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_________________________________________________________________________ 

 
MINUTES 

 
PART A:  STRATEGIC ISSUES 

 
1. UNIVERSITY REVIEW 
 

Considered:  proposals from TLC for teaching-only reviews for 2006-9; 
(Document BF/SSH/06/01 - filed with the Minutes) 

 
Reported:  by the Deputy Academic Registrar; 
 
(a) that a joint working group of Research Committee and Teaching and Learning 

Committee had been considering the future development of University Review, 
following the completion of the first full cycle of the process at the end of 2005/6, and 
that Faculty Boards had previously been consulted on this issue in Michaelmas 2005; 

 
(b) that there had been general support for the proposal that the University move from 

teaching-only reviews to joint teaching and research reviews, in order to ensure that 
a holistic approach was taken in reviewing the activities of departments, and that 
such a process should be introduced as soon as possible once the results of the next 
RAE were known i.e. 2009/10; 

 
(c) that in the period 2006-9 an interim process needed to be in place, in order to ensure 

that the University satisfied QAA requirements, while minimising the burden for 
departments in the run-up to the next RAE; 

 
(d) that Document 1 detailed the resulting proposals, which were intended to provide for 

a robust process while ensuring that departments experienced a lighter touch review.  
The main features of this reduced burden for departments would be a significant 
reduction in the amount of documentation that needed to be submitted to the review 
team prior to the review visit itself, with much more documentation being sourced 
centrally, and a shortening of the review visit from two days to one.  This would result 
in fewer meetings with staff, but the review visit would include meetings with students 
and key staff in the department.  The 2004 QAA Institutional Audit had demonstrated 
that the University had established a secure basis for quality management, indicating 
that the University’s provision was ‘low risk’, so that this light touch approach to 
University Review in the period 2006-9 would be appropriate; 
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(e) that the interim review process would also place a greater emphasis on quality 

enhancement, in particular in relation to the development of departmental teaching 
and learning strategies and annual review.  Not only was this consistent with an 
increased emphasis on quality enhancement nationally, it would also address both 
the advisable recommendations contained in the report of the 2004 QAA Institutional 
Audit; 

 
(f) that it was proposed that all departments would undergo a teaching-only review in 

the period 2006-9.  This would avoid the complications likely to arise if the University 
moved from teaching-only to joint teaching-research reviews half-way through a 
review cycle.  Additionally, it would allow the process to provide all departments with 
feedback and ‘consultancy’ on the development of departmental teaching and 
learning strategies and annual review in a three year period, thereby addressing in a 
concentrated period issues raised at the last QAA Institutional Audit; 

 
Noted:  that if the revised process was approved by Senate, Anthropology, Combined 
Honours and Law would be reviewed during 2006-7.  These departments were due for 
review in 2006-7 as they had last been reviewed in 2000/1, when their programmes were 
revalidated for six years. 

 
2. CONSULTANCY 
 

Considered:  a presentation from the Consultancy Manager, Research and Economic 
Development Support Service; 

(Document BF/SSH/06/02 - filed with the Minutes) 
 

[Secretary’s note:  the PowerPoint slides used by the Consultancy Manager are attached 
to these minutes as Appendix 1] 

 
Reported:  by the Consultancy Manager; 
 
(a) that the University had identified a need to establish a relevant policy in respect of 

individual consultancy, and to improve the support available within the institution for 
staff undertaking this activity.  This had been prompted to a large extent by a 
recognition of the need to manage the risks for the University associated with the 
consultancy work undertaken by individual members of staff; 

 
(b) that as a result a new policy on individual consultancy had been approved by 

Council;  a Consultancy Manager had been appointed; and a communication plan 
had been put in place to cascade this policy to relevant members of staff; 

