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_________________________________________________________________________ 

 
MINUTES 

 
PART A:  STRATEGIC ISSUES 

 
14. FINANCE 
 

Considered:  a report on the Faculty’s financial position for 2005/6 from the Faculty 
Accountant; 

(Document BF/SSH/06/06 - filed with the minutes) 
 

Reported:  by the Faculty Accountant; 
 
(a) that the status of the 2005/6 figures contained in Document 6 was still draft, until the 

auditors currently visiting the University had completed their work; 
 

(b) that the Faculty’s out-turn showed a favourable variance of £426K against the latest 
approved position in respect of total contribution.  This was due to several factors a 
number of which were non-recurrent.  For example, casual staff vacancy savings had 
exceeded target by £699K.  This was in large part due to staff turnover associated 
with the RAE, and was non-recurrent, and it needed to be noted that the Faculty had 
a challenging target of £300K for casual staff vacancies in 2006/7 and it appeared 
that staff turnover had reduced significantly compared with 2005/6; 

 
(c) that there were some favourable variances for 2005/6 relative to the latest approved 

position where it might be appropriate to consider whether these could be regarded 
as recurring items; 

 
(d) that the University’s overall financial position for 2005/6 showed a surplus of £6m.  

However, only £3m of this would be recurrent, and although this compared 
favourable, with a planned recurrent surplus of £2m for 2005/6 it needed to be placed 
in the context of the University’s turnover of £175m and the recommendation from 
HEFCE that institutions generate a surplus of 6% p.a.; 

 
(e) that the Faculty’s contribution over and above target, and the increased University 

surplus to which this contributed, had meant that the University had not needed to 
draw down as much of its approved loans as it would otherwise have had to do, 
thereby reducing the interest and charges to which it was liable, and had enabled 
increased investment in the capital investment programme; 
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(f) the importance of improving the forecasting of end of year projections, but that it a 
number of unanticipated late items had affected the Faculty’s out turn for 2005/6; 

 
Noted: 
 
(a) that the Executive Dean thanked the Faculty Accountant for her hard work on behalf 

of the Faculty in relation to her report; 
 

(b) that there were ongoing discussions at UEC level regarding the University’s financial 
model, and a recognition that the current model did not lead to transparent incentives 
and disincentives in respect of income generation and the management of budgets.  
The development of a more transparent financial model, with appropriate incentives 
and disincentives, was currently being considered by the Long Term Financial 
Strategy Group; 

 
(c) that the Executive Dean was responsible for ensuring that the Faculty budget was 

managed in order to ensure that the contribution target set for the Faculty was met.  
In no circumstances would he plan for the Faculty to exceed this contribution target, 
and if this did occur it was important to understand the reasons for it; 

 
(d) the importance of departments being consulted on proposals to amend the 

University’s financial model, in order to ensure appropriate consideration was given 
to the particular nature of activity in some operating units; 

 
(e) the importance of developing a much more detailed knowledge of the full economic 

cost of teaching, in order to inform departmental decisions about the nature and 
structure of their taught provision; 

 
(f) the importance of developing more detailed and transparent information on the full 

economic costs of all areas of activity, in order to inform strategic decisions on the 
deployment of resources.  The Executive Dean noted that there was always likely to 
be an element of cross-subsidy between units within the Faculty, but that it was 
important to identify where this was taking place, and the extent of it, in order to 
ensure that where it occurred there was a clear and understood rationale; 

 
(g) that the Executive Assistant would shortly be contacting all heads of department to 

arrange meetings with the Executive Dean to discuss each department’s 2005/6 
performance against plan, and 2006/7 performance to date against plan. 

 
15. ETHICAL APPROVAL OF RESEARCH PROPOSALS 
 

Considered:  a paper from the Deputy Dean (Postgraduate) on a Faculty approach to the 
ethical review of research proposals; 

(Document BF/SSH/06/07 - filed with the minutes) 
 

Reported:  by the Deputy Dean (Postgraduate); 
 
(a) that issues relating to the Faculty’s approach to the ethical review of research 

proposals had arisen largely for two reasons.  Firstly, the establishment in 2005 of a 
University Ethics Advisory Committee to replace the University Ethics Committee, 
with the new committee monitoring and advising on ethical review (the responsibility 
for which was devolved) rather than undertaking such reviews itself.  The other 
development was the establishment with effect from 1 January 2006 of the ESRC’s 
Ethic Research Framework.  This required that all ESRC-funded projects be subject 
to particular ethical review requirements, either through an expedited process for low 
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risk proposals, or a full review by a properly constituted committee including at least 
one member from outside the department making the proposal and at least one 
appropriately trained lay member.  The release of funding by the ESRC was 
dependent on confirmation that the ethical review requirements had been met; 

