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Professor R D Smith. 
 

 
MINUTES 

 
PART A:  STRATEGIC ISSUES 

 
54. STUDENT ENROLMENT PROJECT 
 

Received:  a background paper on the Student Enrolment Project; 
(Document BF/SSH/06/35 – filed with the minutes) 

 
Considered:  a presentation from the Academic Registrar on the Student Enrolment 
Project. 

(Document BF/SSH/06/36 – filed with the minutes) 
 

Reported:  by the Academic Registrar; 
 

(a) that the primary aims of the Student Enrolment Project were to apply current 
technology to the registration process in order to improve the quality of the student 
experience of this process, at the same time as improving the operational efficiency 
of the process for academic departments and the Academic Office; 

 
(b) that a review of the registration process in 2004 had resulted in feedback that 

students found the current registration process time-consuming and confusing.  
Some initial work had been carried out at this point on a move to online registration, 
but this had fallen into abeyance.  The current project had been initiated in November 
2005, based on an end-to-end review of the registration considering the 
fundamentals of the process rather than simply attempting to move the current 
process online; 

 
(c) that although the Project had been identified as a high priority by UEC in April 2006, 

funding had not been allocated to support the Project.  In light of this, the Project had 
carried out preliminary work, leading to a high level technical specification and fully 
costed business case, and a further bid for funding was being made to the current 
planning round.  The bid would be considered in April by UEC, and if it was 
successful the final confirmation of this would come in July when the 2007/8 budget 
was considered by Council; 
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(d) that consultation meetings had been held with stakeholders in the registration 
process.  There had been widespread support for a move to online registration, and 
for the proposal that enrolment (e.g. confirmation of a student’s personal details, the 
programme they were studying etc.) and registration (i.e. the registration for 
modules) should be conceptualised separately.  This would allow students to be 
confirmed as members of the University before they had completed their module 
choices, so that the status of students as members of the University would be 
confirmed much earlier (even potentially before the physically arrived at the 
University).  This would be a significant benefit to students, as they would for 
example be able to gain access to ITS facilities at an earlier date than was currently 
the case, and to the University, for example in giving an earlier indication of the 
number of postgraduate students admitted; 

 
(e) that while the proposals regarding enrolment had proved uncontroversial, those 

relating to registration were more complex.  When this issue was discussed with TLC 
the need for face-to-face guidance for students selecting modules, and for a 
department to approve a student’s overall selection of modules, was emphasised.  
TLC had also suggested that the registration system should not be overly complex in 
terms of the checks and balances built into it, as a more simple system was thought 
likely to be more robust.  However, consultation with departments had suggested that 
there was little consensus on the nature and purpose of registration.  A number of 
departments had played down the importance of face-to-face contact with students to 
support module choice and registration, and the need for a student’s overall selection 
of modules to be approved by their department; 

 
(f) that there had been a view that there should be built into the online registration 

system the requirements of programme regulations, module pre- and co-requisites 
and timetable compatibility of modules.  Such functionality would require a more 
complex online module registration system, and also raised significant practical 
issues (e.g. not all teaching is currently contained in the University timetable as some 
is arranged by departments in departmental space;  not all pre- and co-requisites are 
in a standard format;  and programme regulation data would need to be held in a 
different electronic format than it currently is if it was intended to transfer this 
information into an online registration system). Addressing these issues would impact 
on the timing and cost of developing online module registration; 

 
Noted: 
 
(a) that there was general support for the underlying principles and objectives of the 

Project; 
 

(b) that it appeared that the Project might offer the possibility of addressing the practical 
problems currently associated with allowing postgraduate modules to be taken as 
credit bearing CPD.  The ability to offer individual postgraduate modules as credit 
bearing CPD was an important issue for a number of departments in the Faculty, and 
if the Project could facilitate this it would be welcomed; 

 
(c) that in respect of module registration, the greater challenges lay at undergraduate 

level in respect of the number of students and programmes involved, and the extent 
of choice offered within programmes.  The importance of these factors varied 
somewhat between faculties.  For example, programmes in Science usually offered 
less module choice than those in Social Sciences and Health while the greatest 
extent of choice was typically in programmes offered in Arts and Humanities; 
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(d) that consideration was being given to phasing the introduction of the Project.  Initially, 
it had been proposed that online enrolment and registration be phased in the sense 
that both process would take place for the first time in Easter 2008 for continuing 
students and be introduced in Michaelmas 2008 for new students.  Given the issues 
that had arisen regarding module registration, consideration was now being given to 
introducing online enrolment before online registration.  While the Board was not in a 
position to comment on the specific nature of phasing, it supported the principle of 
phasing; 