 
(c) that the key points of the new approval process for individual consultancy was that 

heads of department retained a core approval role for such activity, to ensure that 
where a member of staff proposed to undertake indvidual consultancy this was 
consistent with their other duties and obligations in their department;  that individual 
members of staff would have greater flexibility over the distribution of the net 
proceeds of individual consultancy activity;  that the process would actively be 
managed by REDSS, who would undertake administrative functions in respect of 
individual consultancy (e.g. relating to contracts, negotiation, invoicing etc) in return 
for an administrative charge of 10% of the consultancy income; 

 
(d) that the definition of individual consultancy was where University staff provided 

remunerated expert advice (including acting as an expert witness) or professional 
services relating to their University appointment.  It was therefore defined by the 
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nature of the activity not by the end user, i.e. individual consultancy could apply to 
services provided to both the public and private sector; 

 
(e) that individual staff could still undertake individual consultancy outside the 

University’s Individual Consultancy Policy if it was private in nature, i.e. the 
opportunity was not obtained through the University;  the University’s name would not 
be used;  no use would be made of University staff and resources;  there were no 
University-related IPR issues;  there would be no use of the University’s insurance 
cover;  there would be no invoicing undertaken by the University;  there would be no 
significant conflicts of interest;  a standard disclaimer letter was issued to the client 
indicating that this was a private consultancy;  and the individual member of staff 
concerned had appropriate insurance in place; 

 
(f) that the new Individual Consultancy Policy would take effect from 1 November 2006, 

and that until that date the existing approval procedures remained in place; 
 

(g) that workshops on the new policy and approach would be available for staff, in 
addition to material being available on the University website.  The intention was that 
this would not only serve to disseminate information about individual consultancy to 
the wider University, but that over time a network of staff involved in individual 
consultancy would develop which would allow the sharing of experience; 

 
[Secretary’s note:  the Consultancy Support internal website can be found at 
http://www.dur.ac.uk/redss/local/business_relations/indaccons/consultancy_support/ 
] 

 
(h) that it was hoped that the development of the consultancy unit within REDSS would 

assist the University in leveraging Knowledge House activities to maximise the return 
to the University, and support the updating and development of the University’s 
outreach and business strategy; 

 
(i) that it was recognised that individual consultancy was, and would remain, 

complementary to the University’s main areas of activity.  It was therefore the 
intention to keep to a minimum (consistent with ensuring that a minimum standard 
was maintained in respect of such areas as pricing, contracts, delivery, invoicing, 
income distribution and customer feedback and follow up) the bureaucracy 
associated with individual consultancy, and REDSS recognised that the development 
of the processes for managing individual consultancy would be an iterative process; 

 
Noted: 
 
(a) that members of the Board welcomed the moves to modernise the processes and 

support for individual consultancy; 
 

(b) that there were issues as to whether income associated with some or all individual 
consultancy should be treated as research income.  This raised important issues, 
particularly given the moves to assess research and distribute research income via 
metrics, that would need careful consideration; 

 
(c) that the 10% fee charged by REDSS for providing consultancy support services was 

subject to a maximum charge of £2,000.  The charges had been benchmarked 
against other HEIs, and were at the lower end of the scale of those HEIs considered; 

 
(d) that under the new Individual Consultancy Policy, all administration would be 

undertaken by REDSS, in return for the 10% fee, so that where this administration 
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had previously been undertaken by individual departments there would no longer be 
a need for them to do this; 

 
(e) that a number of members of University staff offered advice to public bodies in a 

voluntary, unpaid capacity.  The Individual Consultancy Policy specifically excluded 
from its definition of individual consultancy ‘service on public sector organisations, 
government agencies and charitable body committees’.  However, in situations 
where members of staff were effectively providing expert input in whole or in part due 
to their role/standing at the University, it might be appropriate to make intelligent use 
of some aspects of the individual consultancy process e.g. by establishing an 
agreement that covered liability issues.  REDSS would still provide this service in 
situations where there was no fee associated with the work undertaken; 

 
(f) that the Individual Consultancy Policy established a single, consistent approach to 

the approval of proposals to undertake individual consultancy.  At the moment, a 
single approach was not in place in respect of group consultancy; 

