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_________________________________________________________________________ 

 
MINUTES 

 
PART A:  STRATEGIC ISSUES 

 
34. STUDENT RECRUITMENT 
 

(a) Postgraduate Recruitment 
 

Considered:  a report from the Dean of the Graduate School on current issues 
relating to postgraduate recruitment; 

(Document BF/SSH/06/19 – filed with the minutes) 
 

Reported: 
 
(i) that the Programme Board for Postgraduate Student Recruitment had been 

established as a work stream of the Improving Financial Performance 
programme approved by Finance and General Purposes Committee and 
Council in July 2006.  The Programme Board had been asked to consider 
postgraduate recruitment in the round, in order to support the attainment of the 
University’s strategic objective of increasing postgraduate student numbers; 

 
(ii) that to support the work of the Programme Board, a Barriers to Recruitment 

Working Group had been established.  This Group had surveyed departments 
on what they felt were the main barriers to increasing postgraduate recruitment.  
A number of issues had arisen from this survey.  Many departments felt that a 
lack of physical infrastructure to support postgraduates prevented increases in 
recruitment, and the variability between departments in the amount of 
administrative and clerical support for the postgraduate admissions process 
was also highlighted.  Departments had also expressed a view that insufficient 
emphasis was given in the University strategy to taught postgraduate 
programmes.  Such programmes were an important part of the University’s 
portfolio in a number of ways, and further consideration needed to be given to 
this area and how taught postgraduate provision linked to the recruitment of 
postgraduate research students.  A need for the University to ensure that all its 
processes reflected the importance of the strategic goal of increasing 
postgraduate research student numbers was also highlighted by departments; 
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(iii) that during 2005/6 a number of developments had been put in place in order to 

improve the postgraduate admissions process, and the management 
information available regarding this process.  It was recognised that further 
development was needed, for example in respect of the online application 
system, and constructive comments regarding this would be welcome; 

 
(iv) that the Programme Board had identified that the turnaround times for 

postgraduate applications in 2005/6 had been too slow, and with immediate 
effect benchmarks for application processing times had been introduced.  
Meeting these benchmarks was a shared responsibility for Graduate School 
and departments; 

 
(v) that departments were being encouraged to ‘green light’ offers where this was 

felt to be appropriate, i.e. make greater use of conditional offers to appropriate 
candidates so that delays in the submission of supporting documentation need 
not lead to delays in making an offer (examples of the conditions that might be 
set in such circumstances were detailed in Document 19); 

 
(vi) the importance of the University and departments considering the portfolio of 

postgraduate programmes on offer.  The University’s core regulations provided 
for taught masters, research degrees at masters and doctoral level, integrated 
PhDs and professional doctorates.  Graduate School was also working, with 
SASS, on the development of a model for professional masters programmes; 

 
Noted: 
 
(i) that it was recognised that in some circumstances ‘green light-ing’ offers could 

raise issues for departments.  However, there was evidence that applicants, 
particularly international students, tended to follow the first offer of a place 
made to them by a UK HEI; 

 
(ii) that in addition to the factors listed above, departments had strongly agreed 

with the statement that lack of funding for postgraduate research students was 
a major factor inhibiting further growth in the number of such students.  This 
was recognised to be a significant issue where a more strategic approach might 
be taken to assist departments in the preparation of applications for external 
funding for research students.  The Durham Doctoral Fellowship scheme 
offered a level of internal funding, although as the scheme had been opened to 
international students, in line with the University’s strategic aim of increasing 
international recruitment and in recognition of the important academic 
contribution international research students could make to the University, the 
level of fees charged for such students had had a budgetary impact on the 
scheme; 

 
(iii) that there was an increasing diversity in the mode of study for part-time 

students, with c.47% of the University’s current postgraduate student 
population being part-time; 

 
(iv) that the Durham Doctoral Fellowship scheme was an important and useful 

scheme, but consideration could also be given as to whether a scheme might 
be established at Faculty level, and if it was how the funds allocated to this 
scheme could be used most effectively both in respect of the level and type of 
support given to award holders, and the balance of support between taught and 
research postgraduate programmes; 
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(v) that although no data for Education appeared in Annex 1 to Document 19, the 

School had submitted to Graduate School a response to the ‘Barriers to 
Recruitment’ questionnaire; 