 
(e) that many departments made face-to-face guidance on module choice available to 

students prior to rather than during the registration process, which was compatible 
with the proposed online registration process; 

 
(f) that while some departments did not feel that it would be necessary for them to 

approve the overall selection of modules chosen by individual students, and that 
checks and balances such as programme regulations and module pre- and co-
requisites should be built into the online registration system, some departments were 
concerned that this might lead to an overly complex and restrictive online registration 
system; 

 
(g) that approval of a student’s overall choice of modules could be given by a member of 

departmental support rather than academic staff, with the guidance from academic 
staff on module choice coming before the actual selection process as part of 
induction.  If online registration led to the process being operated more efficiently, 
this would free up more time for the induction of students; 

 
(h) that while it was recognised that for valid reasons not all faculties might wish to 

include all their teaching sessions within the central University timetable, making it 
difficult for an online registration system to check timetable compatibility as students 
selected their modules, those faculties that did wish to do this should not be held 
back by other faculties.  Indeed, the Faculty of Social Sciences and Health wished to 
move ahead in this way and would like to be treated as a pilot for the remainder of 
the University; 

 
(i) that a number of departments in the Faculty had specific checks that needed to be 

carried out prior to registration (e.g. CRB, vaccination), and that these would be built 
into the specification for an online system; 

 
(j) that many US HEIs had been registering students online for many years, and 

consideration might be given to investigating the way in which such institutions had 
managed the transition from manual to online registration. 

 
(k) that when considering developments at other UK HEIs that had already moved their 

registration processes online, it had become apparent to the Project team that in 
many cases this was enrolment only rather than registration and that in some 
instances students whose case was not straightforward were identified quite early in 
the process and were required in effect to register manually; 

 
(l) that although the complexity of some degree programmes, and the extent of the 

module choice offered to students, did bear on the Project, such issues were matters 
for Senate and UEC and outwith the scope of the Project team. 
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55. FINANCE 
 

Considered:  the financial figures for Quarter Two; 
(Document BF/SSH/06/37, laid on the table – filed with the minutes) 

 
Reported:  by the Faculty Accountant; 

 
(a) that the teaching income in the forecast was based on the actual student numbers for 

2006/7, which had recently been received by Treasurer’s from SPA.  This was the 
first quarterly forecast to incorporate this information; 

 
(b) that departments had completed the student number planning exercise for 2007/8, 

and that as soon as this data was passed to Treasurer’s from SPCU it would be 
translated into indicative teaching income for 2007/8; 

 
(c) that the forecast at the end of Quarter Two was that the Faculty would fall £1,364,000 

short of its forecast contribution relative to LAP.  This was due largely to shortfalls of 
£966,000 and £287,000 against forecast teaching income and research grant 
overheads respectively, and assumed that there would be no over-spend on non-
staff and part-time teaching budgets; 

 
(d) that the University was currently forecasting a £800,000 surplus for 2006/7, although 

this included a one-off windfall from the disposal of a property in Old Elvet; 
 

(e) that the meetings with departments to discuss Quarter Two figures had taken place 
over a longer period than had been ideal, and that this period would be shortened for 
meetings with departments to discuss future quarterly figures; 

 
Noted: 
 
(a) that departments had the opportunity in the Michaelmas term to check the student 

record data that underlay the student number data provided to Treasurer’s by SPA; 
 

(b) that the Faculty Adjustments line in Document 37 included such items as the casual 
staff vacancies target that had been set for the Faculty, and the additional £500,000 
of research grant overheads that it had been agreed as part of the budget setting 
process for 2006/7 that the Faculty would be expected to generate.  The Executive 
Dean would not agree to a similar approach to the allocation of research grant 
overheard income targets in future years, and he was aware of the cost to 
departments of casual staff vacancies; 

 
(c) that the Quarter Two forecast had yet to be considered by Council, and Council 

would take a keen interest in the sustainability of the University’s current and future 
financial position; 

 
(d) that the Executive Dean stressed the importance of departments keeping to their 

agreed non-staff and part-time teaching budgets, and that if departments exceeded 
these in 2006/7 any excess would be clawed back from their 2007/8 non-staff and 
part-time teaching budgets on a pound for pound basis. 
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56. HEAD OF DEPARTMENT WORKLOADS 
 

