
DURHAM UNIVERSITY 
 

BOARD OF THE FACULTY OF SOCIAL SCIENCES AND HEALTH 
 

22 February 2007 
 

Present:  Professor A Forster (Chair and Executive Dean), Professor T J Blackman, 
Professor D Campbell, Professor R Dixon (vice Professor A Antoniou), Ms M Dodd (vice Ms 
C A Hyde-Wesson), Dr L Fox, Professor A P S Hungin, Professor R H Layton, Mr M Lavery 
(item 2), Professor A J Long, Dr C McEwan (item 3), Professor L D Newton, Dr G Philip, Dr 
S A Preston, Dr R Simpson, Mr G Smith (item 1), Professor P B Tymms and Ms J Waterfield 
(item 1) with Ms L Ayre, Mrs S E Blenkinsopp, Dr R D Harrison (Secretary) Ms L Storer and 
Miss N Doyle (Minute Secretary). 
 
Apologies received: Mrs M E Allison, Professor A Ehteshami, Mrs S A Hewlett and 
Professor R D Smith.  
______________________________________________________________________ 

 
MINUTES 

 
PART A:  STRATEGIC ISSUES 

 
45. CONTRIBUTION MODEL AND RESOURCE PLANNING 
 

Considered:  a report from the Head of Financial Planning and Reporting and the Project 
Manager – Full Economic Costing and Transparent Accounting, on the contribution 
model and resource planning. 

(Document BF/SSH/06/30 – filed with the minutes) 
 

Reported: 
 

(a) that it had been recognised that Document 3 included incorrect titles for the 
Foundation Centre and Applied Social Sciences and this would be corrected in future 
documentation; 

 
(b) that there were some units that were classed as ‘non standard’ such as the CEM 

Centre, Archaeological Services and the Science Learning Centre for which this 
model may not be wholly appropriate. The Treasurer’s Department were aware of 
this and a review group would prepare a University policy for these units;  

 
(c) that the figures presented were based on the budgeted figures for 2006/07 (and not 

year to date figures) to illustrate the full economic cost of running individual 
departments; 

 
(d) that the allocation of central costs had been spread across departments according to 

the relevant apportionment ratios such as staff FTE, student load and SQM. These 
costs then contributed to the department’s net contribution figure, which fed into the 
University’s overall net contribution figure; 

 
(e) that the fEC adjustments were linked to financial sustainability, being a calculation of 

current cost depreciation and a Return for Financing and Investment; 
 
(f) that the model calculated the full cost of running a department, and that departments 

should aim to recover fEC by identifying the costs and recovering these costs across 
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departmental activities. Through the concept of a balanced portfolio, cross-subsidy 
between different departmental activities was permitted and to be encouraged; 

 
(g) that the central support costs in this model were apportioned across the activities of 

each department, to calculate the full cost of running a department, and the 
breakdown of figures across the Faculty were provided to the Board for information; 

 
(h) that there were two fundamental issues that the model was intended to address, first 

a move towards the University recovering 100% of fEC, and second, for resources to 
be more fairly distributed across the University in relation to earned income; 

 
(i) that some departments were running at a figure lower than both the net and fEC. In 

the new financial system, over time departments were expected either increase 
income or reduce expenditure, in order to cover the net and full cost of running the 
department. This model provided much greater transparency for departments in 
identifying the costs associated with running the department; 

 
(j) that full economic costing will have an impact on proposals for new programmes and 

other departmental activities, as they would have to be costed first through this model 
to ensure affordability; 

 
(k) that it was noted that there would be factors outside of departments’ control that 

could impact on their position, such as teaching funding band charges; 
 

(l) it was important to note that an increase in student numbers and much new activity 
incurs additional central support costs; 

 
(m) that the new financial system would not be used to undo RAE investment, which 

represented a sustained commitment to help departments prepare for RAE 2008; 
 

(n) that training sessions would be available, initially for Heads of Department and 
administrators and senior management team staff.  These would be advertised 
shortly and be held just before and after the Easter break.  The objective would be to 
offer information to provide a fuller understanding of the workings of the new system 
and to model the impact of various activities;  

 
(o) that the full economic cost model would be used to inform the planning round in 

2007/08 and any investment decisions; 
 

(p) that the model was work in progress and over time amendments should be expected 
to its operation; 

 
(q) that some departments are in receipt of cross-subsidy following major restructuring 

and others are not covering net and fEC, and it was important to take into account 
the overall Faculty position in managing the move towards covering net and fEC; 