 
(g) that it was anticipated that much of the individual consultancy that was being, and 

would be, undertaken by University staff would be by staff at Senior Lecturer and 
above.  As a result, the expectation was that the rates charged for individual 
consultancy would exceed the FEC rates for such staff (which varied according to 
discipline); 

 
(h) that the historic information on individual consultancy undertaken by members of the 

University was far from complete.  The intention was to bring all individual 
consultancy within the University’s policy and process for this.  This would not only 
allow the risks associated with individual consultancy to be managed, but it would 
also provide data on the amount and nature of individual consultancy that would 
assist the University in determining how it would wish to develop in this area, and 
inform decisions about the way in which the University interacted with business. 

 
3. ANNUAL STAFF REVIEW 
 

Received:  a presentation from the Assistant Director, Human Resources and the 
Training and Development Manager, Human Resources on the introduction of Annual 
Staff Review; 

(Documents BF/SSH/06/02a-c - filed with the Minutes) 
 
Reported:  by the Assistant Director, Human Resources and the Training and 
Development Manager; 
 
(a) that ASR had been developed in order to given an opportunity to recognise the hard 

work of staff;  to assist the career development of staff;  and to give an opportunity to 
agree priorities and objectives for staff, aligned with the objectives of their 
department and the University; 

 
(b) that ASR would also be the mechanism by which the award of exceptional 

contribution payments would be made.  However, it was anticipated that this would 
apply to only c.5% of staff in each annual cycle, so that for the overwhelming majority 
of staff ASR would be primarily a developmental process; 

 
(c) that during 2006-7 ASR would run across the University, as a pilot.  There would be 

no recommendations for exceptional contribution payments as a result of the process 
in the current academic year.  By running ASR as a pilot in 2006/7, this would allow 
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the scheme to be embedded effectively, and reviewed in the light of experience, 
before such recommendations were introduced into the process; 

 
(d) that ASR was a single scheme that would apply to all staff in all parts of the 

University, with review meetings being carried out between October and February 
each academic year.  However, there was flexibility within the scheme to allow the 
incorporation of any features of good practice that departments wished to ‘carry over’ 
from their existing appraisal/review processes.  If departments wished to do this, the 
Assistant Director was available to offer advice and guidance; 

 
(e) that ASR did not replace promotion, probation and capability processes that the 

University already had in place.  The evidence gathered in ASR could be used, for 
example, to support an application for promotion, but it was separate and distinct 
from these other processes; 

 
(f) that a revised schedule for the academic promotion process would shortly be 

released.  This had been amended in order to ensure that it articulated more 
effectively with the schedule for ASR; 

 
(g) that for support staff, promotions would be considered by Grading Review Panels, 

who would consider applications for promotion using the HERA methodology.  No 
Grading Review Panels would be held in 2006-7; 

 
(h) that heads of department had an important role to play in ASR, in promoting the 

process to their staff and ensuring that the process was carried out in their 
departments.  There was no requirement for heads of department to undertake all 
ASRs in their department, but they were responsible for identifying reviewers for all 
members of staff in their department.  They also had specific responsibilities in 
respect of convening moderation panels and preparing summaries of departmental 
training needs; 

 
(i) that ASR would use one form for all staff.  Examples of how different types of staff 

might complete the form had been posted on the Human Resources website for 
information, as had other support materials such as examples of the types of aims 
and objectives that might be agreed for an different types of staff as a result of ASR, 
and sample questions that reviewers might ask as part of an ASR meeting; 

 
(j) that briefing sessions on the process, and training for both reviewers and reviewees, 

had been arranged, details of which were available on the University website.  In 
addition to the training workshops, e-learning packages (delivered via duo) had been 
developed to train both reviewers and reviewees.  These packages would be 
available from the end of October; 

 
(k) that completed ASR forms would be seen by the reviewee, reviewer and head of 

department; 
 

(l) that any recommendations for exceptional contribution payments would be subject to 
departmental moderation panels, following which recommendations would be made 
to the relevant divisional head; 
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Noted: 
 