Considered:  a paper from the Executive Dean on the workload of heads of departments; 
(Document BF/SSH/06/38 – filed with the minutes) 

 
Reported:  by the Executive Dean; 
 
(a) that the ASRs of heads of department in the Faculty had demonstrated significant 

variations between departments in the extent to which allowance was made for the 
role of head of department when calculating workloads.  This was an issue of great 
concern at a time when heads of department were being asked to shoulder 
significantly increased responsibilities; 

 
(b) that in order to address this issue, and ensure that heads of department were given 

sufficient relief in respect of their teaching loads to enable them successfully to 
provide academic leadership for their departments and maintain their research 
profile, Document 38 proposed that teaching loads for heads of department should 
be no more than 25% of the standard teaching load for the department in question.  
This would ensure that an appropriate level of allowance was made in all 
departments;  allowed departments to provide a greater level of relief if they felt that 
this was appropriate;  and by making the reduction relative to normal workloads in 
the department in question ensured that appropriate account was taken of the 
disciplinary differences between departments; 

 
(c) that it was acknowledged that there may be special circumstances where a head of 

department may need to exceed this 25% threshold but this should only be done for 
good reason (e.g. in order to maintain continuity of supervision for research 
students); 

 
Noted: 
 
(a) that the proposals had consciously been written in such a way as to allow a degree 

of flexibility to allow, for example, for the different ways in which departments 
calculated academic staff workloads; 

 
(b) the importance of retaining a degree of flexibility to allow for the supervision of 

research students; 
 

(c) that if giving a head of department a 25% teaching load would require additional use 
to be made of part-time teachers, then a request for additional funding to allow this 
could be made in departmental submissions to the current planning round; 

 
(d) the concern about the level of training and support currently offered to heads of 

department, both in the lead up to and during their term of office.  It appeared that the 
University had fallen behind other HEIs in this respect, and the issue was being 
considered by the Human Resources Steering Group; 

 
(e) that there was also a concern as to the lack of a detailed job description for the role 

of head of department, beyond the brief description of the role contained in the 
standing orders of Senate; 

 
(f) that there was no standard practice across the Faculty in respect of the appointment 

of deputy heads of department, or the duties attached to this role where it existed.  
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Further consideration would need to be given to this issue, while ensuring that 
appropriate attention was paid to variations between the cultures of each department; 

 
(g) that the training and support provided for heads of department lagged significantly 

behind that provided for head teachers in the school sector; 
 
Agreed: 
 
(a) the principle that heads of department should carry a teaching load of no more than 

20% of the standard teaching load for their department (accepting that it may be 
appropriate to exceed this in respect of research student supervision) be approved, 
and that the precise arrangements for each incoming head of department should 
discussed with the Executive Dean as part of the individual’s induction process; 

 
(b) that the Executive Dean would attend all boards of studies to discuss this decision, 

and the Dean’s Office would contact secretaries of boards of studies to ask for a 
report on the planned teaching load for each head of department for 2007/8, and that 
this exercise would be repeated annually each spring. 

(Action:  AF) 
 

57. CELEBRATING SUCCESS 
 

Considered:  a paper from the Executive Dean on celebrating success; 
(Document BF/SSH/06/39 – filed with the minutes) 

 
Reported:  by the Executive Dean, that the success of the Faculty was due in very large 
part to the commitment and contribution of all categories of its staff.  Document 39 
proposed the establishment of a seven annual awards to staff who had made an 
outstanding contribution to the Faculty; 
 
Noted: 
 
(a) that there was general support for establishing awards that publicly recognised and 

acknowledged outstanding contributions by staff within the Faculty; 
 

(b) that while establishing a link between these awards and the ASR process might have 
some benefits in terms of making use of information gained from ASR, the proposed 
awards were in many ways significantly different in nature from the reward of 
exceptional contribution points as a result of ASR.  For example, ASR was 
concerned with performance over the previous year, while the proposed awards 
might be made in recognition of a significant contribution made over an extended 
period of time; 

 
(c) that given the nature of the proposed awards, it would be more appropriate for staff 

receiving such awards to be given a certificate and prize, rather than a monetary 
award; 

 
(d) that the opportunity for students to nominate members of academic staff for such 

awards would be welcomed; 
 

(e) that consideration might be given to establishing an additional award, for excellence 
in the support of international students; 

 
(f) that it would be appropriate for the awards to be made at the annual scholars’ dinner.  