 
(r) that this process was not designed to be restrictive and that there would hopefully be 

a greater flexibility to reward ‘winners’, but in order to do this ‘losers’ would have to 
lose; 

 
Noted: 
 
(a) that the software produced for departmental modelling should be user-friendly. Excel 

spreadsheets would be produced and Treasurer’s would be willing to work with 
departments when they first start using the software; 
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(b) that as a result of greater transparency regarding the cost of central support services, 

departments felt that service level agreements or an equivalent between departments 
and university services would be welcome and necessary; 

 
(c) that the Executive Dean was the Faculty’s representative on UEC and would have 

input into the planning process to ensure that the Faculty’s departments had the 
support and resources they required; 

 
(d) that it had become evident that there was a range of inequalities across departments 

and centres regarding the extent to which each department utilised central support 
services (e.g. IT) and the new financial model raised issues about uniform central 
charges and local provision, that will need to be addressed; 

 
(e) that consideration should be given to incentivising the raising of productivity by 

bringing new staff into existing space and resources; 
 
(f) that growth in student numbers would result in a greater share of central costs for a 

department, as well as increased income; 
 
(g) that there were limitations to the model with regards to timelags on research activity.  

This had been recognised and the model could not be considered alone, but that 
there was a need to understand the drivers underpinning the model; 

 
(h) that some HODS wanted explanatory notes to accompany any data; 
 
(i) that Treasurer’s Department wished to stress that this model was the ‘first 

generation’ model to be used to inform the planning round at departmental and 
Faculty level. There would be further iterations of the model and Treasurer’s would 
need to work to ensure that the information was factually accurate. Discussions with 
Heads of Departments and Deans regarding how the model could be improved was 
important; 

 
(j) as a result of the level of transparency now provided, it was necessary for 

departments to have confidence in the accuracy of the model and that the language 
should be revisited to ensure that it was appropriate, notably with regard to the terms 
deficit, surplus, profit, cross-subsidy and cross-investment and that departments 
should be referred to as ‘income centres’ rather than ‘cost centres’; 

 
(k) the intellectual value of a wide range of social sciences and health disciplines was 

important for the success of the Faculty, and this underpinned the possibility of cross-
investment; 

 
(l) that there was no explanation in the documentation as to the reason why central 

departments had such a large expenditure (e.g. Finance and Estates £34,129 and 
Registrar’s £28,545). Many of the costs held centrally were University wide and 
included things like depreciation, interest payable, space costs and the Durham 
Grant Scheme and should be better explained; 

 
(m) that it was felt that central service departments should be held more accountable in 

view of the greater transparency, and that departmental reviews of provision should 
not be restricted to academic departments.  Central departments should also be 
reviewed to ensure quality services were being provided. In this regard a review of 
processes was as important as a review of central service departments, as 
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processes cut across many units. This was being discussed amongst senior 
management along with the review of Senate committees; 

 
(n) that postgraduate market was rather volatile and this model exposed departments to 

the consequences of poor recruitment in this area. Limits set by HEFCE meant that 
departments would have to look to other unregulated income streams or reduce their 
cost base. Faculty level and University level budgets would take into account 
temporary fluctuations in the market through a contingency fund, but an inability of 
units to match income and expenditure, would have important consequences for their 
operation; 

 
(o) that there had been a large change in the Non Fiscal Adjustments from previous 

versions, which could have a profound impact.  This was due to the University’s 
balance sheet not growing at the forecast rate and the insurance value of University 
estate falling, resulting in a saving which would be reflected in the 2006/07 model 
when reviewed at Q2.  It was suggested that some sort of ‘damper’ be applied to 
mitigate the effect of large swings;  

 
(p) to ensure the appropriateness of the model to non standard units, the Treasurer’s 

Department would work with the Executive Dean and each non standard department, 
to identify the issues and the true costs associated with their provision; 

 
(q) that it would be useful for departments if they could receive more historic data on the 

functioning of the model. It was vital in terms of departmental planning for 
departments to view the trends in this information from past years and against 
predictions for future years alongside the average. There was a plan to include this 
data in future models; 

 
(r) that colleagues in the Treasurer’s  Department were thanked for the hard work 

involved in developing this model and the new level of transparency was welcomed. 
 

