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BOARD OF THE FACULTY OF SOCIAL SCIENCES AND HEALTH 
 

23 November 2006 
 

Present:  Professor A Forster (Chair and Executive Dean), Professor T Allen (vice Professor 
D Campbell), Dr P J Atkins (vice Professor A J Long), Professor T J Blackman, Dr R Coe 
(vice Professor P B Tymms), Professor A Ehteshami, Professor A P S Hungin, Ms C A 
Hyde-Wesson, Professor R H Layton, Professor L D Newton, Dr G Philip, Dr S A Preston, Dr 
R Simpson with Mrs M E Allison, Ms L Ayre, Mrs S E Blenkinsopp, Miss N Doyle, Mrs S A 
Hewlett, Ms L Storer and Dr R D Harrison (Secretary). 
 
Apologies:  Professor A Antoniou and Professor R D Smith. 
 
_________________________________________________________________________ 

 
AGENDA 

 
PART A:  STRATEGIC ISSUES 

 
23. FINANCE 
 

Considered:  the draft financial figures for Quarter One; 
(Document BF/SSH/06/12 – filed with the minutes) 

 
Reported:  by the Faculty Accountant; 
 
(a) that the student number data that underlay the figures contained in Document 12 for 

teaching income was unchanged, as up-to-date student numbers would not become 
available to Treasurer’s until the new year.  However, it was known that the 
University had not met its postgraduate recruitment targets and that this would 
impact on teaching income; 

 
(b) that there had been delays in developing the staff estimate system in response to the 

implementation of pay modernisation, but the forecast had assumed that the Faculty 
would meet but not exceed its casual staff vacancy savings target; 

 
(c) that the forecast assumed that part-time teaching and non-staff budgets would not be 

exceeded in the current financial year.  While it was recognised that there were 
pressures on both these budgets, it was important that heads of department ensured 
that these budgets were not exceeded.  In order to do this, heads of department 
would need to ensure that in managing their budgets they considered all the cost 
centres that fed into their budget; 

 
(d) that in respect of research overheads, a shortfall of £258,000 was forecast.  The 

forecast for research overheads had taken into account that during the current 
financial year older research grants would end and new ones, costed under FEC, 
would come on stream; 

 
(e) that there had been some omissions of approved posts from the budget, to a total of 

approximately £200,000.  This issue would be notified to UEC, which would need to 
take a view on building these posts back into the budget; 
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(f) that the Quarter One forecast for the University as a whole would be considered by 
UEC on 27 November 2006.  This forecast indicated that a number of divisions were 
forecasting that they would not meet the contribution targets set in the Council 
approved budget for 2006/7; 

 
(g) that heads of department could raise with the Faculty Accountant outside the meeting 

any detailed queries about the Quarter One forecast relating to their individual 
departments; 

 
Reported:  by the Executive Dean; 
 
(a) that the Executive Dean’s view was that the focus on gross contributions by 

departments was not helpful in supporting heads of department in the management 
of income and expenditure, as there was an imperfect relationship between the figure 
for gross contribution and whether a department’s income was covering its full costs; 

 
(b) that Treasurer’s had undertaken a significant amount of work to develop a 

methodology that would detail the full costs of running a department (i.e. direct costs 
plus indirect costs such as central services, the upkeep of the University’s 
infrastructure and strategic investment by the University), which could then be 
considered together with a department’s total income in developing the 2007/8 
budget; 

 
(c) that having discussed the methodology with Treasurer’s, the Executive Dean felt that 

this methodology was generally robust.  This methodology and the resulting data was 
to be discussed by a future meeting of UEC, following which a decision would be 
taken on the most appropriate way to release this data to departments; 

 
[Secretary’s note:  all Heads of Department were invited to contact Graham Smith in 
Treasurer’s if they would like to contribute to any refinement of the methodology 
Graham Smith would not be able to discuss or release any details of individual 
department’s full cost data.] 

