
DURHAM UNIVERSITY 
 

BOARD OF THE FACULTY OF SOCIAL SCIENCES AND HEALTH 
 

Wednesday 16th January 2008 
 
Present: Professor A Forster, Dr L Fox, Dr R Simpson, Dr C Gerrard, Professor D N Petley, 
Professor R Barton, Mr S J Hackett, Professor R Coningham, Professor L D Newton, 
Professor A J Long, Professor A Ehteshami, Professor A P S Hugnin, Professor T F W Allen, 
Dr C Crowder, Ms C A Hyde Wesson, Professor P B Tymms with Mrs M E Allison, Ms L 
Ayre, Ms S E Barron, Mrs S E Blenkinsopp, Mr A Rennie (Secretary), Ms S A Hewitt, Mrs V 
A Woof for item 43 and Professor C Higgins for item 44. 
 
Apologies: Professor T A R Clark, Dr S A Preston, Mr M Andrews, Miss L Amies, Miss N 
Doyle. 
 
_________________________________________________________________________ 
 

MINUTES 
 

PART A:  STRATEGIC ISSUES 
 

43. Knowledge Transfer Partnerships 
 

Received: a brief presentation on Knowledge Transfer Partnerships (KTPs) from the 
University’s Knowledge Transfer Partnerships Manager; 
 
Noted: 
 

• That the Sainsbury Review had recommended doubling the numbers of KTPs 
nationally. The monetary value was still under discussion awaiting a further 
response from the Technology Strategy Board (TSB), but the most recent 
indication suggested a total of £50 million. In addition to this increase, shorter 
variants of KTPs would be brought formally under the KTP banner; 

• Potential KTP sponsors included the TSB, most Research Councils, Regional 
Development Agencies (RDAs) and the Scottish, Welsh and Northern Irish 
devolved administrations;  

• One NorthEast had pioneered KTPs, but other RDAs were expected to follow suit, 
particularly if One NorthEast became involved in cross-regional agreements. It 
was likely that the One NorthEast KTP model would be adopted nationally. This 
model did not cover overheads; 

• It was not yet clear whether TSB would part-fund KTPs in the public sector; 
• KTPs allowed HEFCE to deliver research funding in a more precise manner, 

targetting specific ‘research projects’ in the manner of the Research Councils, to 
supplement its more generic RAE-determined funding. It was apparent that KTPs 
were valued by HEFCE, and the working assumption was that KTPs would be 
included in any metrics-based RAE; 

• The Vice-Chancellor was supportive of KTP proposals to further encourage 
business collaboration as part of the drive to maximise research funding. It had 
been agreed that routine KTPs could be signed off by the Executive Dean; 

• That while funding model changes meant that research grant money did not go 
directly to PIs, under fEC salary was allocated to academic contribution, and it had 
been agreed that staff could negotiate with HoDs to determine how this money 
was spent (on travel expenses, PhD funding etc). 
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• The KTP Office could help support academic staff by: providing guidance to both 
academics and companies; publicity and enquiring handling; providing guidance 
and support during the application process and during associate recruitment; 
organising monitoring meetings; and offering guidance with the completion of the 
final report. A new member of REDSS staff with a social sciences background 
would be available to support the faculty. 

 
44. Vice-Chancellor  
 

Received: a question-and-answer session with the Vice-Chancellor; 
 
Noted: 
 

• That student applications were down. This followed changes to the UCAS form, 
lowering the maximum number of institutions that could be applied to from 6 to 5. 
Currently, the total fall in applications was lower than expected; however, a 
cautious approach would be adopted, and the University would not take any 
significant action before the likely impact on final student numbers could be better 
gauged; 

• Senate would discuss the importance of ensuring that applicants with outstanding 
sporting or other extra-curricular activities were not disadvantaged by the current 
application process; 

• The Vice-Chancellor was keen to increase the University’s interaction with the 
City, County and wider Region. A number of initiatives would be pursued, 
including the establishment of the Durham World Heritage Site, for which the 
University would employ an externally funded Site co-ordinator; 

