of department 
were invited to contact the Head of Business Assurance to pass this information 
on to him to inform his section’s work; 

 
(c) that Business Assurance had a work plan that over the next five years would 

involve the consideration of risk management, governance and value for money 
at a strategic level, but that it would also consider the links between the strategic 
and operational levels.  A number of areas for consideration had been suggested 
to the Head of Business Assurance; 

 
(d) that wherever possible it was important that business assurance and risk 

management became integrated into, and aligned with, existing processes, such 
as the departmental and faculty planning process, rather than become a separate 
and additional process; 

 
(e) that a potential future risk for all HEIs related to the review of the variable fee 

regime in 2009/10.  This would occur at the same time as a demographic 
downturn in the number of young adults, which would impact on demand for 
places in higher education.  If the current cap on variable fees were lifted the 
University would have to consider very carefully the pricing structure adopted in 
relation to competitor institutions.  Part of this consideration might include the 
value that was added to the experience of students by the University’s college 
system in comparison to some of the costs of this system, in the context of the 
use to which competitor institutions might be putting this money in order to 
enhance the student experience (e.g. increases in non-staff budgets). 
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39. FACULTY PLAN 
 

(a) 2006/7 Planning Round 
 

Considered:  the Faculty Plan for 2006/07, presented to UEC on 2 May 2006; 
(Document BF/SSH/05/14 - filed with the Minutes) 

 
Reported:  by the Dean; 

 
(i) that all divisional plans had been considered together at the meeting of 

UEC held 2 May 2006.  At this meeting it had been agreed that before 
decisions could be reached on the proposals contained in these plans, 
further time was needed to allow the Treasurer’s Department to establish 
the baseline budget for 2006/7 due to a number of significant developments 
that had impacted on the baseline budget (e.g. the impact of pay 
modernisation, the large number of academic staff promotions made in the 
recent promotions round and a very significant increase in the University’s 
utilities bill).  It was expected that the baseline budget would be available to 
UEC by the end of the month.  The initial indication was that there was likely 
to be c.£600,000 available across the University for investment during 
2006/7; 

 
(ii) that the hard work of staff in the Faculty’s departments to increase income 

during the current year had been evident in the most recent set of 
management accounts for the Faculty for 2005/6, for which the Dean asked 
heads of department to relay his thanks to their staff.  The Dean hoped that 
this would be taken into account by UEC in considering bids for investment 
in 2006/7; 

 
(iii) that the Director of the Strategic Planning and Change Unit had commented 

favourably on the positive engagement of the Faculty and its departments 
with the current planning round; 

 
Noted: 

 
(i) that the Dean thanked Dr Hawkins on behalf of Faculty Board for her hard 

work on behalf of the Faculty during the current planning and budget round; 
 
(ii) that in the event that the baseline budget for 2006/7 was such that not all 

the proposals contained in the divisional plans could be supported, the 
decision on the allocation of the resources available for investment would 
be taken by UEC rather than individual heads of division.  Such decisions 
were likely to favour proposals that clearly aligned with, and supported the 
achievement of, the University strategy.  The Faculty’s plan had been 
structured in such a way as to emphasise its link to the University’s 
strategy; 

 
(iii) that there had been suggestions that the University might consider setting a 

deficit budget for 2006/7, in order to allow investment that would support, for 
example, the University’s performance in RAE2008 in anticipation that a 
strong performance in the RAE would generate additional income in future 
years.  Although such suggestions had been made, Council would be 
unlikely to support such a recommendation; 

 
(b) Full Economic Costing of Research and Faculty Research Committee 
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Reported:  by the Dean; 
 
(i) that due to the strong performance of departments in the Faculty in 

generating research income and overheads, between £300,000 and 
£500,000 was available as a result of the full economic costing of research; 

 
(ii) that there were three possible models for the distribution of available 

resource; 
 

(A) to return the resource, directly and in full, to the earning department; 
 

(B) to retain the resource in full at Faculty level, as a fund to which bids 
could be made to support specific initiatives; 

 
(C) to return a proportion of the resource directly to the earning department, 

and retain the remainder at Faculty level as a fund to which bids could 
be made to support specific initiatives; 