 
Agreed:  that the Deputy Dean (Postgraduate) should bring to the next meeting of 
Faculty Board a paper on options for the way in which Faculty resource could be 
used to support postgraduate recruitment; 

(Action:  RS) 
 

(b) International Recruitment 
 

Considered: 
 
(i) a report from the Director of the International Office on issues relating to the 

recruitment of international students by departments in the Faculty; 
(Document BF/SSH/06/20 – filed with the minutes) 

 
(ii) a summary report on International Office activities; 

(Document BF/SSH/06/20a, laid on the table – filed with the minutes) 
 

Reported: 
 
(i) that the draft University Internationalisation Strategy attached as Appendix I to 

Document 20 would be considered at the meeting of UEC to be held 29 
January 2007.  This draft strategy emphasised both international research 
alliances and collaboration (discussions having taken place over the last year 
with senior officers on how the University’s areas of research strength could be 
supported in further developing an international profile), and the student 
experience; 

 
(ii) that the section of the draft strategy on international student recruitment had 

been informing the work of the International Office for the last two to three 
years, with much of this work concentrated on raising the profile of the 
University internationally.  There was a recognition that there was a need for 
the International Office further to develop its links with departments in order to 
support them in international recruitment; 

 
(iii) that currently the International Office had an explicit role in respect of the 

admission of undergraduate international students, receiving all UCAS forms, 
but this was not mirrored for postgraduate admissions.  There was a question 
of whether this was the most appropriate balance in the use of resources, and 
the views of departments on this would be welcome; 

 
(iv) that the data in Document 20 on international fee paying students in the UK 

could be useful to departments in identifying potential markets, and the level of 
return that could be expected from investment of resources in international 
student recruitment.  More detailed data was available within the International 
Office.  The Office was keen to work with departments to help identify where 
the significant opportunities for recruiting international students to the Faculty 
lay, and ensure that resources were invested in areas where there was the 
opportunity for an appropriate return on investment; 

 
(v) that there was funding available from the International Office to help to meet the 

costs of academics making overseas visits, where these visits included 
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recruitment activity such as meetings with potential students, overseas offices 
of the British Council etc.; 

 
(vi) that consideration was being given to making a bid in the current planning 

round to appoint an additional member of staff to the International Office to 
support international student recruitment to the Faculty, and to act as a liaison 
between the Faculty and the International Office, and the views of departments 
on this were invited; 

 
Noted: 
 
(i) that international alumni of the University were a very valuable resource to 

assist in the recruitment of international students, and that consideration 
needed to be given to providing central support to departments in making use 
of this resource; 

 
(ii) that although there was a view that consideration should be given to 

establishing a more formal policy on developing relationships with recruitment 
agents, consideration needed to be given to the costs of working with agents.  
The University’s approach had been to build relationships with selected agents, 
as it was felt that this led to higher conversion rates of applications to 
registrations; 

 
(iii) that although other HEIs had established overseas recruitment offices, it was 

necessary to set the significant costs associated with such developments 
against the additional income that would be generated as a result.  These high 
costs required that such offices generated very significant additional 
international student registrations, and therefore such offices were a high risk 
development; 

 
(iv) that in seeking to develop distance teaching or distance learning within 

international markets, it was usually important that an alliance was established 
with an appropriate in-country partner as this contributed significantly to the 
success and sustainability of such ventures; 

 
(v) the importance of establishing where possible effective relationships with 

ministries of education and other relevant government agencies in international 
markets where the University was seeking to recruit; 

 
(vi) that there was very strong support for the proposal to appoint a Faculty Liaison 

Officer in the International Office; 
 

(c) Departmental Recruitment Materials 
 

Considered:  a paper from the Marketing Manager, Development and 
Communications, on the development of a set of University-wide templates for 
departmental communication materials; 

(Document BF/SSH/06/21 – filed with the minutes) 
 

Reported:  by the Marketing Manager; 
 
(i) that it had become evident that there was a lack of consistency in the style, 

tone and quality of communication materials issued by departments.  One 
reason for this was the lack of co-ordinated support for departments in 
developing such materials; 
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(ii) that the proposal was that a set of University-wide design templates be 

established for departmental communication materials, which would establish a 
consistency in the format and quality of such materials while allowing 
departments to provide their own content within these templates.  It would also 
reduce the cost and timescales for producing such documentation; 