• The University was proposing to update its signage, both replacing out-of-date or 
damaged signs, and ensuring that signs were in place in areas which were run by 
the University, or which increased the University’s presence. The University 
would, in future, have a presence at Durham Train Station; 

• Widening Participation was an issue for the University, and holding A-level criteria 
below AAA/AAB was not the solution. Outreach programmes had proved 
successful, as had the Foundation Programme; although it was noted that money 
for WP students did not currently flow from the Foundation Programme to the 
departments which took Foundation students; 

• That the review of admissions aimed to have a revised admissions policy ready for 
implementation by the following year; 

• That a number of departments in the University were not meeting net or fEC costs. 
The University did not want to take a one-size-all fits approach, but departments 
needed to be aware of both the extent and reasons for the deficits,  and to work 
towards addressing deficits either by reducing costs or increasing fEC revenue. 
UEC was looking at 2-4 years for most departments to meet fEC; however, these 
expected dates would need to be flexible; 

• The Treasurer was preparing an overview of the large number of often relatively 
insubstantial individual bursary schemes currently on offer. A paper would be 
considered by UEC with a view to ensuring that any future bursaries was 
effectively targeted; 

• The University was aware of accommodation issues which had been exacerbated 
by the successful drive to increase postgraduate recruitment. A space utilisation 
survey had been commissioned, and while the possibilities for expansion were 
limited, the University and was committed to making the most efficient use of the 
space currently available to it. The  Space Management Group (SMG), a group 
which included the four Deans and the Head of the Academic Office, would 
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consider refurbishment issues, and the interaction between central and 
departmental accommodation; 

• The University was building on its overseas relations with countries such as 
Jordan and Qatar; however the long-term benefits of any initiative to develop 
overseas campuses was not clear. The University was committed to developing 
the Stockton campus in the first instance; 

• The one of the primary concerns of the review of Colleges was that tutorial 
provision needed academic involvement; 

 
Action: 

• That it would be appropriate for the University to also consider ensuring a 
presence at the regional airports, in particular, at Durham-Tees Valley; 

• That anyone with an interest in pursing funding through One NorthEast 
should contact Tess Mantzoros (REDSS), Ray Hudson (PVC, Regional 
Strategy & Queen's Campus) or James Stirling (PVC, Research) in the first 
instance; 

 
45. Faculty Plan 
 

Discussed: the drafting of the Faculty Plan and discussion of the planning 
process/timetable; 
 
Noted: 
 

Overview 
• That the Faculty Plan included a focus on growth of PGT/PGR students and 

research grants, and the development of the infrastructure to sustain these 
activities. The plan reiterated the faculty’s commitment to the existence of, and 
support for, individual disciplines, and to ensuring that departments had the 
impact on national and international debates which they could and should. The 
plan would reflect the importance of making significant disciplinary contributions 
without creating obstacles to interdisciplinary activities and research; 

• Concern that marketing documentation, including the undergraduate and 
postgraduate prospectuses, often undersold the faculty’s departments. The text 
was compiled by outsourced copy editors and did not reflect the excitement and 
dynamism of departments and subject disciplines; 

• QR funding post-RAE was likely to be re-evaluated on an annual bi-annual basis, 
creating a less stable research funding environment. Departments would need to 
meet net and fEC costs in the medium to long term, but departments in deficit 
would not be left without support. The faculty would focus on encouraging and 
supporting entrepreneurism and the diversification of income streams; 

• That it was vital that central support was appropriately funded, but that central 
costs must not rise too fast or too significantly. The more strategic funding that 
was available at a University level, the greater the top-slicing of departmental 
budgets. Transparency of central services and the need to have academic 
oversight, and academic needs as the driver, of all University processes were key 
issues for the faculty. It was vital that departmental voices in Social Sciences and 
Health were heard in University-level Working Groups and Committees; 

 
Research Issues 
• It was important to continue the development of key research areas within the 

faculty, and to continue to produce ‘Big Ideas’ to ensure that Social Sciences and 
Health competed with the other faculties. Best practice regarding applications to 
Research Councils should be shared to ensure that that the overall faculty 