 
(d) that once this data was available, it would provide budget holders with a much 

clearer indication of the relation of the full costs of running their units compared to 
their income.  The expectation would be that over time departments would be 
expected to move towards meeting their full economic costs, and in the future 
consideration of requests for additional spending would take into account a 
department’s position relative to meeting its full cost; 

 
(e) that this development would help to put in place transparent incentives and 

disincentives, as those departments who were able to increase their income while 
meeting their full economic cost would be able to make a strong case to be allocated 
additional spend in relation to this additional income; 

 
(f) that although the expectation would be that over time departments would be 

expected to meet their full economic cost it was accepted that their would always 
remain an element of cross-subsidy between departments, and this was entirely right 
in a Faculty that was a community of scholars and where a disciplinary range 
appropriate to social sciences and health needed to be maintained.  However, the 
availability of full economic cost information would ensure transparency in knowing 
where this cross-subsidy was occurring, so that it could be ensured that where it 
happened it was taking place for sound and agreed reasons; 
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(g) that some concerns had been expressed by heads of department regarding the 
current targets in areas such as postgraduate recruitment and the generation of 
research income and overheads.  These issues could be discussed as part of the 
planning round, and departments could if they wished request reduced targets.  
However, where such reductions were requested departments would need to 
consider other areas in which they would increase their income in order to improve 
their financial positions or alternatively where expenditure would be reduced; 

 
Noted: 
 
(a) that the Executive Dean was always willing to discuss with heads of departments 

issues related to the management of applications for research grants from sources 
that did not provide full economic cost (e.g. charities).  However, the decision on 
whether to sign off such an application was one that was best taken at departmental 
level, as the head of department was best placed to take into account the full range 
of issues in the context both of discipline specific issues, and the management of the 
department’s budget.  In respect of the latter, the key issue for heads of department 
was the extent to which the full economic cost of the research was met, and how this 
impacted on the department’s ability overall to meet its full economic cost balanced 
against academic prestige and the intellectual value of an activity; 

 
(b) that HEFCE had made some money available, allocated twelve months in arrears, to 

help support the undertaking of research for charities that did not meet the full 
economic cost of such research.  This was welcome, but the total resource made 
available by HEFCE was not large.  It was anticipated that the funding available to 
the University would be redistributed to departments on a pro rata basis relative the 
amount of research income brought in from charities by each department; 

 
(c) that in managing departmental budgets in order to move towards a situation where 

departments were meeting their full cost, it would be particularly important for 
departments to consider the balance of their portfolio of activity particularly in relation 
to ‘softer’ unregulated income streams such as postgraduate fee income and 
research income; 

 
(d) that there were units within the Faculty such as the Science Learning Centre that had 

been established on a basis other than full economic cost.  This was recognised by 
the University, and the particular situation of each unit in the Faculty would be taken 
into account in any discussions regarding full economic cost issues; 

 
(e) that the move to full economic cost financial data offered significant opportunities for 

departments that were able to increase and diversify their income streams, as the 
incentives for generating such income would be much clearer than at present; 

 
(f) that currently the University appeared to have an approach to managing its teaching 

portfolio that was demand-based rather than resource-based.  The move to providing 
full economic cost financial data would raise important issues in relation to this, that 
would need to be discussed by the Board; 

 
(g) that as the cost of central services to individual academic departments became 

clearer, it would be appropriate for the University to consider how it ensured that 
these services were fit for purpose.  Consideration should be given to developing 
service-level agreements, and establishing reviews of central service provision that 
paralleled those that academic departments underwent; 
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(h) that the full economic cost data would inform the next planning round, including 
budget setting, for 2007/8.  It was expected that full economic cost data would be 
released in January 2007. 

 
24. PLANNING 
 

Received: 
 
(a) a paper from the Strategic Planning and Change Unit proposing refinements to the 

University’s planning process for 2006/7; 
(Document BF/SSH/06/13 – filed with the minutes) 

 
(b) an extract from the minutes of the meeting of UEC held 31 October 2006, detailing 

consideration of the proposed refinements to the planning process; 
(Document BF/SSH/06/14 – filed with the minutes) 

 
Noted: 
 
(a) that the refinements to the planning process were welcome, although there was 

agreement that Document 13 could have laid greater stress on the enhancing of 
opportunities as opposed to the prevention of problems; 

 
(b) that Document 13 referred to issues regarding the seriousness with which targets set 

as part of the planning round were taken, and while this might have been phrased 
differently the underlying point (that the targets agreed in the planning round 
informed budget setting so that failure to meet these targets had significant 
implications regarding income and expenditure) was an important and valid one; 

