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DURHAM UNIVERSITY 
 

BOARD OF THE FACULTY OF SOCIAL SCIENCES AND HEALTH 
 

4th June 2009 
 

Present: Professor RAE Coningham, Dr CM Gerrard, Professor DN Petley, Professor R 
Barton, Mr SJ Hackett, Professor LD Newton, Professor JD Rigg, Professor JW Dumbrell, 
Professor TFW Allen, Ms CA Hyde Wesson, Professor TAR Clark, Dr C Merrell (vice 
Professor P Tymms) with Mrs SE Blenkinsopp, Mrs ME Allison, Ms L Storer and Mr D Jarvis. 
 
In attendance: Mr S Dale and Miss L Amies (Item 63 only), Professor C Higgins (Items 63-
67), Dr AJ Russell (Item 64 only). 
 
Apologies: Dr L Fox O’Mahony, Dr J Phoenix, Professor APS Hungin, Dr AR Millard, Dr M 
White, Miss S McCarthy, Mrs SE Barron and Mrs SA Hewlett. 
_________________________________________________________________________ 

 
AGENDA 

 
PART A:  STRATEGIC ISSUES 

 
 
63. POINTS BASED IMMIGRATION 
 

Considered: a brief presentation from Mr S Dale (Academic Registrar) on the 
requirements of the new Points Based Immigration system; 

(Document BF/SSH/08/23a) 
 
Noted: 
 
(a) that the new system would reduce the existing 80-plus immigration routes into a 5-

Tier system, with Tier 4 focusing upon students from outside of the EEA and 
Switzerland; 
 

(b) that in order to gain a ‘General Student’ visa, applicants would need to accumulate 
40 points; 30 from a ‘Confirmation of Acceptance for Studies’ (CAS) and 10 from a 
‘Maintenance and Funds Test’; 
 

(c) that Tier 4 would be delivered in four phases: Sponsor Registration, Policy 
Implementation, Trial and Implementation of Sponsorship Management System 
(SMS), and full SMS. Durham University had registered for a Sponsor’s License, 
necessary for the recruitment of overseas staff and students, in February 2009; 
 

(d) that the United Kingdom Border Agency (UKBA) was currently developing the CAS 
but, until this became available in August 2009, the University would be issuing ‘visa 
letters’ to potential students in order to ensure that students have some form of 
confirmation from the University that they will be able to use when passing through 
immigration; 

 
(e) that the requirements of the new system had significant planning and resource 

implications for the University; 
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(f) that the issue of monitoring student attendance and passing information to the UKBA 
was a contentious one for the sector. However, it was also noted that the cultural 
change necessitated by these requirements was not as extreme as it could have 
been; 

 
(g) that the definition of ’10 expected interactions’ as a criterion for reporting a student to 

the UKBA was, as yet, undefined; 
 

(h) that these requirements were only applicable to new students and not existing ones; 
 

(i) that the Deputy Head of Faculty (Postgraduate) would be the Faculty’s representative 
on the Project Assurance Team; 

 
(j) that the ‘visa letter’ would be issued separately to the offer letter and therefore should 

have no delaying effect on the admission process. It was anticipated that the visa 
letter would follow six weeks after the University had made the offer to a student; 

 
(k) that the costs involved in implementing the scheme would not be passed to overseas 

student applicants as the University wished to avoid any factors that would deter a 
good applicant; 

 
(l) that the Vice Chancellor identified the implementation costs as being trivial in 

comparison to the funds brought in by overseas students. 
 
64. PHOENIX STAFF VOLUNTEERING SCHEME 
 

Considered: a brief presentation from Dr A Russell (Phoenix Director) on the Phoenix 
Staff Volunteering Scheme; 

(Document BF/SSH/08/23b) 
 

Noted: 
 
(a) that staff were entitled to five days allowance to participate in the scheme, with the 

timing subject to line manager approval; 
 
(b) that participants should note the wide variety of volunteering approaches eligible 

under the scheme; 
 

(c) that the Vice Chancellor was keen that staff should participate in the scheme. 
Although some departments had concerns regarding the impact the scheme may 
have on productivity, this would not be an issue if sufficient planning took place. 
Participation in the scheme should also be looked upon as an opportunity to expand 
the skills base of staff; 

 
(d) that the voluntary work undertaken by staff could be tied into current research 

interests, thereby complementing the core work of academic staff; 
 

(e) that the University had received £1,000,000 from ONE North East aimed at bringing 
business people to universities; 

 
(f) that the Durham Centre for Community Outreach and Engagement would provide a 

useful conduit for interest from external organisations in Durham University’s 
activities in relation to placement, volunteering as well as research and development; 
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Agreed: that the Pro-Vice Chancellor for Research should be invited to a future Faculty 
Board to talk on the planned expenditure of the funds received from ONE North East; 

(Action: FB Secretary) 
 
 

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

Confirmed: the minutes of the meeting of the Board held 7th May 2009. 
(Document BF/SSH/08/24) 

