
UNIVERSITY  OF  DURHAM 
 

BOARD OF THE FACULTY OF SOCIAL SCIENCES AND HEALTH 
 

6 July 2006 
 

Present:  Professor R J Allison (Dean and Chairman), Professor T J Blackman, Professor D 
Campbell, Dr N R Ellison, Professor A Ehteshami, Professor A P S Hungin, Ms C Hyde-
Wesson, Professor R H Layton, Professor A J Long, Professor L D Newton, Dr G Philip and 
Dr R Simpson with Mrs M E Allison, Mr J Boyd (Item 51), Mrs S E Blenkinsopp, Mrs J E 
Race (Item 51), Ms L Storer and Dr R D Harrison (Secretary). 
 
_________________________________________________________________________ 

 
MINUTES 

 
PART A:  STRATEGIC ISSUES 

 
48. FACULTY PLAN 
 

Considered: 
 
(a) a summary of the Faculty Plan for 2006/7; 

(Document BF/SSH/05/17 – filed with the Minutes) 
 

(b) University proposed income and expenditure, 2006/7 – 2009/10 
(Document BF/SSH/05/18 – filed with the Minutes) 

 
(c) Faculty of Social Sciences and Health forecast contribution 2006/7 – 2009/10; 

(Document BF/SSH/05/19, laid on the table – filed with the Minutes) 
 

Reported:  by the Dean; 
 
(a) that documents 17 and 18 had formed part of the submission to Financial and 

General Purposes Committee, and subsequently Council, for the University’s 2006/7 
budget.  The proposed budget, a summary of which was contained in Document 18, 
had been approved by Council at its meeting held 5 July 2006; 

 
(b) that at the final meeting of UEC to consider divisional plans, the Faculty Plan for 

2006/7, and its identified priorities for investment, had been accepted by UEC; 
 

(c) that although the University was forecasting an out-turn for 2005/6 that would result 
in a surplus of c.£2m, this was largely due to two significant windfalls during the 
financial year.  All operating divisions had fallen short of their target contribution 
figures for 2005/6.  The extent of the shortfall varied significantly between divisions, 
with the Faculty’s forecast shortfall being by far the smallest at £26,000; 

 
(d) that as a result of these and other factors, the 2006/7 budget approved by Council 

included no additional spend above the current baseline budget; 
 

(e) that at the end of the first quarter of 2006/7 the budgetary position would be 
reviewed, particularly in light of actual student recruitment for 2006/7.  If first quarter 
performance justified it, additional resource might be released at that time.  If this 
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happened, the Faculty’s priorities for investment for 2006/7 would be further 
considered; 

 
(f) that he wished to place on record his thanks to the Faculty Accountants (both Mrs 

Blenkinsopp and Dr Hawkins) and Heads of Department for their support in the 
effective management of the Faculty budget.  He also wished to note the positive and 
helpful approach taken by the Treasurer to supporting the Faculty in managing its 
budget; 

 
Reported:  by the Faculty Accountant; 
 
(a) that the 2006/7 budget had a predicted surplus of c.£1m, the lowest acceptable level 

of surplus in the context of the University’s loan agreements with its bank; 
 

(b) that a casual vacancies target of £300,000 had been set for the Faculty for 2006/7; 
 
Noted: 
 
(a) that although none of the additional posts requested through the planning round, and 

therefore not in the current baseline budget, had been approved, any previously 
approved posts yet to be filled would be so; 

 
(b) that where posts within the baseline budget became vacant during 2006/7, these 

would not be frozen, although the Faculty’s casual vacancies target would be a factor 
in considering the timing of advertising to fill such posts; 

 
(c) that although there was a recognition that the University budget as a whole needed 

to be balanced, and that this was necessary and entirely appropriate, there was 
concern that the shortfalls against forecast contribution in some other divisions were 
constraining developments within the Faculty; 

 
(d) the view that divisions in or near balance should not be penalised in future budget 

rounds for significant deficits in other divisions, and that where a division was in 
deficit there needed to be mechanisms in place, and be seen to be in place, to 
ensure that the division in question was taking appropriate steps to address this; 

 
(e) that a review of the Durham Business School was to be established, under the 

chairmanship of the Deputy-Vice-Chancellor; 
 

(f) that the budgets for future years forecast increasing surpluses, as income from such 
developments as variable fees and the full economic costing of research was 
forecast to increase; 

 
(g) that although the 2006/7 budget did not allow for further investment in departments, a 

significant number of new posts had been approved over the last two years and 
these posts were now incorporated in the baseline budget; 

 
Agreed:  that the Dean would draft a letter to the Vice-Chancellor expressing some of the 
concerns detailed above, circulate this draft letter to heads of department for comment, 
and following this submit it to the Vice-Chancellor on behalf of Faculty Board. 