 
(iii) that Marketing had allocated £3,000 to support this development, and was 

asking each faculty for £1,500 towards the cost of establishing these templates; 
 

(iv) that he intended to meet with departments to discuss with them their particular 
marketing needs; 

 
Noted: 
 
(i) that the proposal was welcomed, but there was a view that the full cost of 

establishing the design templates should be met by the central University 
budget rather than a combination of the University and contributions from 
faculty budgets; 

 
(ii) that the following departments and schools wished to meet with the Marketing 

Manager in the near future to discuss marketing issues:  Anthropology, 
Archaeology, Education, Foundation Centre, SGIA, Health and Law; 

 
Agreed: 
 
(i) that the proposal to establish the templates be supported; 

 
(ii) that the Marketing Manager be asked to seek the views of the other two 

faculties on this initiative as a matter of urgency; 
(Action:  AB) 

 
(iii) that the University be asked to meet the full cost of developing the templates, 

but that if this was not forthcoming the Faculty should support this initiative from 
its budget. 

(Action:  AF/AB) 
 

[Secretary’s note:  following the meeting the Development and Communications 
Office agreed to carry the full costs of this proposal and the templates will be 
available to all departments with immediate effect.] 

 
35. INSTITUTE OF ADVANCED STUDY 
 

Considered: 
 
(a) information on the Institute of Advanced Study’s theme for 2007/8, modelling; 

(Document BF/SSH/06/21a – filed with the minutes) 
 

(b) a presentation from the Executive Director of the Institute of Advanced Study on the 
development of links between the IAS and departments within the Faculty; 

(Document BF/SSH/06/21a, laid on the table – filed with the minutes) 
 

Reported:  by the Executive Director of the Institute; 
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(a) that refurbishment of Cosins Hall to house the Institute had been completed.  There 
were currently eight fellows in place at the Institute, with a further eight due to arrive 
when the current cohort left at the end of their three month fellowships.  A 
comprehensive programme of activities for 2006/7 had been arranged and was 
currently in train, and departments would shortly be receiving copies of the brochure 
detailing the full range of these activities; 

 
(b) that modelling had been identified as the Institute’s theme for 2007/8, with eight sub-

themes having now been agreed.  It had been evident from the planning meetings 
that had led to the identification of this theme and sub-themes that there was a real 
enthusiasm for inter-disciplinary dialogue in this area; 

 
(c) that ten fellows for 2007/8 had been identified, with input from departments, and the 

match between these fellows and the 2007/8 theme and sub-themes was extremely 
good; 

 
(d) that there were two main issues relating to the Institute on which the views of the 

Board were sought:  how to build on the current levels of engagement with the 
Institute by departments and staff in the Faculty, and communicate the opportunities 
for this engagement to all staff in the Faculty;  and the role that the Institute might 
play in catalysing developments in research across the Faculty (e.g. a bid for a major 
ESRC research centre) and support strategic developments in the Faculty; 

 
Noted: 
 
(a) that the University had made the strategic decision to invest significantly in the 

Institute, and its establishment was an important and exciting endeavour.  It was 
therefore important that all parts of the Faculty considered how they could fully 
engage with the Institute; 

 
(b) that the Institute currently communicated with departments and staff through such 

methods as emails and publicity information.  Heads of department would also find it 
useful to receive a monthly email on forthcoming activities and opportunities in the 
Institute.  Consideration could also be given to asking fellows to undertake road 
shows in departments, which might include a presentation from the fellow or could 
simply be an opportunity for fellows to meet with members of a department and 
discuss their work; 

 
(c) that the Institute was currently considering how best to disseminate the work 

undertaken by its fellows.  All fellows would be expected to produce a working paper 
based on their research while holding their fellowship, and all of these would 
probably be published on the web.  Consideration was also being given to publishing 
a selection of these in hard copy; 

 
(d) that a conference based on the Institute’ primary theme, bringing together all those 

working in and with the Institute and publicised both within and outwith the University, 
would be an effective way of engaging staff with the Institute.  The public opening of 
the Institute on 26 April 2007 was such an event.  Externally focussed, this would 
include a roundtable discussion involving fellows of the Institute, followed by a public 
lecture; 