 
(iii) that in model B or C, a rolling average could be maintained over the 

medium term (e.g. three to five years) so that although in individual years 
the amount allocated to departments from the funds held at Faculty level 
would vary, over the cycle departments would in total receive back the full 
sum of the additional resource that they had generated via the full economic 
costing of research.  Consequently, departments could receive the money 
they had earned in significant ‘lump sums’, which could allow it to be used 
to support strategic initiatives; 

 
(iv) that if either model B or C were to be adopted, a mechanism would need to 

be established to consider bids for funding.  The Faculty Plan had included 
a commitment to establish a Faculty Research Committee, and the Faculty 
needed to agree the role and function of this Committee.  The intention of 
establishing the Committee was not to replicate work that already took 
place at University Research Committee and departmental research 
committee levels, but to establish a distinctive remit for the Committee.  As 
part of this, consideration could be given as to whether, if model B or C 
were adopted, bids to the fund should be considered by the Faculty 
Research Committee; 

 
(v) that the resource would represent a significant strategic opportunity for the 

Faculty to support and develop research activity; 
 

(vi) that the Dean had received a department-by-department breakdown of the 
resource returned to the Faculty as a result of the full economic costing of 
research, and that information on their own department was available to 
heads of department on request; 

 
Noted: 
 
(i) that there was general support for model C, as members of the Board felt 

that it was important that those departments and academic staff that had 
generated the additional resource should receive some direct benefit from 
this, whilst appreciating the value of establishing a fund at Faculty level that 
could support strategic initiatives; 
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(ii) that establishing a fixed proportion of the available funding that would be 
returned to departments, and a fixed proportion to be retained at Faculty 
level, would provide an appropriate level of certainty for departments in 
respect of financial planning; 

 
(iii) that there were a number of possible mechanisms for distributing the 

Faculty level fund.  For example, rather than delegate this task to the 
Faculty Research Committee, bids to the fund could be made as part of the 
annual planning round; 

 
(iv) that in addition to supporting initiatives from specific departments, a Faculty 

fund could support cross-department, interdisciplinary projects.  For 
example, it could be used as seed corn funding to develop an 
interdisciplinary research centre for which a bid could subsequently made 
for research council recognition and funding; 

 
(v) that it would be necessary to confirm whether the available funding needed 

to spent in a particular year, or whether it was possible to carry part of the 
funding over to the next financial year; 

(Action:  MH) 
 

(vi) that if model B were adopted, consideration could be given to fixing the 
proportion to be returned to departments as a minimum, so that if the 
resource returned to the Faculty in future years increased consideration 
could be given to increasing the proportion returned to departments; 

 
(vii) that although broad parameters would need to be established for the way in 

which departments used the proportion of the resource returned to them, 
within these departments would have significant discretion as to how to use 
the funding; 

 
(viii) that it would need to be confirmed whether it was permissible to use this 

resource to support bursaries/awards for postgraduate research students; 
(Action:  MH) 

 
(ix) that departments might wish to consider using the resource available to 

them to increase the level of support available to academic staff in respect 
of research, e.g. through the appointment of research assistants, or the 
establishment or further development of a departmental research office to 
support academic staff in gaining and administering funding for research 
projects; 

 
(x) that it had not yet been established how this resource would be identified 

within departmental budgets; 
 

(xi) that although the level of resource returned to the Faculty as a result of full 
economic costing of research would vary from year to year, the fact that 
most research grants were awarded over a number of years meant that 
once a research grant had been obtained the level of resource returned to 
the Faculty over the life of the grant would be clear.  In addition, over time it 
would be possible to use the data collected by the University on research 
grant application rates, and success rates, to forecast the potential total 
resource that would be available through the full economic costing of 
research.  This would provide a degree of stability for departments and the 
Faculty in respect of planning to use this resource; 
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(xii) that in establishing a Faculty Research Committee, it was vital that all 

departments in the Faculty were represented.  The membership should also 
include other appropriate members, such as the Faculty’s representative(s) 
to University Research Committee; 

 
(xiii) that although Faculty Board was scheduled to meet three times a term, it 

usually met on only two occasions.  Consideration could be given to utilising 
this third meeting to focus on research matters, with heads of department 
being free to decide whether they, or their departmental director of 
research, should attend this meeting; 

 
(xiv) that integrating the proposed functions of a Faculty Research Committee 

with Faculty Board in the way described above would ensure that research 
was fully integrated within the broader context of the Faculty and its 
business; 