(a) that where members of Estates and Buildings worked primarily in departmental 

premises, Estates and Buildings would be responsible for undertaking the ASRs of 
such staff.  The Estates and Buildings reviewers might, however, contact the 
department to solicit feedback on such staff; 

 
(b) that under the scheme individual reviewers would not make decisions on the award 

of exceptional contribution payments.  Any such recommendations were subject to a 
departmental moderation panel, which would make recommendations to the 
appropriate divisional head.  The award of exceptional contribution payments would 
be decided on by the divisional head; 

 
(c) that there would be statistical monitoring at University level of the award of 

exceptional contribution payments across the University; 
 

(d) that many members of the Board felt that consideration should be given as to 
whether it was necessary to maintain a separate probation process once ASR had 
been introduced.  Many other employers had moved away from a separate probation 
process following the introduction of review processes such as ASR.  Although it was 
not currently intended that the University would move in this direction, this issue 
could be one of those considered as part of the review of the first cycle of ASR; 

 
(e) that the ideal number of reviewees per reviewer was suggested as being six, but no 

limit had been set and it was recognised that in a number of cases individual 
reviewers would be undertaking more than six reviews; 

 
(f) that there were some concerns about the use of a single form for all categories of 

staff.  A great deal of consideration had been given to the wording of this form, and it 
was intended that this would provide nothing more than a structure for the ASR 
discussion.  Within the form, the nature of the content could and would vary 
significantly depending on the type of role and the department in which the role was 
carried out.  Additionally, if there were sections of the form that staff did not feel 
applied to them, they could simly indicate this on their form; 

 
(g) that the University expected high levels of performance from its staff, and that 

exceptional contribution payments would reward performance that was exceptional in 
that context; 

 
(h) that there was potential for the outcomes of ASR across a department to inform the 

departmental strategic planning process; 
 

(i) that it was not expected that casual staff would be part of ASR; 
 

(j) that it was expected that the pool of reviewers in academic departments would 
generally be those staff who had been promoted.  If individual members of staff in 
this group were unwilling to act as reviewers, such cases could be discussed with the 
Faculty Human Resources Officers and/or the Dean; 

 
(k) that heads of department would be reviewed by their divisional head, and divisional 

heads would be reviewed by the Vice-Chancellor; 
 

(l) that ideally all reviewers would attend one of the reviewer workshops, and all 
reviewees would either attend a workshop or undertake the reviewee e-learning 
package; 
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(m) that as a result of using the online training course booking system for reviewer 

training, and duo for delivering the e-learning package for reviewers, Human 
Resources would have a register of all staff in each department who were trained 
reviewers; 

 
(n) that it was anticipated that contract research staff would be reviewed by the principal 

investigator on their project, but that there was flexibility to vary this if appropriate in 
particular cases; 

 
(o) that Human Resources was available to provide sessions on ASR for individual 

departments if a head of department thought that this would be useful; 
 

Agreed:  that Human Resources should organise a session for all heads of department 
and heads of houses, to provide an opportunity for these office holders to discuss issues 
of common interest regarding the implementation of ASR. 

(Action:  MC/JR) 
 

4. PAY MODERNISATION 
 

Reported: by the Faculty Human Resources Manager; 
 
(a) that pay modernisation had been implemented with effect from 1 August 2006, and 

that Human Resources wished to record their thanks for the help and co-operation 
they had received from other members of the University in doing this; 

 
(b) that notifications of intention to appeal against individual outcomes of the job 

evaluation process had been received by Human Resources.  The arrangement of 
appeal hearings had begun, and it was hoped that most hearings would take place 
by the end of the Michaelmas term.  If an appeal was successful, the revised grading 
would be backdated to 1 August 2006; 

 
(c) that from this point, job descriptions for all new and replacement posts would be 

graded by Human Resources using the HERA methodology.  Human Resources was 
aware that this represented a further stage in the recruitment process, but it was 
hoped that it would not lead to significant delays; 