 
(e) that the facilities in Cosins Hall were available for use during the summer term, when 

there were no fellows in residence at the Institute.  There was a range of possible 
uses for these facilities at this time, such as the delivery of short courses or as a 
facility for esteemed visiting scholars.  The Institute was also currently considering 
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whether to try to seek funding for a different type of fellowship, which would allow 
school teachers to attend the Institute for a period; 

 
(f) that the Institute was represented on the Faculty Research Committee, and 

consideration could be given to making the Institute a standing item on the 
Committee’s agenda to help promote the engagement of departments and the 
Institute through the departmental research directors who sat on Faculty Research 
Committee.  If appropriate, this might lead to establishing short-term sub-groups of 
Faculty Research Committee to take forward particular ideas and initiatives that 
came out of discussions at the full Committee; 

 
(g) that consideration should be given as to how the IAS could work with the Institute of 

Hazard and Risk Research.  There were already close links between the two 
Institutes, and it was anticipated that over time this would occur; 

 
(h) that there had been discussions about the possibility of research fellowships offered 

by the University being loosely interlocked under the aegis of the Institute.  This had 
not yet occurred, but there was support for such a development from the Faculty; 

 
(i) that in order to raise its profile, the Institute regularly engaged with the media.  In 

doing this, there was a reliance on support from the University’s media team, which 
already had many demands on its limited resource; 

 
(j) that the establishment and development of the Institute was a significant opportunity 

for the Faculty, and one which needed to be engaged with in a strategic way. 
 

Agreed:  that the Faculty should consider appointing a link person relating to IAS activity. 
(Action:  AF) 

 
[Secretary’s note:  following the meeting the Deputy Dean (Postgraduate) agreed to 
undertake this role pending the appointment of a Faculty Research Director/Deputy 
Dean (Research).]] 

 
36. HUMAN RESOURCES 
 

(a) Probation for Academic Staff 
 

Considered: 
 

(i) a presentation from the Deputy Director of Human Resources on the process 
probation for academic staff; 

(Document BF/SSH/06/22 – filed with the minutes) 
 

(ii) the draft Policy on Probation of Lecturing Staff – Information for Heads of 
Department; 

(Document BF/SSH/06/23 – filed with the minutes) 
 

Reported: by the Deputy Director of Human Resources; 
 
(i) that there had been a number of subtle but important changes to the probation 

process for academic staff arising from changes to University structures and 
processes, recent legislation, and the development of case law in this area; 
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(ii) that the vast majority of academic staff on probation passed without significant 
issues being raised.  In only c.1% of cases were potentially significant issues 
raised; 

 
(iii) that two related issues had arisen in respect of the probation process:  

misunderstandings between what an individual achieved and what they had 
been expected to achieve, and the absence in some cases of clear 
documentation between the head of department and probationary member of 
staff detailing the outcomes that were expected to be achieved during the 
probationary period.  As a result, Academic Progression Committee had agreed 
that there should be a greater standardisation of the information to be 
submitted for all probationary reports, and that for all probationary staff clear 
expectations and objectives to be achieved by the end of the probationary 
period should be agreed and documented; 

 
(iv) that Executive Deans had been given an enhanced role in the probation 

process.  All probationary reports were submitted to and considered by the 
Executive Dean, who then made a summary report to Academic Progression 
Committee.  Reports on individual members of staff would only be sent to 
Academic Progression Committee if significant issues had been raised; 

 
(v) that as part of the probationary process, heads of departments were expected 

to discuss with the new employee the expectations of their post and the 
objectives to be achieved for probation to be passed, with the outcomes agreed 
and the way in which success would be measured to be documented.  A 
meeting should then be held after one year to discuss progress to date, which 
would lead to an interim probation report being submitted by the head of 
department to the Executive Dean with any issues of poor performance 
identified in the report.  A further meeting would then be held a year later to 
discuss progress against the agreed objectives for the probationary period.  
This would lead to the submission of a final probation report to the Executive 
Dean, which should include any issues of poor performance and must include a 
clear recommendation as to whether the member of staff’s appointment should 
be confirmed; 

 
(vi) that for probationary members of staff, it was not necessary to hold separate 

probation and ASR meetings.  A single meeting could cover both the 
requirements of the probation process, and the developmental aspects of ASR; 

