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Senate 
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Effectiveness Review of Boards of Studies: White Paper 
 
Proposed Resolution 
Senate is asked to: 
1) note the decisions made by November 2018 Senate regarding the White Paper (section 2 

below); 
2) approve the revised White Paper and its recommendations for approval by Council, noting that: 

a) ERBoS has responded to the key points and concerns raised in discussion of the White 
Paper by members of Senate; 

b) The White Paper has been informed by extensive and constructive consultation with 
Senate, Boards of Studies and the wider University Community in academic year 2017018 
and Michaelmas 2018. 

 
Communication 
Status: Paper  Open  Open Internal X Confidential 

Restricted/External  

Communication 
Status: 
Appendices 

Open  Open Internal  X Confidential 
Restricted/External  

Freedom of 
Information 
Exemption  

Paper: Section 36 of the FOIA (Prejudice to the Effective Conduct of 
Public Affairs) 
Appendices: Section 36 of the FOIA (Prejudice to the Effective Conduct 
of Public Affairs) 

 
Previous Consideration by this or other Committee  
November 2018 Senate considered the White Paper. 
 
Further Committee approval required 
Council 26 February 2019. 
 
Appendices 
Appendix 1: Effectiveness Review of Boards of Studies: White Paper (revised) 
 
 
1. Effectiveness Review of Boards of Studies: Aims and Objectives 

1.1 The Effectiveness Review of Boards of Studies was established in 2017 under the joint 
leadership of the University Secretary and the Deputy Vice-Chancellor and Provost to review 
the effectiveness of Boards of Studies in supporting the delivery of the University Strategy. 
The project includes two strands of work already identified as key: the role and appointment 
process of Heads of Departments and modernisation of the Standing Orders of Boards of 
Studies. 

1.2 The governance structures of the University, which include Boards of Studies, need to be fit 
for purpose in supporting management to deliver the University Strategy approved by Senate 
and Council. The University Secretary has been charged with ensuring that all governance 
structures are reviewed with this aim in mind. 
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1.3 The Effectiveness Review has identified a range of proposals for enhancing Boards of 
Studies’ capacity to support the delivery of the University Strategy and ensure accountability, 
dissemination of decision-making and information, and reinforcing Boards’ engagement with 
the central governance of the University, particularly with Senate.  

1.4 The Review has concluded that the principal purpose of Boards of Studies should remain the 
promotion of the academic advancement of the subject area represented, and the fostering 
and development of a community of scholars committed to this common endeavour. This 
view was emphasised during the Evidence Gathering stage by a number of Boards, 
individual respondents and by the AEA’s submission. 

1.5 The White Paper also outlines a series of recommendations for the appointment process of 
Heads of Departments.   

2. Decisions made by November 2018 Senate regarding paper S/18/32 ERBoS White 
Paper 

2.1 Senate approved/noted the ERBoS cover paper’s recommendations 2 to 5, namely: 

 Cover Paper Recommendation/November 2018 Senate decision 

2 Noted: the key themes highlighted during consultation on the Green Paper and the 
Review’s responses 

3 Approved: the proposal for enhanced availability of Senate papers in support of 
recommendation 4 of the Effectiveness Review 

4 Noted: the best practice guidance in support of recommendation 5 of the 
Effectiveness Review 

5 Noted: the consultation responses received from Boards of Studies and the Academic 
Electoral Assembly 

 

2.2 Therefore the following elements of the White Paper are not represented to February 2019 
Senate: 

• Effectiveness Review of Boards of Studies – Green Paper consultation; 
• Best Practice Committee Servicing Guidance for Boards of Studies; 
• Consultation responses from Boards of Studies and the Academic Electoral 

Assembly; 
• ERBoS – terms of reference and membership; 
• Equality Impact Assessment. 

 
All the above remain available on Meeting Squared as elements of paper S/18/32 

 
2.3 Senate also approved the suggestion raised in discussion that a high level summary of 

Senate decisions and discussions be circulated via Dialogue Signposts following each 
meeting. This has already been implemented. 