46. COMMUNICATIONS STRATEGY 
 

Considered: 
 
(a) a presentation from the Senior Marketing and Communications Manager on 

the University’s Marketing and Communications Strategy; 
 
(b) an overview of the activities of Marketing and Communications; 

(Document BF/SSH/06/31 – filed with the minutes) 
 
Reported: 
 
(a) that an overarching communications strategy was going to be provided to 

UEC later this year; 
 
(b) that there had been a restructuring and refocusing within the Marketing team 

aimed at closing the ‘communication gap’ that existed between Marketing and 
departments, and this had been well supported by UEC and Council. It was 
recognised that each department had different marketing needs and that the 
Marketing team were engaging more closely with departments in order to 
provide greater transparency in the assistance that was available to 
departments; 
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(c) that there had been a review of the existing protocols and structures within 
Marketing. There was now a better sense of quality and a clear cohesion 
within all marketing material in the University, but flexibility for departments to 
show their own personality had been maintained; 

 
(d) that Marketing felt they had a role in assisting departments when setting up 

new programmes as they could provide guidance in relation to the market and 
could assist departments in making their programmes more attractive to that 
market. Once programmes had been established, the Marketing team could 
assist in effectively publicising the programme in order that the department 
met their recruitment target; 

 
(e) that the Marketing team had two roles, an operational role and a consultant 

role; 
 
(f) that the Marketing team were engaged in various activities including: raising 

the University profile and managing its reputation; working closely with 
partners, stakeholders and policy makers in order to give the University 
greater presence within the region as well as nationally and internationally; 
providing appropriate information to parents and other visitors; improving 
internal communications for staff within the University and developing a new 
strategy in relation to this; and providing Marketing services for outreach work 
and recruitment; 

 
(g) that the aims of the Marketing department were linked into the University 

Strategy and as a result of this, the department had needed to take on more 
of a strategic role, particularly in relation to increasing the national and 
international profile of the University. Marketing was working with 
departments to assist in increasing postgraduate numbers;  

 
(h) that it was important to establish the University as a key player in the region 

and to effectively express its role in supporting regional business and the 
North East economy; 

 
(i) that improving the national and international press coverage for the University 

was a priority and had been successful with the University recently securing 
front page coverage in China amongst others. There was a portfolio of press 
cuttings which was taken to Council regularly and could be viewed by 
departments to identify areas within their own department that they could 
market.  

 
(j) that a Cultural Marketing Officer was to be appointed in line with the 

University’s Cultural Strategy; 
 
(k) that Claire Whitelaw, the Media and Public Relations Manager was 

developing a new news policy which would identify the areas to which 
resource would be dedicated. For those areas in which resource could not be 
dedicated, a PR ‘tool kit’ would be available and would contain templates, key 
contacts and guidance on how to structure a press release to support 
departments in marketing themselves as well as sourcing advice from the 
team; 

 
(l) that there was a staff newspaper and a community newspaper which had 

been effective in conveying key University messages, and that departments 
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should contact Marketing if they would like an item to be placed in either of 
these papers; 

 
Noted:  
 
(a) that this was an opt-in process for colleagues who were interested in 

engaging with the media and general public, and that departments should put 
interested staff in touch with colleagues in Marketing and contact the 
Marketing team for advice on the best place to publicise their research; 

 
(b) Departments were asked to inform Marketing if they have any links with 

international universities that could be used by Marketing to raise the profile 
of the University further; 

 
(c) that there were very few articles within the University Media Portfolio from the 

Faculty of Social Sciences and Health. The Business School had an excellent 
media web profile and departments were encouraged to look at good practice 
in other departments to improve their profile.  It was recognised that 
increasing departmental profiles had important benefits for attracting funding, 
high profile staff and students. That Marketing would provide the Media 
Portfolio for future Faculty Board meetings; 

 
(d) that the Marketing team were congratulated on the University’s increased 

profile, and the Faculty expressed interest in developing an even closer 
relationship, especially with regard to developing its media and media web 
profile. 