(Action:  RJA) 
 
49. RESEARCH 
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Considered:  draft terms of reference and membership for a Faculty Research 
Committee; 

(Document BF/SSH/05/20 – filed with the Minutes) 
 

Reported:  by the Dean, that the draft terms of reference and membership for a Faculty 
Research Committee had been prepared following the receipt of comments from heads 
of department, for which he was grateful; 
 
Noted: 
 
(a) that an additional clause could usefully be added to the terms of reference, to 

emphasise that the Faculty Research Committee was intended to support and 
enhance the mechanisms for the management of research within departments, and 
not duplicate or replace these; 

 
(b) that the terms of reference for the Faculty Research Committee should also include 

reference to providing support for departments in the preparation of RAE 
submissions; 

 
(c) that the terms of reference for the Faculty Research Committee should also articulate 

the links between itself and the University’s Research Committee; 
 

(d) that the Faculty’s representatives on the University’s Research Committee should be 
added to the ex officio membership of the Faculty Research Committee; 

 
(e) that the meetings of Faculty Research Committee would replace one meeting per 

term of the currently scheduled Faculty Board meetings for 2006/7; 
 
Agreed:  to approve the draft terms of reference for the Faculty Research Committee, 
subject to the incorporation of the amendments detailed in Noted (a)-(d) above. 

(Action:  RJA) 
 
50. ETHICAL APPROVAL OF RESEARCH PROPOSALS 
 

Noted:  that a draft Faculty policy statement on the ethical approval of research 
proposals would be submitted to a future meeting of the Board. 

 
51. HUMAN RESOURCES 
 

(a) Funding Grant Shortfalls 
 

Reported:  by the Director of Human Resources; 
 
(i) that there had been questions about the implications of HERA outcomes and 

pay modernisation for posts funded by research council grants, where these led 
to increases in the cost of such posts that had not been budgeted for in the 
research grant; 

 
(ii) that where HERA and pay modernisation increased the costs of existing posts 

funded from research grants, these additional costs would initially be charged to 
the research grant and any such costs not met by the research council would 
then be met centrally by the University; 

 
(iii) that for current vacancies for posts, and posts currently being approved, funded 

by research grants already made to the University, these would be subject to the 
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HERA methodology and any additional costs arising would initially be charged to 
the research grant, with any shortfall over and above this being met centrally; 

 
(iv) that in respect of future applications for research grants, these would be costed 

to take account of the results of the pay modernisation process.  When making 
applications for grants, principal investigators would need to justify the additional 
costs consequent on pay modernisation in terms of the level of skills required for 
these posts, and the market rate for such posts; 

 
Noted:  that REDSS and the Treasurer’s Department would contact research 
councils regarding shortfalls for existing research grants; 

 
(b) Annual Staff Review 
 

Reported:  by the Assistant Director of Human Resources; 
 
(i) that a process of consultation had been underway on the development of Annual 

Staff Review.  The response to the proposal to establish a single scheme 
applying to all staff had been largely positive, though some concerns had been 
expressed regarding the issue of contribution points.  An outline for the scheme 
had been developed in light of feedback received during the consultation 
process, and this had now been submitted to the trade unions for consideration; 

 
(ii) that the proposal put to the trade unions was that a single Annual Staff Review 

process should commence in 2006/7.  The expectation was that all staff would 
be reviewed, usually in the period August to December, although in the first year 
it was expected that the process would not start until September, and could 
extend beyond the end of December; 

 
(iii) that all departments would be briefed on ASR in September, and that following 

this training sessions would be provided for all reviewers, sessions which would 
be supported by an e-learning training package for reviewers.  All staff acting as 
reviewers would need to be trained, and training sessions would run from 
September to December 2006; 

 
(iv) that the focus of the review process would be developmental, to support staff in 

identifying objectives that would both assist their development and support the 
achievement of their department’s and the University’s strategic objectives.  To 
support this, it was expected that the process would start with heads of 
department briefing their staff on their department’s strategic priorities, in order 
that the objectives discussed and agreed for individual staff as part of ASR could 
be aligned to departmental objectives; 

 
(v) that although ASR would be the process for identifying staff for recommendation 

for exceptional contribution payments, it was anticipated that no more then 5% 
of staff would fall into this category, thus emphasising that the scheme’s focus 
for the majority of staff would be developmental.  The scheme documentation 
would contain guidance on the issue of exceptional contribution.  This would be 
high level guidance, in order to ensure consistency while avoiding an overly 
prescriptive approach; 