 
(c) that where departments felt that current targets were not achievable they could seek 

to renegotiate these as part of the forthcoming planning round.  However, it was 
important that heads of department appreciate that where reduced targets were 
agreed, this had implications for income and expenditure that would also need to be 
addressed; 

 
(d) that the availability of more transparent financial data, together with the refined 

planning round, appeared to offer greater opportunities for taking forward, working 
through the Executive Dean, cross-department initiatives within the Faculty.  This 
offered the opportunity to achieve a multiplier effect in relation to value of 
developments and investment; 

 
(e) that the current status of the plans to move Law and SASS to new buildings on the St 

Mary’s field was unclear, and that both departments needed further clarification on 
the current position, and the timescale for any decisions and actions, to inform their 
forward planning; 

 
Agreed:  that the Executive Dean would seek clarification of the situation in relation to St 
Mary’s field, and write to Law and SASS with this clarification. 

(Action:  AF) 
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25. ETHICAL APPROVAL OF RESEARCH PROPOSALS 
 

Considered:  whether to approve proposals from the Deputy Dean (Postgraduate) for the 
establishment of a Faculty Ethics Sub-Committee of the Faculty Research Committee; 

(Document BF/SSH/06/15 – filed with the minutes) 
 

Reported:  by the Deputy Dean (Postgraduate); 
 
(a) that the proposals had been prepared in light of the discussion at the last meeting of 

the Board; 
 

(b) that the proposals for the membership of the Sub-Committee, and its mode of 
operation, were intended to provide a process that was fit for purpose in relation to 
the consideration of ethical issues arising from research proposals while keeping the 
associated administrative workload as light as was consistent with the maintaining a 
robust process; 

 
(c) that the duties of the Sub-Committee were modelled on those of the University’s 

Ethics Advisory Committee; 
 
Noted:  that following the revisions to the University’s governance structures in 2005, the 
Queen’s Campus Ethics Committee had been disbanded as the expectation was that the 
duties undertaken by this Committee would be taken on by departmental and faculty 
ethics committees; 
 
Agreed:  to approve the proposals for the establishment of a Faculty Ethics-Sub 
Committee. 

 
PART B:  ROUTINE BUSINESS 

 
26. MINUTES OF THE LAST MEETING 
 

Confirmed:  the minutes of the meeting of the Board held 26 October 2006. 
(Document BF/SSH/06/16 – filed with the minutes) 

 
27. MATTERS ARISING FROM THE MINUTES 
 

(a) Minute 16(a):  Foundation Programme:  Stand-alone International Foundation 
Programme 

 
Reported:  that a validation panel had been arranged for 31 January 2006, to 
consider the proposal to establish a Stand-alone International Foundation 
Programme; 
 
Noted: 
 
(i) that the Programme had already consulted with other departments in the 

Faculty through consideration of the outline proposal at the last meeting of 
Faculty Board.  Additionally, the Programme would consult further with 
departments through the next meeting of the Foundation Programme 
Management Committee, and heads of department were asked to encourage 
their departmental representatives to the Management Committee to contribute 
to this consultation process; 
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(ii) that there had been significant progress in discussion between the Foundation 
Programme and the School of Government and International Affairs, regarding 
progression from the Programme to undergraduate degrees offered by the 
School; 

 
(b) Minute 16(b) Foundation Programme:  Change of Name for the Foundation 

Programme 
 

Reported:  that at its meeting held 14 November 2006, UEC agreed to recommend to 
Senate that the unit name for the Foundation Programme be changed to the 
Foundation Centre; 
 
[Secretary’s note:  at its meeting held 28 November 2006, Senate approved the 
change of name from the Foundation Programme to the Foundation Centre (Senate 
minute 78 refers).]. 
 