 
66. MATTERS ARISING FROM THE MINUTES 
 

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

 
67. VICE-CHANCELLOR’S BUSINESS 
 

Considered: an oral update from the Vice-Chancellor concerning budget planning; 
 
Noted: 
 
(a) that the Chair thanked the Vice Chancellor for attending the meeting and that his 

attendance would be helpful in helping departments understand the budget planning 
process; 
 

(b) that the new process for budget planning was desirable as it provided a mechanism 
for identifying funds that could be freed from other commitments. The process also 
provided an opportunity for the University to reward successful performance; 

 
(c) that there was scope to delegate some responsibilities and authority for decisions to 

departments. It was felt that UEC was currently dealing with matters that did not 
require consideration at a University level; 

 
(d) that it was important for planning to strive to avoid unnecessary duplication of 

administrative effort. Departments should avoid employing too many support staff, 
carefully considering the amount of staff needed to achieve effective administration. 
Departments should also look across the University to see whether there were 
opportunities for sharing support staff resource. These efforts would free up extra 
resource for academic activities; 

 
(e) that the University would need to invest further in IT infrastructure in order to increase 

the effectiveness of the administrative systems used by faculties and departments; 
 

(f) that Council had previously requested that a surplus be generated to provide funds to 
be reinvested to address issues such as the urgent need to ensure that all 
departments are appropriately accommodated. Although this was not direct 
investment into academic activities, the enhancement to departmental 
accommodation had clear benefits that would facilitate improved academic output; 

 
(g) that £7,500,000 would remain the annual surplus amount for the time being but that, 

in the future, more income would be directly reinvested in academic activities; 



Document BF/SSH/08/27 

 4

 
(h) that the University’s finances were in good shape but that this did not negate the 

need to increase the University’s income; 
 

(i) that the Faculty should plan to use savings from casual staff vacancies through the 
budget planning process. Faculties were encouraged to build this into their budget 
projections rather than waiting until Quarter 2 or 3 to take this forward; 

 
(j) that departments should not underspend and should make use of the funds obtained. 

Departments should take risks if suitable opportunities presented themselves. The 
University could not improve without a degree of risk-taking; 

 
(k) that departments should avoid ‘annularity’ and should engage in long-term thinking of 

how best to use resources; 
 

(l) that investment would be required to support the Doctoral Training Centres (DTCs) in 
the initial phase of their existence and to ensure that the Centres are provided with 
sufficient support; 

 
(m)  that the Seedcorn Research Fund was being doubled in size and was aimed at 

stimulating the production of bids for large grants across disciplines. The Fund was 
part of a wider University drive to support income-generating activities; 

 
(n) that the Chair directed departments to the comprehensive data available on the RAE 

website. This data could be used to inform discussions at a departmental level 
regarding how to generate further income. Additionally, departments should be 
aiming to be in a position whereby all academic staff in the their departments could 
be submitted for consideration in REF; 

 
(o) that the Registrar would, in due course, consult with the University’s academic 

community on taking forward the initiatives aimed at increasing generation of income. 
 
68. FACULTY PRO VICE-CHANCELLOR’S BUSINESS 
 

Considered: any items of Pro Vice-Chancellor’s business; 
 
Noted: that Mr Aaron Baker had been appointed as the Deputy Head of Faculty 
(Undergraduate) and would commence in post following the end of Dr Fox-O’Mahony’s 
tenure. 

 
69. DEPUTY HEAD OF FACULTY’S BUSINESS 
 

Consider: any items of Deputy Dean’s business; 
 
Research 
 
Noted: 
 
(a) that a working group would be considering the practicalities of departments’ sharing 

grant application information with each other. This would be of particular relevance to 
schemes such as the Seedcorn Research Fund; 

 
(b) that departments would welcome guidance from the University on how to proceed 

with such applications, particularly in the context of being encouraged to take more 
risks; 
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(c) that the need to keep the Research Office informed of grant application activity was 

something of which departments should be mindful. 
 
Postgraduate 
 
Noted: 
 
(a) that the Admissions Office had requested that departments engage a member of staff 

in the collection of admissions data who will then forward this data to the Office on a 
twice-monthly basis. This data will consist solely of ‘acceptances received’ developed 
into eight data sets and will enable Admissions to carry out assurance exercises to 
provide confidence in the data held on Banner. This activity will take place from 9 
June to 27 October; 
 

(b) that, following the issue of the ESRC’s DTC guidelines, the Deputy Head of Faculty 
(Postgraduate) was willing to act as a point of contact for queries relating to this 
matter; 
 

(c) that the Faculty should, over the next two years, aim to achieve convergence on 
PGR loads for individual staff members. An annual figure of 52 hours per research 
postgraduate was recommended to the Board, who were uniformly content with this 
suggestion. It was also noted that, apart from more obvious considerations regarding 
inequity in workload, this move was desirable given that large discrepancies in PGR 
loads would not be appropriate in the context of the forthcoming DTCs.  

 
 

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

Reported: that the dates of the meetings of Faculty Board for the academic year 2008/9 
are as follows: 

 
Thursday 9th July 2009, at 10am – Social Sciences & Health Board Room, Science Site 