 
47. POSTGRADUATE ISSUES 

 
(a) Postgraduate Funding 

 
Considered:  a paper from the Deputy Dean (Postgraduate) on postgraduate 
funding; 

(Document BF/SSH/06/32 – filed with the minutes) 
 
Reported: 
 
(i) that the Deputy Dean (Postgraduate) had collated responses from 

colleagues across the Faculty to a series of questions regarding 
current postgraduate support arrangements; 

 
(ii) that there were three levels of support; University, Faculty and 

Department. The University Doctoral Fellowship Scheme had been 
the principal mechanism for delivering PGR support since 2003/04. 
This high profile scheme had been successful and had undergone 
significant modifications including the offer of fully funded places to 
overseas students; 

 
(iii) that although this scheme was expensive it had been welcomed by 

departments and was believed to have had a positive impact on 
raising departmental profiles; 

 
(iv) that the Postgraduate Scholarship fund had become more flexible and 

more bursaries were available to taught postgraduates where there 
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was a strong possibility that students would apply for PGR funding at 
Durham; 

 
(v) that currently there was no support at Faculty level by way of 

scholarships and bursaries. There was a significant gap in funding 
provision for Masters level bursaries and a scheme was running 
successfully in the Faculty of Arts and Humanities, where 10 
studentships were available at home fee level; 

 
(vi) that there was a range of very effective schemes with regards to 

bursary provision at departmental level and that some departments 
used the part-time teaching budget to create bursaries for teaching 
fellows. Departments were committed to using financial incentives in 
an attempt to improve recruitment; 

 
(vii) that there were three areas in need of discussion; expansion, flexibility 

and connectivity details of which were in the paper provided to the 
Board; 

 
Noted: 
 
(i) that within some departments where there was a high percentage of 

international students, language proficiency had been a barrier to 
recruitment. The Graduate School had changed their processes to 
increase the language support available to students once at the 
University; 

 
(ii) There were pre-sessional courses which could be recommended and 

/or insisted upon for entry to the University, but departments had 
found that students had not always progressed to the appropriate 
standard of language after attending these courses. In addition, 
international students were required to pay for additional English 
Language classes themselves, and in some cases could not afford 
them. Consideration might therefore be given to some fee income 
being put back into language support in some way to assist these 
students; 

 
(iii) that there was some disparity between the feedback received from the 

Directors of Postgraduate Study and the Heads of Departments over 
the future provision of scholarships; 

 
(iv) that the funding for the Durham Doctoral Fellowship Scheme was 

generated by departmental income and created a disproportionate 
amount of work which encouraged speculative applications. There 
was internal competition for the awards and the numbers of research 
students who actually arrived at Durham were thought to be small; 

 
(v) that departments would like to see greater flexibility over the use of  

University scholarships once awarded to applicants, in which 
departments could switch awards to other candidates, if the original 
awardee subsequently secured an external scholarship;  

 
(vi) that it would be useful to move away from a high profile, rigid fund 

towards a more flexible fund, where more awards could be provided in 
order to attract postgraduate students; and that schemes for taught 
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postgraduates would be beneficial to help retain students onto 
doctoral study and it would also assist departmental staff when writing 
references for the students; 

 
(vii) thus it would be beneficial to develop the operation of existing 

University initiatives, but that widening Faculty initiatives would be 
costly for little gain compared with what could be achieved at the 
departmental level through bids in the planning process; 

 
(viii) that there were enough inconsistencies in the current system to 

warrant putting forward a case for change; 
 

The Deputy Dean (Postgraduate) was thanked for his work on the 
paper. It was agreed: that the Deputy Dean (Postgraduate) would 
reflect further on the discussion and report back to a future meeting of 
Faculty Board. 

(Action: RS) 
 

(b) Report of Faculty Research Training Convenor 
 

Considered: a report from the Faculty Research Training Convenor on 
activities to date and future priorities. 

(Document BF/SSH/06/3 – filed with the minutes) 
 

Reported: 
 
(i) that the post of Faculty Research Training Convenor arose from the 

need to have a strategic overview and a cohesion to the management 
for the MA Research Methods suite; 

 
(ii) that the job specification had been agreed with the previous Executive 

Dean, and Document 33 outlined the activities performed last year; 
 

(iii) that the programmes had been running smoothly, and the role had 
developed focus on recruitment from the undergraduate cohort onto 
the MA, and then from the taught programmes to doctoral study; 

 
(iv) that a gap in PGR training had been identified between the generic 

training offered and the provision at MA level but that these issues 
were effectively being dealt with e.g. new IT courses were now being 
provided; 

 
(v) that there was a recognition that external factors such as tuition fees 

and new funding arrangements of the Research Councils were likely 
to adversely affect recruitment to taught Masters programmes and that 
this needed to be monitored closely over the next year. This would 
have a consequent effect on marketing and recruitment initiatives; 

Noted: 
 
(i) that this was a very useful paper, allowing the Faculty Board to 

consider future options; 
 