 
(d) that in preparing job descriptions for new and replacement posts, it was important 

that careful consideration was given to ensuring that the nature of the role in question 
was accurately and fully described before it was submitted for grading using the 
HERA methodology; 

 
(e) that as a result of pay modernisation, the old RA1 grade had been mapped across to 

either Grade 6 or Grade 7 on the new pay spine.  From this point on, when staff were 
preparing research contract bids it would be necessary to consider the grade of each 
post included in the bid prior to its submission.  To assist staff in doing this, Human 
Resources had prepared generic profiles for Grade 6 and Grade 7 research posts 
which were now available on the University’s website (Secretary’s note:  these are 
available at http://www.dur.ac.uk/hr/pay.modernisation/faqs/extfundres/ ).  Further 
guidance on this issue was currently being prepared by the Director of Human 
Resources, and would be circulated in the near future; 

 
Noted: 
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(a) that in preparing research grant applications it would be possible for the assessment 
of the level of a research post undertaken before a grant application was submitted, 
and the assessment that resulted from the consideration of a specific job description 
after a grant had been obtained and a post was being recruited to, to differ.  The 
generic role profiles developed by Human Resources, and the forthcoming further 
advice, was intended to assist departments in avoiding this situation; 

 
(b) that apart from those in place for Grade 6 and 7 research posts, generic role profiles 

had not been developed as a result of the job evaluation process, but it was possible 
that these might be developed in the future; 

 
(c) that where grants had been obtained prior to pay modernisation and the result of 

implementing the framework agreement was that staff costs now exceeded the sum 
originally provided for in the grant, the excess cost would be transferred out of the 
grant code and met centrally.  This central pot applied to shortfalls on existing grants 
only, as the grade of all posts included in future grant applications should be 
determined using the HERA methodology prior to submission of the application; 

 
(d) that following pay modernisation, there was now a need to recast departmental 

budgets to take account of pay modernisation and it was anticipated that this would 
be implemented for the financial information circulated in November. 

 
PART B:  ROUTINE BUSINESS 

 
5. TERMS OF REFERENCE AND MEMBERSHIP 
 

Received: 
 
(a) excerpts from the General Regulations and Standing Orders concerning the powers 

and duties of Faculty Boards; 
(Document BF/SSH/06/03 - filed with the Minutes) 

 
(b) the membership of the Board of the Faculty of Social Sciences and Health for 

2006/7; 
(Document BF/SSH/06/04 - filed with the Minutes) 

 
Noted: 
 
(a) that Professor A Forster would take up his post of Dean of Social Sciences and 

Health with effect from 1 October 2006; 
 

(b) that an appointment had not yet been made to replace Dr Ellison as the Deputy Dean 
with responsibility for undergraduate matters.  The Acting Dean had been soliciting 
views on this matter from heads of department, and these would be passed on to 
Professor Forster. 

 
6. MINUTES OF THE LAST MEETING 
 

Confirmed:  the minutes of the meeting of the Board held 6 July 2006. 
(Document BF/SSH/06/05 - filed with the Minutes) 

 
7. MATTERS ARISING FROM THE MINUTES 
 

(a) Minute 48 Faculty Plan 
 

 8



 

Noted: 
 
(i) that the Faculty Accountant would be submitting financial information for 

consideration by the next meeting of the Board; 
(Action:  SEB) 

 
(ii) that heads of department had not been consulted on the draft letter that it had 

agreed should be sent to the Vice-Chancellor expressing some of the concerns 
of heads of department regarding the outcome of the planning process, and it 
was not clear that this letter had been sent on behalf of the Board; 

 
(iii) that the Heads of Geography and Law had raised with the Acting Dean their 

concern about the impact of the repeated freezing of non-staff budgets, and the 
rising contribution rates that their departments were being expected to meet.  
These concerns were shared by other heads of department; 