3. Themes raised in discussion at November 2018 Senate  

3.1 November 2018 Senate welcomed the proposals in the White Paper, especially those which 
aimed to establish closer links between Boards of Studies and Senate, and reinforce the 
integration of Boards into academic governance processes, but agreed to defer final 
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approval and endorsement of the White Paper to February 2019 Senate pending clarification 
regarding the following: 

3.1.1 ERBoS recommendation 2 i): Boards of Studies deliver against their principal 
purpose by serving as a decision-making body on departmental policy and strategy 
proposals (e.g. departmental Research Policy, department responses/action to 
improve NSS scores).  

3.1.2 Boards must operate within the policies and procedures as defined by University 
Council and Senate. 

3.1.3 Boards of Studies are the decision making bodies for departmental Education and 
Research Strategies and Policies. While ERBoS has sought to avoid being overly 
prescriptive in demarcating the remit of Boards and their subcommittees, the Review 
has a clear expectation that departmental committees should play a key role in the 
development of detailed policy and strategy proposals which are then presented to 
the Board of Studies for discussion and decision.  

3.1.4 This expectation mirrors the approach taken in terms of University-level policy and 
strategy regarding academic governance, and specifically the role of Senate. Senate 
plays a key role in actively scrutinising academic policy and strategy proposals and 
providing endorsement, and where appropriate within its remit, approval of proposals. 
Boards of Studies should play a similar role at a departmental level.  

3.1.5 The scrutiny and feedback that the Board of Studies can provide as the full 
community of scholars in a department is a key element of effective academic 
governance, and is a component of a thread of academic governance linking 
departments to Senate, and ultimately, Council. 

3.1.6 the relationship between University Statute 29 (5) (a), and the proposed 
standing order 1.1 for Boards of Studies.  

3.1.7 Statute 29 (5) (a) stated that the powers of a Board of Studies shall include the 
authority “to consider any matter relating to the teaching or administration of its own 
subject and to make recommendations to such one or more of the Statutory Bodies 
as may be appropriate”. 

3.1.8 Proposed Standing Order 1.1 stated that “Boards of Studies are decision making 
bodies and provide scrutiny to policies developed by the Head of Department, Board 
of Studies Officers, Boards of Studies’ sub-committees, and others”. 

3.1.9 It was suggested in discussion that the proposed standing order 1.1: 

a) set explicit limits to the application of Statute 29 (5) (a) and thus appeared to 
restrict the principal purpose and power of a Board of Studies; 

b) insufficiently captured the spirit of Boards of Studies activity, particularly in 
terms of the ability and opportunity to consider wider matters. 

3.1.10 ERBoS recognises the right of Boards of Studies to consider any matter that falls 
within its broad interest. Proposed Standing Orders 1.1 and 1.5 have been re-worded 
to reflect this. 

3.1.11 Officers of the Board of Studies: clarification was requested regarding the definition 
of “officers of the Board of Studies” stated in proposed standing order 1.1. 
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3.1.12 Further detail has been added to proposed standing orders 1.1 and 2.1 to clarify the 
roles which may comprise officers of the board. It should be noted that ERBoS has 
sought to avoid being excessively prescriptive and that the requirements of 
departments can vary on a discipline-specific basis. 

3.1.13 Categories of membership: clarification of the rubric of proposed Standing Order 
2.3 has been provided. 

3.1.14 Appointment process for Head of Department/Chair of Board of Studies: 
additional clarification has been provided to proposed Standing Order 3.1. 

3.2 Clarification and revisions to the White Paper are entered in red for ease of identification. 

4. Consultation and Next Steps 

4.1 Consultation on the Green Paper. The Green Paper and Evidence Paper were shared with 
Boards of Studies and the wider University community following June 2018 Senate. Boards 
of Studies and individual members of the University were invited to comment on the two 
papers, and particularly on the Green Paper’s recommendations. The AEA also provided a 
response to the Green Paper. 

4.2 Consultation responses have informed the finalisation of the White Paper. The proposed 
Standing Orders for Boards of Studies were revised in light of responses to provide clarity 
regarding proposals for membership and the appointment process for Heads of Department.  