 
(b) that departments in the Faculty had responded to these issues in different ways, with 

some establishing formal ethics committees with lay membership while others 
managed ethical issues through existing structures and procedures; 

 
Noted: 
 
(a) that in addition to those departments listed in Document 7, the School of Education 

had taken steps to establish a formal ethic committees to consider ethical issues 
relating to research proposals; 

 
(b) that in the absence of a Faculty level ethics committee a number of departments had 

established their own committees to ensure that they were compliant with ESRC and 
other requirements regarding ethical review, but that there was general agreement 
that aspects of the ethical review process, particularly in respect of full as opposed to 
expedited review, would sit better at Faculty level.  A Faculty level committee would 
deal with a greater number of proposals, and would therefore develop valuable 
experience and expertise in undertaking and ethical review and be in a position to 
disseminate good practice in respect of the ethical aspect of research proposals.  It 
would also reduce the total number of lay members of ethics committees that the 
Faculty needed to identify; 

 
(c) that given the nature of its business, if a Faculty level ethics committee were 

established it would be appropriate for this to be a sub-committee of the Faculty 
Research Committee; 

 
(d) that if such a committee were to be established, it would be important to ensure that 

it integrated appropriately with departmental level committees to ensure that the 
Faculty level of ethical approval did not duplicate work that could be carried out 
entirely appropriately at departmental level, but considered those proposals and 
issues that were more appropriately considered above department level; 

 
(e) the importance of ensuring that members of a Faculty ethics committee were 

appropriately trained.  Consideration could be given to offering training for members 
of such a committee as a session held immediately before the first meeting of such a 
committee; 

 
(f) that if a Faculty level was established for the ethical review of research proposals, it 

would be important that its operation articulated with the timetables for the 
submission of research grant proposals, for example in respect of guaranteed 
turnaround times for the consideration of proposals.  Faculty processes whilst being 
robust should not act as disincentive to staff intending to make research grant 
proposals; 

 
(g) that the Executive Dean represented the Faculty on the University Ethics Advisory 

Committee, and was responsible for ensuring that appropriate ethical review 
processes were in place in the Faculty; 

 
Agreed:  that the Board supported the establishment of an Ethics Sub-Committee of the 
Faculty Research Committee, and that the Deputy Dean (Postgraduate) be asked to 
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prepare detailed proposals on how to establish a light-touch but rigorous structure for the 
ethical review of research proposals on this basis. 

(Action:  RS) 
 
16. FOUNDATION PROGRAMME 

 
(a) Stand-alone International Foundation Programme 
 

Considered:  a proposal from the Foundation Programme regarding the 
establishment of a stand-alone Foundation Programme for international students; 

(Document BF/SSH/06/08 - filed with the minutes) 
 

Reported:  by the Director of the Foundation Programme; 
 
(i) that the current Foundation Programme offered direct progression routes for its 

students, so that once a student had been accepted on the Programme they 
were entitled to proceed in their nominated progression route provided that they 
met the requirements of the programme and University core regulations such 
progression.  This worked well for international students who already had a 
good working use of English.  However, there were a number of applicants to 
the Programme who needed a greater level of support in respect of English 
language and study skills than was available in the current programme, and 
who therefore would not be admitted to the current Programme; 

 
(ii) that the proposal was to establish a stand-alone Foundation Programme for 

international students that would provide additional English language and study 
skills content compared with the current programme (while maintaining a 
significant element of subject specific modules), with a view to recruiting 
international students who needed additional support in these areas in order to 
get to a point where they were well-prepared to enter Level 1 of a degree 
programme; 

 
(iii) that the proposal would support the Programme in meeting its targets in respect 

of the recruitment of international students, and thereby the objectives of the 
University strategy relating to internationalisation; 

 
Noted: 
 
(i) that as the proposal was for a stand-alone Foundation Programme for 

international students, students would be admitted to a one year programme 
intended to prepare them for degree-level study.  There would be no direct 
progression to Level 1 of University degree programmes.  Students on the 
stand-alone Foundation Programme for international students would need to 
apply separately to the University or other HEIs for admission to Level 1 of a 
degree programme, and that if such students applied to University departments 
it would be for departments to make a decision by the usual processes as to 
whether to accept such students; 