(c) Minute 18(c) Matters Arising from the Minutes:  Faculty Plan 
 

Received:  a response from the Treasurer to the letter sent by the Acting Dean on 
behalf of Faculty Board; 

(Document BF/SSH/06/16a, laid on the table – filed with the minutes) 
 
Noted: 
 
(i) that in response to the concerns raised by the Board, the Treasurer had 

confirmed that UEC agreed with the need for prompt corrective action to be 
taken to address shortfalls against budget; 

 
(ii) that in response to the Board’s concerns regarding non-staff budgets, the 

Treasurer had drawn attention to the need for divisions to consider the balance 
between appointments and increasing non-staff budgets when resources 
became available for investment.  In the run-up to the next RAE there had been 
an understandable desire to use such resource to appoint new members of 
academic staff with a view to increasing QR income following the RAE.  
However, in the future consideration would need to be given as to whether the 
best use of some of the available resource might be to increase non-staff or 
support staff budgets, in order to provide additional support for existing 
academic staff; 

 
(d) Minute 19(a) Executive Dean’s Business:  Research 

 
Received:  a copy of the job description for the Faculty Research Director/Deputy 
Dean (Research); 

(Document BF/SSH/06/17 – filed with the minutes) 
 
Reported: 
 
(i) that nominations for the role of Faculty Research Director/Deputy Dean 

(Research) should be forwarded to the Executive Dean by the end of 24 
November 2006; 

 
(ii) that the first meeting of Faculty Research Committee would take place on 13 

December 2006. 
 
28. EXECUTIVE DEAN’S BUSINESS 
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(a) Key Performance Indicators 

 
Reported: 
 
(i) that the meeting of UEC on 21 November 2006 had considered an analysis of 

from SPCU of Key Performance Indicators demonstrating progress towards 
achieving the aims of the University Strategy.  The Executive Dean hoped to 
release the full details of this analysis in due course; 

 
(ii) that one objective of the University Strategy was to provide a student 

experience rated in the top ten in England, and that the 2006 National Student 
Survey had placed the University in fifth place nationally for student 
satisfaction.  This was a particularly important indicator in relation to the 
University’s standing in league tables.  Previously the league tables had used 
QAA Subject Review scores an indicator of the quality of learning and teaching 
and thereby the student experience, but these had now been replaced by NSS 
results.  QAA Subject Review scores had been relatively static indicators while 
NSS results changed year-on-year, with the consequence that this made the 
league tables more volatile than had previously been the case; 

 
(iii) that the University Strategy aimed for 12% p.a. growth in research income and 

a 35% p.a. increase in research overheads.  Currently, the rate of growth for 
these indicators was 3% and 22% respectively; 

 
(iv) that the University had set itself the target of raising postgraduate research 

student numbers by 65% by 2010, and increasing number of postgraduate 
students to 11% of the total student population by the same date.  Significant 
progress had been made towards achieving these targets, as postgraduate 
research student numbers had increased by 24% since 2004 and 
postgraduates now formed 8% of the total student population; 

 
(v) that in respect of its objectives for sustainability, the University was currently 

generating a surplus of c.3% p.a. rather than the 4-5% contained in the 
University Strategy; 

 
(vi) that significant progress was being made to increase student satisfaction levels 

with their college experience, as this had occurred in all but two of the 
University’s colleges and in the two where this had not yet happened the 
University was aware of and responding to the challenges faced by these 
colleges; 

 
(vii) that the University Strategy included the objective of increasing international 

student numbers by 40% by 2010, so that they constituted 15% of the total 
student population.  Since 2004 international student numbers had increased 
by 16%, so that this group now made up 13% of the total student body; 

 
Noted:  that there had been concerns expressed at the last meeting of the 
Management Committee for Combined Social Sciences regarding the way in which 
student feedback on their experience in the programme had been presented in the 
Rough Guide to Combined Honours produced by and for students on the 
programme.  While it was important that students were allowed to express their views 
on their experience, this needed to be done in an appropriate way that recognised 
that the University had legal responsibilities in respect of publication of information 
relating to individual members of staff; 
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Agreed:  that this matter should be discussed further by the Deputy Dean 
(Postgraduate) and Professor Layton, and that if issues remained following this 
discussion Professor Layton should write to the Executive Dean regarding these; 

(Action:  RS/RHL) 
 

[Secretary’s note:  this issue has been taken up by the Executive Dean with the 
Director of the Combined Honours programme.] 