 3



 

success levels regarding research grants were increased, and that a fuller 
understanding of the changing systems for the operation of research grants was 
developed. The faculty would need to further develop relations with industry and 
organisations to maximise potential funding possibilities; 

• The faculty had to be prepared to react to the Research Excellence Framework 
(REF), with impact modelling undertaken as soon as the nature of the REF 
became clear. Competitor analysis would need to commence once the RAE 2008 
results were published. Strategies for the dissemination of research may need to 
be reconsidered to ensure that publications maximised the possible REF funding. 
The quality, rather than the quantity, of research, would continue to drive HEFCE’s 
research funding; 

 
Undergraduate Issues 
• It was important that the faculty made best use of the data it had (decliners’ 

survey, international student barometer) to react to whatever recommendations 
were brought forward following the University-level reconsideration of admissions 
and widening participation. The faculty was committed to addressing the concerns 
raised in the NSS and to promoting the enhancement agenda through, for 
instance, the sharing of good practice at within the faculty. Reviews of 
assessment, concessions, keeping of terms, appeals, module registration and the 
production of an e-learning strategy, were all on the agenda. Flexibility in the 
modular structure was under consideration as part of a commitment to increasing 
the student experience for international students; 

 
PGT/PGR Issues 
• While historically PGT targets and resources had not been linked this would 

change. Though targets had been met across the faculty, success in individual 
departments was more variable and it was important that PGT recruitment 
remained on the agenda. Increased PGT fees could lead to increased student 
expectations and it was important that these were met if programmes were to 
develop and succeed financially; 

• Continuing Professional Development (CPD) was an increasing priority within the 
University. It met with strategic objectives in terms of industry and/or regional 
engagement and could provide further funding streams for departments. The 
money set aside for Venture Partnerships could be used to pump prime CPD; 

• PhD recruitment had been successful, but it was important to promote Durham’s 
vibrant research community to prospective research students. There were risks 
associated with the over-recruitment of PGR students, as any significant positive 
or negative difference between estimated recruitment and actual recruitment 
would impact on a department’s bottom line; 

 
Departmental Issues 
• That there was a very significant volume of review activity being undertaken by the 

University. The sooner the likely outcomes were flagged up, the faster 
departments would be able to react. There was a limit to the number of new 
initiatives which could be rolled out to departments at any one time; 

• Casual Staff Vacancy Savings targets had a significant impact on departments; 
• That budgetary recommendations made to UEC in April would be based on all of 

the data available at that time. This included the departmental plan, complete data 
on the previous year’s financial performance, and indicative data on the current 
year’s financial performance; 

 
Action: 
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• The Treasurer’s representative to determine whether central services and 
Colleges had casual staff vacancy savings targets (Action: Treasurer’s 
representative); 

• Any department not addressing net/fEC deficits would need to consider 
whether it would be a good use of their time to bid for new resource 
unaccompanied by significant attempts to improve a department’s financial 
position; 

 
46. Year end figures  

 
Received: the year end figures for the Faculty for 2006-07.  

(Document BF/SSH/07/21) 
Noted: 
 

• That the figures had been delayed awaiting the confirmation of fEC, but were now 
available. Departmental performance had in some instances been bolstered by 
property sales (exceptional items). In future this would be shown as a separate 
line item so that the underlying position of the University became clear whilst also 
including this element; 

• That the costs included RAE proleptic appointments. It was hoped that the costs 
associated with these appointments would be balanced by increased QR revenue, 
and departmental financial performance would improve accordingly. 

 
 

PART B:  ROUTINE BUSINESS 
 
47. Minutes of the last meeting  
 

Welcomed: Professor T Allen, Head of Department in the Department of Law; 
 
Noted:  
 
Minute 33: 

• That it had additionally been agreed that the Director of the Graduate School 
would ask for fees to be charged earlier,  rather than waiting until November or 
December (Postgraduate); 

• That it had additonally been agreed that it would be helpful for the International 
Office to provide information on number of students who currently came to their 
departments through educational consultants abroad; 

 
Confirmed:  the minutes of the meeting of the Board held 29th November 2007, subject to 
the amendments noted above. 