 
(ii) that the proposal had been developed by the Foundation Programme following 

prompting from the International Office; 
 

(iii) that the infrastructure at the Queen’s Campus for the support of overseas 
students had developed significantly, and the further growth of international 
student numbers at the campus that could result from the proposed new 
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programme would support its further development as increased levels of peer 
support for overseas students became possible; 

 
(iv) that the proposal was initially intended to support the Programme in meeting its 

current targets for the recruitment of overseas students.  Additional resource 
had been allocated to the Programme by UEC on the basis of the current 
agreed recruitment targets, and if the proposed programme recruited up to c.20 
students (so that the Programme met its current targets) additional resources 
would not be needed to support the proposed development.  If the programme 
recruited over 20 students, so that the Programme exceeded its currently 
agreed targets for the recruitment of overseas students, then additional 
resource would need to requested; 

 
Agreed:  that the Board supported in principle the proposal to establish a stand-alone 
Foundation Programme for international students; 

 
(b) Change of name for the Foundation Programme 
 

Considered:  a proposal from the Foundation Programme that the name of the unit 
be changed to Foundation Centre; 

(Document BF/SSH/06/09 - filed with the minutes) 
 

Reported:  by the Director of the Foundation Programme, that the unit name of the 
Foundation Programme had been carried forward from the period when the 
Programme was one of the activities of first the Department of Adult and Continuing 
Education, and then the Centre for Lifelong Learning.  The development of the 
Programme, in particular the establishment of two strands of the current Foundation 
Programme, and the range of activities undertaken by its staff, which included areas 
complementary to but distinct from the actual programme delivered, meant that it no 
longer seemed appropriate to refer to the unit as a Foundation Programme.  
Following discussion by the Foundation Programme Management Committee, and 
among members of the course team, it was therefore proposed that the unit be re-
titled the Foundation Centre; 
 
Noted: 
 
(i) that the Board supported in principle the proposal that the name of the unit be 

amended; 
 

(ii) that the Secretary had been informed by Secretariat that a change to the name 
of the unit would need to be approved by UEC; 

 
Agreed:  that the Board supported in principle the proposal that the name of the unit 
be changed from the Foundation Programme to the Foundation Centre, and that the 
Executive Dean should take this proposal forward on behalf of the Faculty. 

(Action:  AF) 
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PART B:  ROUTINE BUSINESS 
 
17. MINUTES OF THE LAST MEETING 
 

Confirmed:  the minutes of the meeting of the Board held 21 September 2006. 
(Document BF/SSH/06/10 - filed with the minutes) 

 
18. MATTERS ARISING FROM THE MINUTES 
 

(a) Minute 3:  Annual Staff Review 
 

Reported:  that a session on ASR for all heads of department would be held at Grey 
College between 12.30 and 2.00 pm on 20 November 2006; 

 
(b) Minute 5:  Membership and Terms of Reference 

 
Reported:  that, following consultation with heads of department, the Dean had 
added Professor P B Tymms, Director of the CEM Centre, and Dr S A Preston, 
Director of the Science Learning Centre, to the membership of Faculty Board, in 
recognition of their standing as budget holders within the Faculty; 
 
Noted:  that the Executive Dean welcomed Dr Preston and Professor Tymms to their 
first meeting of Faculty Board, noted the high value colleagues in the Faculty placed 
on the work of the CEM Centre and Science Learning Centre, and was delighted that 
both Directors were able to attend Faculty Board as full members; 

 
(c) Minute 7(a):  Matters Arising from the Minutes:  Minute 48 Faculty Plan 

 
Reported: 
 
(i) that the Acting Dean had written to the Treasurer, copying the letter to the Vice-

Chancellor, regarding the issues discussed by the Board on 6 July and 21 
September 2006.  This letter had been circulated to heads of department for 
comment prior to being dispatched to the Treasurer, and a copy of the final 
letter sent to all heads of department; 

 
(ii) that the Executive Dean had not yet received a reply from the Treasurer to this 

letter; 
 
Agreed:  that the Executive Dean would contact the Treasurer to request a reply to 
this letter. 