 
(iv) that when investment funds had been released to the Faculty in recent years 

the priority had been to establish new posts rather than increase non-staff 
establishments, and that when further investment funds were available the 
Faculty might need to consider the proportions that should be allocated to new 
posts and to increasing non-staff budgets; 

 
(v) that the Registrar was conducting a review of establishments, and that this 

could impact on discussions regarding departmental non-staff budgets; 
 

(vi) that when the 2006/7 budget had been set it was agreed that the budgetary 
position would be reviewed at the end of the first quarter, particularly in light of 
student recruitment for 2006/7, with the possibility that if first quarter 
performance justified it additional resource might be released.  Undergraduate 
recruitment had slightly exceeded targets.  The current status of postgraduate 
recruitment suggested that the University would not meet its ambitious targets 
in respect of the total number of students recruited.  However, although it was 
currently forecast that while the University would fall short of its targets for the 
recruitment of home postgraduate students, it would exceed its target for 
overseas postgraduate recruitment.  If this forecast held true, the net effect 
would be that the total income in respect of postgraduate recruitment would 
exceed target; 

 
(vii) that the Faculty Plan had prioritised two posts for investment should funding be 

available, but that the Dean was aware that departments had made other 
requests, through their departmental plans for 2006/7, for additional investment 
funds; 

 
(viii) a recognition that targets set for the University as part of the planning round 

needed to be realistic, and that some of the current targets, for example in 
terms of home postgraduate recruitment, were not always achievable due to 
developments in the national context; 

 
(ix) the importance of demonstrable incentives being in place for departments to 

achieve their targets, so that where departments succeeded in generating 
additional income this was reflected in the total resource made available to 
them; 

 
Agreed: 
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(i) that the Dean would ascertain whether the letter that it was agreed should be 
sent to the Vice-Chancellor on behalf of the Board following the meeting on 6 
July 2006 had indeed been sent, and that if it had not he would ensure that 
these concerns were raised and that this was reported back to the next meeting 
of Faculty Board; 

(Action:  AJH) 
 

(ii) that the Dean should take forward the concerns of the Board regarding the 
repeated failure to increase non-staff budgets and the impact of this on 
departments in the Faculty. 

(Action:  AJH) 
 
8. DEAN’S BUSINESS 
 

(a) ESRC Placement Fellows 
 

Reported:  that the Dean had received notification of the ESRC’s second call for 
applications for its Placement Fellows Scheme.  This Scheme offered academic staff 
the opportunity to undertake placements in, for example, government departments or 
devolved administrations, with a view to promoting knowledge transfer between 
academic departments and partner organisations, and providing partner 
organisations with research-informed evidence to develop and review policy.  Further 
details were available from the Acting Dean and/or the Secretary; 
 
[Secretary’s note:  further information is also available on the ESRC website at 
http://www.esrcsocietytoday.ac.uk/ESRCInfoCentre/opportunities/current%5Ffunding
%5Fopportunities/placement_fellows_scheme.aspx ] 

 
(b) Vice-Chancellor’s Priorities, 2006-7 

 
Reported:  that the Vice-Chancellor had indicated that his priorities for 2006-7 were 
as follows; 
 
(i) ensuring a smooth transition into office for the new Vice-Chancellor, who would 

take up his post Easter 2007; 
 

(ii) embedding the new Council governance processes, and continuing the review 
of Senate; 

 
(iii) implementing a financial improvement plan; 

 
 premises maintenance 
 colleges review 
 international and postgraduate student recruitment 
 Durham Business School 
 restructuring of Procurement 
 energy efficiency 
 the use of casual staff 
 review of the School for Health 

 
(iv) continuing preparations for the RAE, and launching the Institute for Advanced 

Studies; 
 

(v) the development of Queen’s Campus, Stockton:  the north shore, academic 
developments and college developments; 
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(vi) the University’s 175th Anniversary celebrations, and fund raising; 

 
(vii) further developing international links; 

 
(viii) achieving Fair Trade status for the University; 

 
(c) Dean’s Office and Faculty Support Team 

 
Reported: 
 
(i) that Miss A Hawes had been appointed to the post of Secretary in the Dean’s 

Office.  In addition to working in the Dean’s Office, Miss Hawes would be 
available to support departments by covering for the absence of support staff 
through, for example, ill health or staff vacancy.  Miss Hawes was currently 
providing this type of support to Anthropology and Law; 

 
(ii) that the Dean welcomed Miss N Doyle to her first meeting of Faculty Board.  