 
(vii) that it was not required that a head of department conduct all probation/ASR 

meetings for probationary staff in their department.  However, the head of 
department would be responsible for the recommendation as to whether a 
member of staff’s appointment should be confirmed, and they therefore needed 
to feel confident in the conduct of these meetings; 

 
(viii) that the status of Document 23 was still draft as it was still subject to 

discussions with UCU.  Once these had been concluded separate policy 
documents would be issued for heads of department, and academic staff on 
probation; 

 
Noted: 
 
(i) that changes to the process detailed above were already being implemented, 

with the Executive Deans considering the probation reports submitted in the 
Michaelmas term; 
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(ii) that there were concerns that the revised probationary process had not been 

sufficiently integrated with ASR, resulting in a significant additional burden for 
senior staff in some departments.  There were, however, issues arising from the 
fact that probationary staff were not covered by Statute 39 but by employment 
law, while academic staff not on probation were covered by both, that needed 
to be taken into account.  While different and additional documentation was 
required for the probation process as opposed to ASR, material from the ASR 
form of a member of probationary staff could be duplicated in the 
documentation required by the probation process; 

 
(iii) that while he recognised probation was a complex and important process for 

heads of department, the Executive Dean encouraged heads of department to 
incorporate a greater degree of critical reflection in preparting their probationary 
reports to ensure that developmental were raised in a supportive way and 
addressed; 

 
(iv) that there were issues arising from the block delivery of the Postgraduate 

Certificate in Learning and Teaching in Higher Education, and the timing of this 
block delivery, that could impact on those members of staff whose probationary 
requirements included completion of this programme.  The Pro-Vice-Chancellor 
(Student Experience) would shortly be establishing a review of the 
Postgraduate Certificate that would consider issues including this, but pending 
the outcomes of this review, departments needed to ensure that where it was 
appropriate to seek an exemption from undertaking the Postgraduate Certificate 
for a member of staff on probation (e.g. if they had completed a similar 
programme at another institution), a case for such an exemption was made.  It 
was also noted that the current probation process, with reports at the end of the 
first and second year with probation being confirmed at the end of the third 
year, did offer staff on probation more than one opportunity to complete the 
block taught module(s) in the Postgraduate Certificate; 

 
(b) Job Grading 

 
Considered:  a presentation from the Deputy Director of Human Resources on the 
job grading process; 

(Document BF/SSH/06/24 – filed with the minutes) 
 

Reported:  by the Deputy Director of Human Resources; 
 
(i) that a primary aim of pay modernisation had been to ensure equal pay for work 

of equal value, and that the HERA process had been the means by which the 
University sought to achieve this; 

 
(ii) that as a result of this there had been a change to the recruitment process for 

all new and replacement posts, with all such posts needing to be graded by 
Human Resource’s Reward Team before financial approval was sought.  
Where such a post was a direct replacement (i.e. the duties and responsibilities 
were unchanged), and a HERA form already existed for the post, a full HERA 
evaluation would not be required.  Additionally, a full HERA evaluation would 
not be required where the post was generic (e.g. a lecturer or research 
associate).  In such cases, the job description and grading would be validated 
by the relevant Human Resources Manager; 
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(iii) that in other cases, a full HERA evaluation would be undertaken by the Reward 
Team on the basis of the documentation submitted by the department.  To 
assist departments in this, the template for job descriptions (available at 
http://www.dur.ac.uk/resources/hr/local/recruitment/recruiters/vacdetails/Vacan
cy%20details%20template%20v1.42.xls ) had been amended to include 
guidance in respect of the three key areas that were considered by the HERA 
process:  planning and organising resources;  decision making processes and 
outcomes;  and team development.  In writing job descriptions, careful 
consideration needed to be given to ensuring that the post’s responsibilities in 
each of these areas were clearly addressed.  Support in doing this was 
available from the relevant Human Resources Manager(s); 

 
(iv) that generic role profiles were in place for Grade 6 and 7 research associates, 

but that no such profile had been established for Grade 8 research associates.  
Consideration could be given to establishing such a profile after Human 
Resources had completed the appeals process that had followed pay 
modernisation; 

 
(v) that since the introduction of the new system for grading posts prior to 

recruitment, 97% of posts evaluated had been allocated the grade expected; 
 
Noted: 
 