This would give the scholars’ dinner a broader Faculty focus, and consideration 
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would need to be given to the implications of this given that the 2006 dinner had 
been a joint event with the Faculty of Arts and Humanities; 

 
Agreed: 
 
(a) that the principle of establishing annual awards to recognise outstanding 

contributions by members of the Faculty be approved; 
 

(b) that the nomination and judging process described in Document 39 be approved, 
subject to consideration being given to including student representation where 
appropriate; 

 
(c) that the Dean’s Office should consider the incorporation of the awards within the 

scholars’ dinner, including the implications of this in respect of the Faculty of Arts and 
Humanities. 

(Action:  AF) 
 

58. COMMUNICATION 
 

Considered:  the effectiveness with which information and news was communicated 
within the Faculty; 
 
Noted: 
 
(a) that there were a significant number of events taking place within departments in the 

Faculty that would potentially be of significant interest to members of other 
departments (e.g. research seminars), but such events were not always publicised as 
effectively as they might be outside the host department; 

 
(b) that there had been a weekly newsletter intended to publicise such events, and 

consideration might be given to reviving this in an appropriate electronic format; 
 

(c) the importance of ensuring that appropriate levels of information were passed 
between University, Faculty and departmental levels; 

 
(d) that the Vice-Chancellor designate had indicated his keenness to attend one meeting 

of each board of studies each year; 
 

(e) that consideration might be given to preparing brief one page summaries of Senate, 
Council and Faculty Board minutes, as such summaries would prove useful to staff 
who did not have the time to read the full minutes of such committees; 

 
Agreed: 
 
(a) that the Dean’s Office would contact departments on a weekly basis for details of 

forthcoming events that may potentially be of interest to members of other 
departments, and post this information on a webpage; 

(Action:  MEA) 
 

(b) that departments should nominate a member of staff to act as a point of contact 
whom the Dean’s Office should contact for information for inclusion on this webpage; 

(Action:  all departments) 
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(c) that consideration would be given as to whether a brief summary of Faculty Board 
minutes should be prepared, for circulation to staff within the Faculty. 

(Action:  AF) 
 

PART B:  ROUTINE BUSINESS 
 
59. MINUTES OF THE LAST MEETING 
 

Confirmed:  the minutes of the meeting of the Board held 22 February 2007. 
(Document BF/SSH/06/40 – filed with the minutes) 

 
60. MATTERS ARISING FROM THE MINUTES 
 

Noted:  that there were no matters arising not itemised elsewhere on the agenda. 
 

61. EXECUTIVE DEAN’S BUSINESS 
 

(a) HEFCE Grant Letter 
 

Reported: 
 
(i) that although the total QR income allocated to the University for 2007/8 had 

been as anticipated, there had been a change to the basis on which HEFCE 
had allocated this QR income.  This meant that for a number of departments 
the QR income gained had varied significantly from that anticipated; 

 
(ii) that this reflected significant developments in the way in which HEIs were 

funded by HEFCE.  The proportion of QR income that might be classed as 
‘scholarly QR’ had fallen in relation to the overall sum.  This change introduced 
a new element of volatility into the calculation of QR income overall, so that the 
stability of ‘scholarly QR’ income derived from the performance of academic 
units in the RAE had been reduced.  This had potentially significant implications 
for the University that would need to be considered carefully; 

 
(iii) that the Executive Dean would need to consider the implications of this 

development for departments in the Faculty, 
 
Noted: 
 
(i) that the Deputy Dean (Postgraduate) had met with Knowledge Transfer 

Partnerships Manager to discuss the further involvement of departments in the 
Faculty with KTPs, for example by investigating the possibility of departments 
who had gained ESRC CASE studentships applying for KTPs.  The relevance 
and importance of this issue was emphasised by the nature of the change to 
the composition of QR income; 

 
(ii) that the way in which the business related activity affected QR allocations was 

not, at the moment, as clear as the link between QR and RAE performance; 
 

(iii) that the increased importance given to business related activity in allocating QR 
made this income stream more susceptible to influence by business practices 
and conditions (e.g. the turnaround times for applications to gain research 
income from business sources were likely to be much shorter than those for 
other sources of research income), and the University would need to ensure 
that it had appropriate intelligence and resources to address this; 
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(iv) that the Executive Dean had raised the issue as to whether the timing of all 

elements of the planning process (e.g. the preparation of departmental plans, 
the arrival of the HEFCE letter, the development of baseline budgets) fully 
articulated, and would continue to raise this issue in appropriate fora; 