(Document BF/SSH/07/22) 
 

48. Matters arising from the minutes 
 

Noted: that there were no matters arising not itemised elsewhere on the agenda. 
 
49. Executive Dean’s Business  
 

Noted: that there were no items of Dean’s Business not itemised elsewhere on the 
agenda. 

 
50. Deputy Dean’s Business  
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Considered: any items of Deputy Deans’ business. 
 
Undergraduate 
 
(a) Managing Module Registrations  
 
 Noted: 
 

• That a policy on module capping would be developed following discussions with 
Deputy Deans in the other faculties; 

• Significant numbers of students were changing registrations after the permitted 
four week period. It had become apparent that some students were deliberately 
‘auditing’ modules before making a final selection, reducing the quality of the 
students experience, putting a strain on departmental resources, and creating a 
large workload for the Faculty Office who had to approve the late changes. The 
frequency with which late changes were made needed to be reduced, and 
departments should ensure that their procedures for early-registration and module 
guidance were robust; 

 
Action: 

• Agreed that the Deputy Dean would take this issue forward (Action: Deputy 
Dean, Undergraduate); 

• That departments did not support the practice of module auditing at an 
undergraduate level. That from October 2008 the faculty would not allow 
module auditing, and a paragraph would be added to all undergraduate 
handbooks making this explicit (Action: all HoDs);  

 
Postgraduate  
 
(a) Doctoral Fellowships 
 
Considered: an update on Doctoral Fellowships 

(Document BF/SSH/07/23) 
 

Noted: 
 

• That a paper would be considered by UEC, taking an overview of the current 
approach to bursary provision, where a large number of relatively small amounts 
of money were available across the University, with a view to ensuring that any 
revised funding was distributed more effectively; 

• The ESRC allocation had increased from 22 to 35 in the face of a national fall in 
the total number of available places. Formerly stable and traditional sources of 
funding were falling away; however, new funding sources were becoming 
available in their stead (KTP, ESRC); 

 
Research 
 
(a) HEFCE REF Consultation 
 
Received:  
 
(a) HEFCE Research Excellence Framework Consultation document 

(Document BF/SSH/07/24) 
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(b) Consultation response form  
(Document BF/SSH/07/25) 

 
 Noted: 
 

• That the University would make a single response to the REF proposals, co-
ordinated by the PVC (Research), following the submission of faculty responses. 
The Social Sciences and Health response would feed in to the University 
response which would itself be one of over a hundred HEI responses; 

• The three key areas of concern that had been noted were: the aggregation of 
individual subjects in to subject areas; the lack of clarity on the light-touch peer 
review aspect of the REF proposals; concerns over the viability of metrics, and the 
large differences between citations in different departments and subject areas 
(exacerbated by the first key area of concern); 

• That departments would have a year in which to nominate which staff would be 
considered under which system. This would lead to colleagues in one department 
being considered under different conditions; 

 
Action: staff should be reminded of the need to focus on the quality rather than 
the quantity of research publications, and of HEFCEs focus on Web of Science 
(Action: all HoDs); 

 
 

PART C:  MATTERS OF REPORT 
 
51. Dates of future meetings 
 

Reported: that the dates of the meetings of Faculty Board for the academic year 2007/8 
are as follows: 
 
Thursday 6 March 08, 9.15 – 2pm Council Room 
Monday 7 April 08, 9.15 – 2pm Council Room 
Wednesday 7 May 08, 2pm – 5pm Council Room 
Thursday 5 June 08, 9.15 – 2pm Council Room 
Thursday 10 July 08, 9.15 – 2pm Council Room 
 

 
52. Items for future consideration  
 

Action: a bullet point document on the issue of the fragmentation of teaching as a 
result of research success would be submitted for the next meeting of Faculty 
Board (Action: Head of Department, Anthropology). 
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