 
(xv) that it was important that a Faculty Research Committee, or a research-

focussed meeting of Faculty Board, linked effectively with the business, and 
pattern of business, of University Research Committee, and articulated with 
the planning process; 

 
Agreed: 
 
(i) to support the principle that a proportion of the resource returned to the 

Faculty as a consequence of the full economic costing of research should 
be returned to the departments in which it had been generated, and a 
proportion retained by the Faculty to support the development of strategic 
initiatives; 

 
(ii) that heads of department should consult with their departments on the 

proportions that should be retained by the Faculty, and returned to 
departments, and on the mechanism by which the proportion retained by 
the Faculty should subsequently be allocated, and inform the Dean of the 
results of this consultation; 

(Action:  heads of department) 
 

(iii) that following consideration of the results of this consultation, the Dean 
should prepare for consideration by the July meeting of the Board a detailed 
proposal on the proportions of the income generated by the full economic 
costing of research that should be returned to departments and retained by 
the Faculty, and the process for the allocation of the latter; 

(Action:  RJA) 
 

(iv) that there was broad support for the proposal that a Faculty Research 
Committee be established through nominating one of the three meetings 
per term of Faculty Board for the consideration of research matters, with 
heads of department able to nominate (if they wished) another member of 
their staff to attend this meeting in their place, and additional members of 
the Faculty, such as the Faculty’s representatives to Research Committee, 
invited to attend; 

 
(v) that heads of department should consult with their departments on the 

above proposal, and report the results of this consultation to the Dean; 
(Action:  all heads of department) 

 6



 

 
(vi) that following consideration of the results of the consultation, the Dean 

should prepare for consideration by the July meeting of Faculty Board terms 
of reference for a Faculty Research Committee. 

(Action:  RJA) 
 

PART B:  ROUTINE BUSINESS 
 

40. MINUTES OF THE LAST MEETING 
 

Confirmed:  the minutes of the meeting of the Board held 2 March 2006. 
(Document BF/SSH/05/15 - filed with the Minutes) 

 
41. MATTERS ARISING FROM THE MINUTES 
 

Noted:  that there were no matters arising not itemised elsewhere on the agenda. 
 
42. DEAN’S BUSINESS 

 
Reported:  that Human Resources had indicated that they would be running a session 
to provide heads of department with an update on procedures and processes for 
dealing with disciplinary, grievance and capability issues, and that Mrs Storer would 
shortly be emailing heads of department in the Faculty with possible dates for this 
session. 

(Action:  LS) 
 
43. DEPUTY DEANS’ BUSINESS 
 

Reported: 
 

(a) by the Deputy Dean (Undergraduate), that he was currently investigating whether 
the processes for the early registration of students participating in programmes 
such as Camp America could be streamlined; 

 
(b) by the Deputy Dean (Postgraduate), that he had begun to canvass opinions on 

how to better co-ordinate the University’s approach to postgraduate research 
studentships (e.g. ESRC studentships, University Doctoral Fellowships), for the 
2006/7 recruitment cycle; 

 
Noted:  that a working group of Teaching and Learning Committee had been 
established to consider the Keeping of Term process. 

 
44. SCIENCE SITE LECTURE THEATRE BLOCK 
 

Received:  TLC Minute 88(c), detailing progress with the new lecture theatre block. 
(Document BF/SSH/05/16 - filed with the Minutes) 
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PART C:  MATTERS OF REPORT 
 
45. APPOINTED MEMBERSHIP OF BOARDS OF STUDIES 
 

Reported:  that the Dean, acting on behalf of Faculty Board, had approved nominations 
from the Durham Business School of the following members of staff to be appointed 
members of the Board of Studies in Economics, Finance and Business: 

 
Ms D Slanickova 
Mrs S M Tyson 
Ms B Wittmer 
Ms K Wray 

 
46. DATES OF FUTURE MEETINGS 
 

Reported:  that the dates for the remaining meetings of Faculty Board during the 
academic year 2005/6 were: 
 

Thursday 1 June 2006 at 9.15 am in the Department of Law 
Thursday 6 July 2006 at 9.15 am in the School of Applied Social Sciences 

 
47. ITEMS FOR FUTURE DISCUSSION 

 
(a) Ethical approval of research proposals (Minutes 49 and 27b refer).  
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