(Action:  AF) 
 
19. EXECUTIVE DEAN’S BUSINESS 
 

(a) Research 
 

Reported: 
 
(i) that it had been agreed that the 2007/8 Sir Derman Christopherson and Sir 

James Knott Fellowships would be managed by the Institute for Advanced 
Studies.  This would be an open competition, so that applications need not link 
to the Institute’s annual themes, and it was expected that the competition would 
be managed in such a way as to ensure that due attention was paid to the need 
to encourage and nurture early career staff; 
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(ii) that departments would soon be given the opportunity to view and amend draft 

RAE submissions via the University website, although a date had not yet been 
fixed for placing these submissions on the website; 

 
(iii) that REDSS would shortly be advertising an additional post intended to support 

applications for EU funding; 
 

(iv) that the University had submitted a significant bid to the Wolfson Foundation to 
establish a Biophysical Sciences Institute.  The outcome of this bid was 
expected in December; 

 
(v) that the establishment of the Faculty Research Committee was in hand.  It was 

intended that the first meeting of the Committee would be held in the current 
term, and that it would meet on a termly basis; 

 
(vi) that the Executive Dean had written to heads of department to inform them that 

a Deputy Dean (Research) post was to be established.  The post would also be 
termed the Faculty Research Director.  The Executive Dean was in the process 
of drawing up a draft job description for this role.  The postholder would chair 
the Faculty Research Committee and be a member of the Faculty Management 
Group, and there would be a buy-out (the details of which were still to be 
confirmed) associated with the post.  The Executive Dean had received three 
suggested nominees for the post already from heads of department, and he 
was keen to ensure that the process by which the post was appointed to would 
involve both the Faculty Board and the Pro-Vice-Chancellor (Research); 

 
(vii) that it was intended to establish a regular meeting of departmental research 

administrators and secretaries in the Faculty, probably on a termly basis, in 
order to support the spread of information and good practice within the Faculty 
in relation to research grant applications; 

 
(b) Learning and Teaching 

 
Reported:  that a member of Law had agreed to accept nomination to the role of 
Deputy Dean (Undergraduate), and that agreement had been reached with the Head 
of the Department of Law regarding the replacement of this member of staff in the 
department for the duration of their term as Deputy Dean (Undergraduate).  A three 
year fixed term lectureship had been released to the Department and would be 
advertised shortly.  It was hoped that this member of Law would be available to take 
up the Deputy Dean (Undergraduate) role from 1 January 2007, and until this point 
the Executive Dean and Deputy Dean (Postgraduate) would continue to cover the 
undergraduate portfolio in the Faculty; 

 
(c) Faculty Support Team 

 
Reported:  Dr R D Harrison had been appointed to the post of Senior Assistant 
Registrar in the Academic Office with effect from 1 January 2007, and that Executive 
Dean congratulated Dr Harrison on this appointment.  His current post would be 
replaced as soon as possible, and this replacement would be on a like-for-like basis 
in respect of the support it provided to the Faculty.  Discussions would take place 
shortly on arrangements for support of the Faculty if there were to be a gap between 
Dr Harrison taking up his new post and the arrival of his successor; 

 
(d) Current Financial Position 
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Received:  a summary of new postgraduate student registrations for the Faculty for 
students commencing their studies 2006/7; 

(Document BF/SSH/06/11, laid on the table – filed with the minutes) 
 
Reported: 
 
(i) that the postgraduate registration figures tabled as Document 11 had been 

considered at the meeting of UEC on 23 October 2006.  Although it was 
acknowledged that a number of students were continuing to register for 
postgraduate programmes, and that there were areas of the University which 
would admit significant intakes of some types of postgraduate students later in 
the year (particularly part-time students in Applied Social Sciences, Durham 
Business School and Education), the figures currently available indicated that 
the University would not meet its targets for postgraduate recruitment for 
2006/7.  It appeared that the shortfall in income would be significant, and that 
currently it was not clear if the contingency contained in the 2006/7 budget 
approved by Council would cover full extent of the potential shortfall; 

 
(ii) that as a result of this it seemed unlikely that UEC would be in a position to 

release any of the contingency following consideration of the Quarter 1 figures, 
unless there were significant and unforeseen upturns in postgraduate 
recruitment and other areas; 

 
(iii) that the targets agreed as part of the annual planning round informed the 

subsequent development of the following year’s budget.  Consequently, it was 
crucial that realistic, but not overly pessimistic, targets were agreed through the 
planning process; 

 
Noted: 
 
(i) that there had been a number of issues relating to the performance of Graduate 

School during 2005/6 that had impacted on postgraduate recruitment for the 
current academic year.  It was noted that many of these issues had either been 
addressed, or had begun to be addressed, following the appointment of the 
current Director of Graduate School, and that Graduate School was keen to 
work more effectively with departments to support them in reaching 
postgraduate recruitment targets.  Under performance against postgraduate 
recruitment targets, and the setting of postgraduate recruitment targets for 
future years, needed to be placed in this context; 