 
(b) Annual Staff Review 

 
Noted:  that the Executive Dean thanked heads of department for their participation 
in the training session held 20 November 2006, and stressed the importance of the 
role of heads of department in successfully implementing and embedding ASR in 
their departments; 

 
(c) Programme transfers 

 
Reported:  that a number of issues relating to the transfer of undergraduate students 
between programmes had come to the Executive Dean’s attention since the start of 
term, and that he intended to bring to a future meeting of Faculty Board a paper 
considering these issues in order to move towards a more consistent approach to 
transfer requests across the Faculty; 

(Action:  AF) 
 
Noted:  that departments in the Faculty contributed to a number of joint honours 
degrees with departments in other faculties, and that any discussion of programme 
transfers would need to take account of this; 

 
(d) Teaching Fellow Posts 

 
Reported:  that the number of teaching fellows appointed within the Faculty was 
increasing, and that two issues were becoming apparent.  Firstly, career pathways, 
and opportunities for professional development, for such staff did not appear to be in 
place.  Additionally, it had become evident that there were significant differences 
between departments in respect of the teaching and administrative load such fellows 
were being expected to carry.  The Executive Dean was currently gathering 
information on practice across the Faculty, in order to develop a Faculty approach to 
this issue; 
 
Noted: 
 
(i) that this was a welcome and helpful development; 

 
(ii) that in respect of the workload of Teaching Fellows, it was not intended to 

specify a set number of hours that a Teaching Fellow would be expected to 
spend on teaching and administration as it was recognised that such loads 
varied across and within departments depending on the nature of the subject 
area.  Rather, the approach would be to set an additional load of a percentage 
of departmental/section standard lecturers' loads, since lecturers had to carry 
out additional research responsibilities.  This would allow appropriate variations 
between subject area in terms of the total teaching and administrative 
workload, while ensuring a consistent approach was in place; 

 
(e) Head of Department Training Programme 
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Reported:  that the Executive Dean had received nominations from a number of 
departments of academic staff to attend the head of department training programme, 
and that further nominations could be sent to him until the close of business on 
Monday 4 December 2006; 
 
[Secretary’s note:  a list of nominations has been passed to the Training and 
Development Manager, and would course will begin next spring.] 

 
(f) Library Issues 

 
Reported:  that the pressure on space within the Library was considerable, and the 
Library was keen for departments to engage in effective and active management of 
the stock relating to their disciplines.  Heads of department were encouraged to 
ensure that their departments were working with the Library to ensure active stock 
management; 

(Action:  all heads of department) 
 
Noted:  that there were specific Library issues relating to the School for Health, as 
the start-up funding provided to support the establishment of library resources for 
undergraduate medicine was coming to an end.  There were a number of e-journal 
subscriptions that had been paid for from this funding, which were drawn on by the 
School and other departments; 
 
Agreed:  that the Dean of Medicine should write to the Executive Dean detailing the 
nature and extent of these issues. 

(Action:  APSH) 
 
29. DEPUTY DEAN’S BUSINESS 
 

Reported:  that there were no items of Deputy Dean’s business. 
 
30. HUMAN RESOURCES 
 

(a) Cost Implications of Early Retirement 
 

Reported: 
 
(i) that where members of staff who were members of the Retirement Benefits 

Plan sought early retirement this had cost implications as the RBP scheme 
assumed that all employees would retire at 65.  The extent of these implications 
was dependent on the number of years before the usual pensionable age that 
the employee in question was seeking to retire; 

 
(ii) that there was no central funding to meet costs associated with members of 

staff taking early retirement under RBP, so that where a member of this scheme 
took early retirement the cost associated with this was charged to the budget of 
their department as a single lump sum.  It was therefore important that where 
such members of staff were seeking to retire early the issue was discussed by 
the member of staff in question and the head of department, as departmental 
budget holder, before an approach was made to Human Resources and 
Treasurer’s; 

 
(iii) that where staff members were seeking early retirement on grounds other than 

ill health, there was no obligation to accept such requests.  Where early 
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retirement was being sought on ill health grounds there were established 
procedures for considering such requests; 

 
(iv) that at the moment similar costs were not incurred in respect of staff who were 

members of the Universities Superannuation Scheme.  However, USS was 
currently considering whether such charges should be introduced; 

 
Noted: 
 