 
(vi) that where recommendations for exceptional contribution payments were made 

these would be considered by a moderation panel at departmental level, 
following which recommendations would be made to the head of the division.  
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Monitoring of exceptional contribution payments, based largely on statistics, 
would take place at University level to ensure consistency and fairness; 

 
(vii) that ASR was not intended to be a mechanism for the management of under-

performance.  Established procedures to manage under-performance were 
already in place; 

 
(viii) that 2006/7 would be regarded as a pilot year for ASR.  Consequently, in its first 

year the scheme would not be used to recommend staff for exceptional 
contribution payments.  Instead, during 2006/7 the current discretionary award 
scheme would continue to operate; 

 
Noted: 
 
(i) that it was anticipated that heads of department would not undertake significant 

numbers of reviews as they would be involved in the moderation process for 
staff recommended for exceptional contribution payments (though the scheme 
would not prescribe the number of reviews carried out by heads of department).  
There was a concern that the senior academic staff within departments who 
would therefore be expected to act as reviewers might not wish to undertake a 
task that potentially affected the pay of colleagues.  However, it needed to be 
emphasised that the focus of ASR was developmental;  that only a small 
proportion of staff were expected to be recommended for exceptional 
contribution points;  and that decisions on recommendations for exceptional 
contribution points would be made by moderation panels not reviewers; 

 
(ii) that the scheme documentation stated that reviews would be carried out by an 

‘appropriate member’ of staff.  It was expected that academic staff acting as 
reviewers would usually be senior lecture level or above, but following feedback 
obtained through the consultation process the scheme documentation was not 
prescriptive.  Heads of department who wished to discuss this issue in relation to 
their own department could contact the Assistant Director of Human Resources 
or the Faculty Human Resources Officers; 

 
(iii) that the expectation was that all staff would be reviewed on annual basis.  If 

individual staff refused to participate in the scheme, this would be addressed on 
a case-by-case basis; 

 
(iv) that ASR forms would be confidential to the reviewee, reviewer and head of 

department.  Following the consultation exercise, it had been agreed that it was 
appropriate for heads of department to see all forms, in order to allow them to 
ensure that there was consistency across their department in the objectives set 
for individuals.  If reviewees wished to raise an issue in confidence through their 
ASR, they would be able to flag this to the reviewer; 

 
(v) that where staff were failing to meet the objectives agreed through ASR, ASR 

itself offered a mechanism to identify this and provide such staff with support 
and development opportunities; 

 
(vi) that although the ASR would be an annual process in its formal form, it was 

anticipated that in many instances line managers/reviewers and reviewees 
would informally ‘touch base’ on progress against agreed objectives through the 
course of the year; 
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(vii) that ASR would offer an opportunity to support academic staff in identifying 
where and how they needed to develop, and over what timescale, in relation to 
the criteria for the promotion of academic staff.  Consideration was currently 
being given to revising the timing of Academic Progression Committee so that 
the promotion round articulated with the ASR schedule, and it was agreed that 
the Board would strongly support such a change to the timetable for the 
promotion round; 

 
(viii) that heads of department would be reviewed by their divisional head; 

 
(ix) that completed ASR forms would be lodged in departments.  In addition, heads 

of department would be asked to review the development needs of all their staff 
and use this to make a return identifying any training needs not currently catered 
for by the University, in order to inform the development of the training 
programmes offered by the Training and Development Manager and the 
Academic Staff Development Officer; 

 
(x) that if a reviewee wished to complain about an aspect of the review process, 

they would be able to do this via the ASR form and this would then be seen by 
the head of department.  If a reviewee used ASR to make a complaint regarding 
another member of staff, this would then be dealt with via the established 
complaint and grievance procedures; 

 
(xi) that as the 2006/7 round of ASR was being regarded as a pilot, this offered the 

opportunity to review and revise the scheme for 2007/8 in the light of 
experience; 

 
(xii) that the Deputy-Vice-Chancellor and Director of Human Resources were about 

to consider the processes for senior staff pay review, and it was expected that 
the articulation of senior staff pay review and ASR would be considered as part 
of this.  The Deputy Vice Chancellor and Director of Human Resources would be 
consulting with staff on this issue; 

 
(xiii) that as part of the HERA process a great deal of information had been collected 

on what would constitute appropriate performance for academic staff. It was 
acknowledged that such criteria were in many ways subject and level specific, 
but it might be useful to consider whether the information collected through 
HERA could be used to inform ASR criteria for appropriate performance for 
academic staff; 

 
(xiv) that the Department of Geography had established a working group on work-life 

balance.  This working group had identified that academic staff were sometimes 
unclear as to the expectations of what constituted appropriate performance for 
their role, and it would be valuable if there was HERA data that could be used to 
help establish this, in order to clarify expectations for academic staff, and 
reassure them when they were meeting or exceeding these expectations. 