 
(v) the importance of sharing good practice between departments, across the 

Faculty, in areas such as business engagement, research grant applications 
etc; 

 
Agreed:  that the Knowledge Transfer Partnerships Manager be invited to attend a 
future meeting of the Board to discuss the potential for further engagement with the 
KTP scheme by departments in the Faculty; 

(Action:  RDH) 
 

(b) Future Meetings 
 

Reported:  that members of the Board were again encouraged to submit items for 
consideration by future meetings of the Board; 

(Action:  all members) 
 

(c) Full Economic Cost Methodology 
 

Reported: 
 
(i) the significance of space as a driver in the University’s fEC model, and the 

consequent importance of heads of department and/or departmental 
administrators meeting with the Project Manager – Full Economic Costing and 
Transparent Accounting to ensure that they fully understood how this driver 
operated.  It was also important that departments checked the space data 
included in the fEC model to ensure that this accurately reflected the space 
allocated to them; 

(Action: heads of department) 
 
(ii) that the University’s move to fEC increased the importance of all heads of 

department, and departmental administrators providing support to heads of 
department on budgetary matters, being fully aware of the nature and 
implications of the University’s budgetary processes and mechanisms.  It was 
particularly important that departmental administrators engaged with such 
financial issues, in order to provide support to heads of department, and 
continuity in this support when heads of department changed.  If it was thought 
appropriate the Executive Dean could organise, or lead, a session for heads of 
department and departmental administrators on this subject; 

(Action:  AF) 
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(d) Faculty Plan 

 
Reported:  that the Faculty Plan was being worked on.  This would be considered by 
UEC in April, and would be presented to the next meeting of the Board; 

 
(e) Faculty Research Administrators/Secretaries Network 

 
Reported:  that the first meeting of the Faculty network for departmental 
administrators and secretaries providing support for research had been held.  This 
had been a useful meeting, and Geography were to be thanked for agreeing to 
organise and facilitate meetings of this network.  Given the value of this meeting, 
consideration might be given to establishing a similar, informal network for 
departmental administrators and any department(s) willing to organise such a 
network should contact the Dean’s Office; 
 
[Secretary’s note:  Following the meeting, Applied Social Sciences agreed to 
organise and facilitate meetings of a departmental administrators’ network.] 
 
Noted:  that an opportunity for the Faculty’s heads of department to meet together 
informally, outside meetings of the Board, would be welcomed; 
 
Agreed:  that lunchtime meetings of heads of department together with the Executive 
Dean should be held prior to each meeting of Senate; 

(Action:  AF/MEA) 
 

(f) Mr Steve Patey 
 

Reported:  with deep regret, the premature death of Mr Steve Patey, Deputy Director 
of Human Resources, and that his sound counsel and advice to the Faculty would be 
greatly missed. 

 
62. DEPUTY DEANS’ BUSINESS 
 

(a) Deputy Dean (Postgraduate) 
 

Reported: 
 
(i) that all departments had been asked to return their proposed fees for 2007/8 

and 2008/9 to the Dean’s Office no later than 26 March 2007, so that these 
proposals could be taken forward to the next meeting of the Fees Advisory 
Board.  It was important that these proposals were given careful thought by 
departments; 

 
(ii) that the awarding panel for the Junior Research Associate Scheme had met on 

12 March 2007.  Seven applications had been received.  The standard of the 
applications was high, and three awards had been made (with one further 
project identified as first reserve); 

 
(iii) that a website had now been established for the MA Research Methods 

programmes, which could be reached in ‘two clicks’ from the University’s 
homepage (Secretary’s note:  the address of this website is 
http://www.dur.ac.uk/postgraduate/taught/programmes/esrc/ ). 

 
(b) Deputy Dean (Undergraduate) 
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Reported:  that heads of department would have received from the Undergraduate 
Admissions Office information, primarily quantitative in nature, from the 2006 
Decliners’ Survey.  This was being augmented by the Academic Support Office with 
qualitative information extracted from the Survey, which would be sent to 
departments’ Faculty TLC representatives.  Faculty TLC representatives would be 
asked to report back on both sets of data to Faculty TLC. 

 
PART C:  MATTERS OF REPORT 

 
63. DATES OF FUTURE MEETINGS 
 

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

 
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) – Science Learning Centre, Pity Me 
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