(i) that while there were currently no generic profiles for roles such as Grade 8 

research associates, senior lecturers etc., within the departments in the Faculty 
there were examples of job descriptions and person specifications for such 
roles that had been approved at the expected grades.  In preparing future job 
descriptions and person specifications for submission to Human Resources for 
grading, departments could draw on the experience gained in preparing the 
documentation for posts that had been graded as expected, both within their 
own department and, where appropriate, from other departments in the Faculty; 

 
(ii) that the processes for promoting lecturers from Grade 7 to 8, and from Grade 8 

to 9, were unchanged.  The University had given serious consideration to 
recruiting lecturers only at Grade 8 or above, but due to the concerns of the 
Faculty of Arts and Humanities it had been agreed to retain Grade 7.  This 
issue could be revisited in the future; 

 
(iii) that the Faculty’s experience was that the greatest difficulty with the grading of 

posts had been experienced at the borderline between what would have been 
senior secretarial and lower level administrative posts under the old grading 
system; 

 
(iv) that the importance of consulting with the Faculty’s Human Resource Managers 

regarding the development of job descriptions and person specifications prior to 
their submission to the Reward Team was emphasised; 

 
(v) that there was some disappointment that the University had currently lost the 

flexibility to advertise lecturers posts across grade boundaries.  It was hoped, 
however, that this flexibility could be achieved in the future e.g. by advertising a 
lecturer’s post at Grade 8 or 9 with distinct job descriptions for the two different 
levels and asking applicants to specify in respect of which of the two job 
descriptions they were making an application. 

 
37. KEY PERFORMANCE INDICATORS 
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Considered:  a report on Key Performance Indicators for the University, considered by 
the meeting of Council held 12 December 2006; 

(Document BF/SSH/06/25 – filed with the minutes) 
 

Reported: 
 
(a) that consideration of the KPIs, and the follow-up action to address areas where the 

University was not meeting its targets, was taken very seriously by UEC; 
 
(b) that heads of department should consider how to disseminate this informationwithin 

departments; 
(Action:  all heads of department) 

 
Noted: 
 
(a) that the Document 25 included the aim of increasing the University’s public exposure 

in the media, with the KPI for this aim being the amount of press coverage.  Public 
exposure and press coverage were not necessarily synonymous, and the former was 
felt to be more important than the latter.  If this was to be achieved, serious thought 
would need to be given to establishing a multimedia centre in Durham that would 
facilitate the access of media organisations to members of the University.  Currently 
the lack of such a facility was felt to be an impediment for media organisations 
wishing to make use of Durham staff; 

 
(b) that in respect of research, the KPIs focussed on in-year spend related to research 

grant and contract income.  However, current income and spend was dictated by 
grant application activity and success 12-18 months prior to the current year, and 
therefore had limited value as an indicator of current activity in respect of grant and 
contract income.  This was an issue of which REDSS was aware.  It was intending to 
move to reporting in year spend and income, and the value of grants gained during 
the current year.  The hope was that the latter indicator would come to be regarded 
as the more important in respect of current activity. 

(Action:  SH) 
 
38. JOINT TEACHING AND RESEARCH REVIEWS 
 

Considered:  a consultation on the initial principles and options for joint reviews of 
teaching and research; 

(Document BF/SSH/06/26 – filed with the minutes) 
 

Reported:  that consultation was currently taking place across the University on the initial 
principles and options for joint reviews of teaching and research.  This was an 
opportunity for Heads of Department to comment on the issues out for consultation, and 
Document 26 would also be considered by the Faculty’s Teaching and Learning 
Research Committees. 

 
PART B:  ROUTINE BUSINESS 

 
39. MINUTES OF THE LAST MEETING 
 

Confirmed:  the minutes of the meeting of the Board held 23 November 2006. 
(Document BF/SSH/06/27 – filed with the minutes) 

 
40. MATTERS ARISING FROM THE MINUTES 
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(a) Minute 30(b) Human Resources:  Age Discrimination Legislation 

 
Reported:  that work had begun on developing the type of generic documentation 
requested by the last meeting of the Board, and it was hoped that this would be 
brought to the next meeting of the Board. 