 
52. FOUNDATION PROGRAMME 
 

Considered:  the annual report from the Foundation Programme to Faculty Board; 
(Document BF/SSH/05/22 – filed with the Minutes) 

 
Reported:  by the Course Director of the Foundation Programme; 
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(a) that considerable progress had been made in the last year in establishing direct 
progression routes from the Foundation Programme to undergraduate degree 
programmes.  It was noted that in establishing direct progression routes, there were 
no external benchmarks that needed to be met.  Rather, benchmarking was 
undertaken relative to the skills and knowledge a student would need to successfully 
undertake Level 1 of a degree programme.  This was achieved through Foundation 
Programme staff working collaboratively with academic staff in the destination 
department, a process that, once the progression route had been established, 
continued through the regular review and development of the Foundation 
Programme; 

 
(b) that the annual report indicated that prior to 2005 the profile of degree classifications 

awarded to students who had previously undertaken the Foundation Programme was 
broadly consistent with that achieved by other undergraduate students.  Although the 
proportion of firsts and upper seconds awarded to students who had previously 
undertaken the Foundation Programme had fallen for 2005 graduates, the 
Programme had felt that this cohort of students had been the least strong of those 
they had recruited.  It was noted that the profile of degree classifications for 2006 
graduates who had previously undertaken the Foundation Programme had improved, 
so that it was again consistent with the profile for the University; 

 
(c) that the retention rate of the Foundation Programme remained high.  Over 75% of 

students were retained, compared with a 50% success rate for access courses in the 
region; 

 
Noted: 
 
(a) that the Dean thanked the staff of the Foundation Programme for their hard work 

over the last year, and urged departments who had yet to establish a direct 
progression route to their undergraduate degrees to contact the Foundation 
Programme to discuss agreeing such a route; 

 
(b) that in previous years there had been some difficulty in incorporating within 

undergraduate admission statistics students progressing from the Foundation 
Programme to undergraduate degree programmes in the Faculty.  It was unclear 
whether this remained the case for the current year, and clarification on this should 
be sought from the Director of the Undergraduate Admissions Office. 

(Action:  RDH) 
 

PART B:  ROUTINE BUSINESS 
 
53. MINUTES OF THE LAST MEETING 
 

Confirmed:  the minutes of the meeting of the Board held 4 May 2006. 
(Document BF/SSH/05/23 – filed with the Minutes) 

 
54. MATTERS ARISING FROM THE MINUTES 
 

Noted:  that there were no matters arising from the meeting of the Board held 4 May 
2006 not itemised elsewhere on the agenda. 

 
55. DEAN’S BUSINESS 

 
Noted: 
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(a) that on behalf of the Board, the Dean congratulated Dr Ellison on being offered a 
chair in the School of Sociology and Social Policy at the University of Leeds; 

 
(b) that the Dean wished to record his thanks for the support he had received over the 

last four years from the staff in the Faculty Office, particularly Mrs M E Allison;  the 
Faculty Support Team;  Professor Coleman, Dr Ellison, Dr Murphy and Dr Simpson 
in their capacity as Deputy Deans;  and past and current heads of department in the 
Faculty. 

 
56. DEPUTY DEANS’ BUSINESS 
 

Noted:  that on behalf of the Board, the Deputy Deans thanked the Dean for his work on 
behalf of the Faculty over the last four years, and wished him well in his new post. 

 
PART C:  MATTERS OF REPORT 

 
57. DATES OF FUTURE MEETINGS 
 

Reported: 
 
(a) that the dates of the meetings of Faculty Board for the academic year 2006/7 were as 

follows (subject to the decision noted above (Minute 49 refers) that one meeting per 
term of the currently scheduled Faculty Board meetings for 2006/7 should be 
reallocated for meetings of the Faculty Research Committee): 
 

Thursday 21 September 2006, at 9.15 am 
Thursday 5 October 2006, at 9.15am 
Thursday 26 October 2006, at 9.15am 
Thursday 23 November 2006, at 9.15am 
Thursday 18 January 2007, at 9.15am 
Thursday 22 February 2007, at 2.15 pm 
Thursday 15 March 2007, at 9.15am 
Thursday 3 May 2007, at 9.15am 
Thursday 31 May 2007, at 9.15am 
Thursday 5 July 2007, at 9.15am (if required) 

 
(b) that the Secretary would shortly contact departments to arrange venues for the 

2006/7 meetings of Faculty Board.  Once these arrangements had been finalised 
they would be circulated to members of the Board. 
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