(ii) that SASS had three ESRC recognised degrees in the School, and felt 
that the impact of this role on recruitment at ‘grassroots’ level had 
been limited; 
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(iii) that in order to improve the student experience it was important to 

encourage interdisciplinarity, with shared modules being built on at 
departmental level. This would assist the marketing of the programme 
as an attractive option for students; 

 
(iv) that the currently there was a narrow range of activity which needed to 

be broadened to ensure maximum appeal and that vocational 
programmes which would lead to specific careers as well as CPD 
programmes were important for widening recognition; 

 
(v) that departments were in agreement that the priority of this role for 

2007/08 was recruitment, as there had been a patchy take-up and 
recruitment had been dropping; 

 
(vi) that consortium bids were most likely to be successful in the next 

round of ESRC recognition and the post-holder might have a key role 
to play in this; 

 
(vii) that the Faculty was very grateful for the hard work of Dr. McEwan 

and thanked her for her work; 
 

(viii) that the Deputy Dean (Postgraduate) would undertake a 
comprehensive review and prepare recommendations for the Faculty 
Board. 

(Action: RS) 
 

PART B:  ROUTINE BUSINESS 
 

48. MINUTES OF THE LAST MEETING 
 

Confirmed:  the minutes of the meeting of the Board held 24 January 2007. 
(Document BF/SSH/06/34 – filed with the minutes) 

 
49. MATTERS ARISING FROM THE MINUTES 

 
Reported:  that there were no matters arising from the minutes not itemised 
elsewhere on the agenda. 

 
50. EXECUTIVE DEAN’S BUSINESS 

 
Reported: 

 
(a) from discussions with heads of departments during the Annual Staff Review 

process it was clear there was no minimum reduction in teaching load for 
Heads of Departments across the Faculty. Following a survey, the Executive 
Dean would report back to Faculty Board on the current position and would 
work towards establishing a minimum teaching reduction for Heads; 

 
(b) that there was a large amount of information requested by the university from 

heads, and it was important to consider how duplicated requests could be 
reduced and ‘pinch-points’ better managed. The Executive Dean would 
produce a paper reviewing the situation once the ASR process had been 
completed; 
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(c) that the Executive Dean was conscious of the Faculty Board agenda being 
dominated by items brought forward by Faculty Officers and wanted to 
encourage HODS to bring forward issues to the Faculty Board for discussion; 

 
(d) that in cases where the head of department was unable to attend the Faculty 

Board, they should nominate a deputy to attend in their place; 
 
(e) that all ASR’s should be completed by the end of February and that if anyone 

had issues meeting this timescale they should contact HR; 
 
Agreed: that the Executive Dean will produce a paper reviewing the level of 
information requested from heads of department by the University and prepare a 
paper on minimum teaching loads for HODS. 

(Action: AF) 
 

51. DEPUTY DEANS’ BUSINESS 
 

(a) Deputy Dean (Undergraduate): 
 

Reported:  
 

(i) that information had been collated regarding transfer and capping policies 
within individual departments.  This information had been gathered from 
Faculty TLC representatives; 

 
(ii) that practice differed across departments and that policies were driven by 

different issues, particularly regarding student interests and resources; 
 

(iii) that there were implications for departments on accepting transfer students 
and/or losing students through transfers; 

 
(iv) that the Deputy Dean welcomed comments from the Heads of Departments 

and would bring forward a paper detailing an appropriate suggestion for a 
Faculty policy at a future Faculty Board. 

(Action: LF) 
 

(b) Deputy Dean (Postgraduate): 
 

Reported: that the Deputy Dean (Postgraduate) had no issues to raise. 
 
 
 
 

PART C:  MATTERS OF REPORT 
 

52. APPOINTED MEMBERSHIP OF BOARDS OF STUDIES 
 

Reported:  that the Executive Dean, acting on behalf of Faculty Board, had 
approved the nomination of Ms E Aitken, Ms K Armstrong and Mr S Prior as 
appointed members of the Board of Studies in Economics, Finance and Business. 

 
53. DATES OF FUTURE MEETINGS 

 
Reported: that the dates of the meetings of Faculty Board for the academic year 
2006/7 are as follows: 
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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 
North East, Pity Me 

 
Noted:   

 
(i) that a move to hold Faculty Board meetings in standard, undergraduate Term 

Time only was welcomed and that the July meeting of the Board would only be 
held if it was felt to be appropriate; 

 
(ii) that members were asked to note the amended location for the July meeting of 

the Board. 
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