(Action:  SB/LS) 
 
41. EXECUTIVE DEAN’S BUSINESS 
 

Reported: 
 
(a) that Dr Fox had taken up the post of Deputy Dean (Undergraduate), and that on 

behalf of the Board the Executive Dean welcomed her to her first meeting of Faculty 
Board; 

 
(b) that at the next meeting of Faculty Board members would be asked to consider the 

issue of the strategy for, and approach to, the communication of information within 
the University, particularly the effectiveness of the University’s communication with 
members of staff in departments. 

 
42. DEPUTY DEAN’S BUSINESS 
 

(b) Deputy Dean (Undergraduate) 
 

Reported:  that there were no items of business from the Deputy Dean 
(Undergraduate); 

 
(c) Deputy Dean (Postgraduate) 

 
(i) Durham Doctoral Fellowship and the Overseas Research Student Schemes 
 

Considered:  draft proposals for the consideration of applications to the Durham 
Doctoral Fellowship and Overseas Research Student (ORS) schemes; 

(Document BF/SSH/06/28 – filed with the minutes) 
 

Reported: 
 
(A) that in 2005/6 the ranking of applications to the Durham Doctoral 

Fellowships and ORS schemes had been delegated to faculties for the 
first time, and that in response Social Sciences and Health had 
established a Faculty panel consisting of all heads of department (or 
nominee such as director of postgraduate studies) and the senior officers 
of the Faculty.  This had operated successfully, but it had placed a 
significant additional burden on heads of department or directors of 
postgraduate studies; 

 
(B) that it was therefore proposed that for 2006/7 the ranking of applications 

be undertaken on behalf of the Faculty by the Executive Dean and Deputy 
Deans, with members of the panel being excluded from the consideration 
of applications from their own department.  The method for scoring and 
processing applications would otherwise be the same as in 2005/6; 

 
Noted: 
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(A) that there was general support for the proposal; 
 

(B) that while one department felt that consideration might need to be given 
when ranking applications to issues of PGR capacity building in particular 
departments, the view of the Board was that the ranking should be carried 
out to the same criteria as in 2005/6.  Issues of capacity building would be 
more appropriately considered in the context of the paper on 
postgraduate funding to be presented by the Deputy Dean (Postgraduate) 
to the next meeting of the Board (Minute 34 refers); 

 
Agreed:  that the proposals in Document 28 be approved; 

 
(ii) Excellence in Teaching Awards 
 

Reported:  that the Panel judging the University’s Excellence in Teaching 
Awards had met in December 2006, and four awards had been made.  Neither 
of the applications from members of the Faculty had been successful, which did 
not reflect on the quality of the teaching within the Faculty.  However, there was 
a question as to whether applications from the Faculty presented the excellent 
teaching that took place in Social Sciences and Health departments to the 
greatest effect relative to the criteria for the awards.  Support in developing 
applications was available from the Deputy Dean and the Centre for Learning, 
Teaching and Research in Higher Education.  Heads of department were 
encouraged to raise with their colleagues the possibility of applying to this 
scheme, and to highlight to those staff who wished to apply the availability of 
support in preparing applications; 

(Action:  all heads of department) 
 
Noted:  that the Executive Dean particularly asked heads of department to 
encourage teaching fellows to consider making applications to the scheme; 

 
43. FACULTY RESEARCH COMMITTEE 
 

Received:  the minutes of the meeting of Faculty Research Committee held 13 
December 2006; 

(Document BF/SSH/06/29 – filed with the minutes) 
 

Reported:  by the Executive Dean; 
 
(a) that the inaugural meeting of Faculty Research Committee had been a useful, 

foundational meeting.  It was particularly valuable to bring together the departmental 
directors of research with representatives of the three major University research 
institutes with which the Faculty had close links; 

 
(b) that the role of Faculty Research Committee was to empower staff in the Faculty 

engaged in research, and the support of research, and to avoid adding an additional 
layer of bureaucracy; 

 
(c) that it was still his intention to appoint a Faculty Research Director/Deputy Dean 

(Research), and he would be making a bid in this year’s planning round for a three 
year fixed term lectureship in order to provide an appropriate replacement for the 
department in which the person appointed Faculty Research Director was based. 

 
PART C:  MATTERS OF REPORT 
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44. DATES OF FUTURE MEETINGS 
 

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

 
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) – Science Learning Centre, Pity Me, 
Durham 
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