(i) that there was no provision in existing staff budgets to meet the costs of early 

retirement for staff who were members of RBP, so that if such requests were 
granted resources would have to be found within existing budgets to meet 
these costs; 

 
(ii) the importance of departments ensuring that issues relating to early retirement 

were considered sufficiently early in respect of financial planning; 
 

(b) Age Discrimination Legislation 
 

Reported:  by the Faculty Human Resources Manager, that age discrimination 
legislation had come into effect on 1 October 2006.  It was therefore important that 
when preparing job descriptions, person specifications and job advertisement, heads 
of department ensured that any references to age, including indirect references such 
as a specified number of years experience, were not included; 
 
Agreed:  that to help heads of department to ensure that job descriptions, person 
specifications and job advertisements were consistent with the new legislation, 
Human Resources should prepare generic examples of each of these types of 
document for the posts of lecturer, senior lecturer, reader, professor and teaching 
fellows, in order to provide a starting point for heads of department to ensure that the 
documentation submitted to Human Resources complied with the new legislation. 

(Action:  LS/SB) 
 
31. JUNIOR RESEARCH ASSOCIATE SCHEME, 2006/7 
 

Considered:  options for the operation of the Faculty’s Junior Research Associate 
scheme in 2006/7; 

(Document BF/SSH/06/18 – filed with the minutes) 
 

Reported:  by the Deputy Dean (Postgraduate); 
 
(a) that Faculty’s Junior Research Associate scheme had run for the last three academic 

years.  The scheme had been established to encourage the Faculty’s best 
undergraduate students to consider postgraduate study and a career in research; 

 
(b) that in the current financial circumstances, the funding available to support the 

2006/7 round of the scheme was significantly lower than in previous years.  This 
raised the question as to how the funding available should be used to best effect, i.e. 
should the Faculty opt for a greater number of shorter of bursaries or a limited 
number of bursaries of the same duration as previous years; 

 
Noted: 
 
(a) that members of the Board were agreed that the scheme had worked excellently over 

the last three years, allowing undergraduates to gain significant experience of 
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undertaking research.  It was felt that any reduction in the duration of the bursaries 
offered by the scheme would potentially lead to a less deep engagement with 
research by bursary holders; 

 
(b) that the Academic Support Office was currently gathering information on the 

subsequent academic performance and career paths of former Junior Research 
Associates, which would in due course be presented to the Board.; 

(Action:  ND) 
 

(c) that the value of the scheme was felt to be such that it might be appropriate to raise 
with UEC the possibility of establishing a University-wide scheme financed at 
University level.  This was an issue that could be considered further when the Board 
had further data on the effectiveness of previous rounds of the scheme; 

 
(d) that given the reduced number of bursaries on offer, it was important to ensure that 

the administrative workload associated with the scheme was proportionate.  Given 
this, it would be appropriate to limit the number of applications to the scheme from 
each department; 

 
Agreed: 
 
(a) that the 2006/7 Junior Research Associate scheme should offer three awards of 

eight to nine weeks duration; 
 

(b) that applications to the 2006/7 Junior Research Associate scheme should be limited 
to one per department (noting that students of the Durham Business School were not 
eligible to apply to the scheme); 

 
(c) that applications to the 2006/7 Junior Research Associate scheme should be 

considered by a Panel chaired by the Deputy Dean (Postgraduate), which included 
three early career academic staff from the Faculty nominated by heads of 
department.  If the total number of nominees exceeded three, panel members should 
be selected by drawing names from a hat. 

(Action: heads of department) 
 

PART C:  MATTERS OF REPORT 
 
32. APPOINTED MEMBERSHIP OF BOARDS OF STUDIES 

 
Reported:  that the Dean, acting on behalf of Faculty Board, had approved the 
nomination of Ms D Bennett, Mr M Armellini and Mr L Barbopoulos to the Board of 
Studies in Economics, Finance and Business. 
 

33. DATES OF FUTURE MEETINGS 
 

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

 
Thursday 18 January 2007, at 9.15 am – Department of Law 
Thursday 22 February 2007, at 2.15 pm – School 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 
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[Secretary’s note:  the meeting of 18 January 2007 was subsequently rescheduled to 
take place at 9.15 am on Wednesday 24 January 2007.] 
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