Miss Doyle had recently joined the Academic Support Office as Support 
Administrator with specific responsibilities for Social Sciences and Health; 

 
(d) Deputy Dean 

 
Noted:  that Dr Ellison would shortly be leaving the University to take up a Chair, and 
the post of Head of School, at Leeds University.  On behalf of members of the Board 
and the Faculty as a whole, the Acting Dean thanked Dr Ellison for his services to his 
department and the University over many years. 

 
9. DEPUTY DEAN’S BUSINESS 
 

(a) Scholars’ Dinner 
 

Reported:  that the Scholars’ Dinner would be held on Monday 23 October 2006, and 
that invitations would shortly be issued by the Dean’s Office; 

 
(b) Acting Dean 

 
Noted:  that Dr Ellison thanked the Acting Dean for his work on behalf of the Faculty 
in the interregnum between the departure of Professor Allison, and Professor Forster 
taking up his post as Dean; 

 
(c) Academic Appeals 

 
Reported: 
 
(i) that over the course of the summer over 60 Faculty-level appeals had been 

lodged by undergraduate students in the Faculty; 
 

(ii) that it was important for students considering whether to lodge an appeal to 
understand the grounds on which it was possible to appeal, in particular that 
there was no right of appeal against academic judgment.  Heads of Department 
might wish to consider reminding staff in their departments, through meetings of 
boards of studies in the Michaelmas term, of the need to ensure that students 
were clear about the grounds on which they could appeal. 
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Noted:  that it was also important that College Senior Tutors understood the grounds 
on which academic appeals could be lodged, and that this informed the advice they 
gave to students considering lodging an academic appeal. 

 
PART C:  MATTERS OF REPORT 

 
10. BRITISH ACADEMY FELLOWS 
 

Reported:  that Professor R Cramp (Emeritus Professor Archaeology), Professor R 
Hudson (Director of the Wolfson Institute) and Professor P Sillitoe (Anthropology) had 
been elected Fellows of the British Academy; 
 
Noted:  the congratulations of the Faculty to Professors Cramp, Hudson and Sillitoe on 
their election. 

 
11. APPOINTED MEMBERSHIP OF BOARDS OF STUDY 
 

Reported:  that the Dean, acting on behalf of Faculty Board, had approved nominations 
for appointed members of boards of studies as follows; 
 
(a) Dr R D Bruce, to the Board of Studies in Applied Social Sciences; 

 
(b) Ms S Beneicke, Ms J Walker, Mr R Whitaker and Mrs K Younger, to the Board of 

Studies in Economics, Finance and Business. 
 
12. DATES OF FUTURE MEETINGS 
 

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

 
Thursday 26 October 2006, at 9.15 am – School of Applied Social Sciences 
Thursday 23 November 2006, at 9.15 am – Wolfson Research Institute 
Thursday 18 January 2007, at 9.15 am – Department of Law 
Thursday 22 February 2007, at 2.15 pm – Department of Education 
Thursday 15 March 2007, at 9.15 am – School of Government and International 
Affairs 
Thursday 3 May 2007, at 9.15 am – Department of Archaeology 
Thursday 31 May 2007, at 9.15 am – Department of Geography 
Thursday 5 July 2007, at 9.15 am (if required) – Council Room, University Office 

 
13. ITEMS FOR FUTURE CONSIDERATION 
 

(a) Ethical approval of research proposals (Minutes 49 of 5 May 2005, 27(b) of 19 
January 2006 and 50 of 6 July 2006 refer). 
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