 
(ii) that the registration figures for postgraduate students had been considered by 

the Faculty’s Postgraduate Advisory Group the previous day, and the Group 
had urged that future reports of performance against target in respect of 
postgraduate recruitment should be clearer in indicating those areas where 
significant intakes occurred at times other than the start of the Michaelmas term 
in order that this could be taken account of in considering overall performance; 

 
(iii) that the Executive Dean and Deputy Dean (Postgraduate) would be meeting 

with the Director of the International Office and representatives of Graduate 
School to discuss how the two offices could more effectively support the 
marketing of, and recruitment to, the Faculty’s postgraduate programmes.  The 
Executive Dean and Deputy Dean (Postgraduate) would also be meeting all 
departmental postgraduate admissions officers to discuss departmental 
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strategies and an action plan in light of the 2005/6 and 2006/7 recruitment 
figures; 

 
(iv) that although the figures contained in Document 11 would rise as additional 

cohorts with non-standard start dates registered as postgraduate students, and 
there were some aspects of the detail of Document 11 whose accuracy was not 
entirely certain, overall it was clear that the University’s performance had fallen 
short of its targets and that this made it unlikely that funds would be released 
from the contingency; 

 
(v) that the income from the increased fees for undergraduate study had already 

been built into the Council-approved budget; 
 

(vi) that there was a concern that the rigidity of the University’s approach to the 
charging of fees for visiting postgraduate researchers, studying for 
qualifications at overseas institutions, was deterring such researchers from 
visiting the University.  This issue was currently under consideration by 
Graduate School Committee with a view to establishing a more flexible 
approach that combined a minimum level of charge with discretion at the 
departmental level to charge over and above this minimum should the 
department think this appropriate. 

 
20. DEPUTY DEAN’S BUSINESS 
 

Reported:  by the Deputy Dean (Postgraduate); 
 
(a) that a strategy document on the future development of Graduate School had been 

considered at the meeting of Senate held 24 October 2006; 
 

(b) that Graduate School was currently seeking the views of departments on what they 
felt were the impediments to increasing postgraduate recruitment, in order to identify 
how departments could be more effectively supported in achieving this aspect of the 
University’s strategy; 

 
(c) that the Postgraduate Awards Advisory Group had met the previous day, and agreed 

the schedule for the next round of the Durham Doctoral Fellowships competition.  He 
would shortly be compiling and circulating to departments a consolidated schedule 
detailing the key dates for this and other competitions (e.g. ORS, ESRC).  
Consideration might also be given as to whether members of the Faculty Research 
Committee should play a role in considering applications from departments in the 
Faculty to the Durham Doctoral Fellowships competition. 

 
21. REVISED RECRUITMENT/HERA PROCESS 
 

Reported:  by the Faculty Human Resources Manager; 
 
(a) that the implementation of pay modernisation required some amendments to the 

recruitment process.  These were principally concerned with the order in which the 
stages of the process were carried out, and therefore should not create additional 
work for heads of department; 

 
(b) that the key message for heads of department was that new and replacement posts 

must be allocated a grade by Human Resources before financial approval was 
sought from the head of division.  This would ensure that the financial approval given 
matched the grading of the post as determined by the HERA process; 
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(c) that in the new process, vacancy details should be drawn up by the department and 

submitted to the Faculty Human Resources Manager.  These details would then be 
graded using the HERA process, and the result communicated to the department.  
Following this, the department should then submit the vacancy details (including job 
description and person specification) and completed SRF to the divisional head for 
financial approval.  Once such approval had been received, the post would be 
advertised; 

 
(d) that documentation detailing the revised process was being prepared by Human 

Resources and would shortly be circulated to heads of department; 
 

(e) that there were a number of types of post that did not need to go through the HERA 
process:  Lecturer A, Lecturer B, Senior Lecturer, Chairs and Grade 6/7 research 
posts; 

 
Noted:  that following the implementation of pay modernisation it was no longer possible 
to appoint staff to a discretionary point on the scale for the grade of the post on offer.  
Consequently, it was particularly important for departments to think carefully about the 
type of person they were hoping to recruit when drawing up job descriptions, especially 
in respect of the Lecturer A/B and Lecturer B/Senior Lecturer boundaries. 

 
PART C:  MATTERS OF REPORT 

 
22. DATES OF FUTURE MEETINGS 
 

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

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

 

 10


	MINUTES 
	PART A:  STRATEGIC ISSUES 
	 PART B:  ROUTINE BUSINESS 