4.3 Students were invited to contribute to the Evidence Gathering Stage of the Review, and the 
2017-18 Durham Students’ Union Postgraduate Academic Officer served as a member of the 
Review.  

4.4 The Head of EDI has commented on the White Paper and its Equality Impact Assessment.  

4.5 The White Paper will be presented to February 2019 Council. 

5. Further Information 

5.1 Antony Long a.j.long@durham.ac.uk and Jennifer Sewel jennifer.sewel@durham.ac.uk 
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Effectiveness Review of Boards of Studies 

White Paper 

Sponsor: Antony Long and Jennifer Sewel Author: John Marsh 
 

Effectiveness Review of Boards of Studies: White Paper: Final Recommendations 

1. Executive Summary 

1.1 The Effectiveness Review of Boards of Studies (ERBoS) was established in 2017 under the 
joint leadership of the University Secretary and the Deputy Vice-Chancellor and Provost to 
review the effectiveness of Boards of Studies in supporting the delivery of the University 
Strategy. The project includes two strands of work already identified as key: the role and 
appointment process of Heads of Departments and modernisation of the Standing Orders of 
Boards of Studies. 

1.2 The governance structures of the University, which include Boards of Studies, need to be fit 
for purpose in supporting management to deliver the University Strategy approved by Senate 
and Council. The University Secretary has been charged by Council with ensuring that all 
governance structures are reviewed with this aim in mind. 

1.3 The Effectiveness Review of Boards of Studies has considered the wide range of evidence 
submitted by Boards of Studies, the AEA, individual members of the University and a sample 
of minutes from eight Boards. This evidence base informed the development of the Green 
Paper interim recommendations which were presented to June 2018 Senate, and together 
with consultation responses to the Green Paper, have shaped the Review’s final 
recommendations in this White Paper to October 2018 Senate and Council. 

1.4 The Review makes a series of final recommendations for the Effectiveness of Boards of 
Studies. The recommendations are detailed in situ in the paper, and collated as Annex 1. 

2. Background and Analysis 

2.1 The Effectiveness Review of Boards of Studies (ERBoS) was established by May 2017 
Senate to bring together two interrelated strands of work identified below in 2.2 and 2.3 
under the joint leadership of the University Secretary and the Deputy Vice-Chancellor and 
Provost.  

2.2 The review of Standing Orders of Boards of Studies is being led by the University Secretary 
as part of her overall review of the University’s governance structures and high level 
management structures supporting University governance. 

2.3 The review of the role and appointment process of Heads of Department, being led by the 
DVC/Provost working with the University Secretary and Director of HR, is an important 
component of delivery of the Faculty Strategy and one of the Critical Initiatives identified by 
UEC. Council agreed in February 2017, on the recommendation of the Nominations 
Committee, to delegate authority to the Executive to manage the appointment process for 
Heads of Department until the review’s recommendations are considered. In both cases the 
appointment process should include input from the Board of Studies.  

Appendix 1 
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2.4 Boards of Studies are a component of the University’s governance with structure, powers 
and membership included in Statutes 1, 4 and 29. Statute 41 sets out general principles 
relating to the operation of the statutory bodies. Any amendments to the University’s Statutes 
require the approval of Council, following consultation with Senate, and thereafter, the Privy 
Council. The Office for Students (OfS) will exercise some of the responsibility previously 
performed by the Privy Council in relation to changes to Statutes from August 2019. 

2.5 The duties and responsibilities of Boards of Studies are set out in Senate and Council Joint 
Standing Orders (J 4). Amendments to Standing Orders can be made with the approval of 
Senate and Council. 

2.6 Responsibility for the appointment of Heads of Department (Chairs of Boards of Studies) lies 
with Council after consultation with Senate (Statutes 29 and 12). The appointment process 
for Heads of Department and their duties are set out in Standing Orders (J7.1, 7.2 and J4.10-
4.12). 

3. Methodology and Evidence Base  

3.1 The development of the Effectiveness Review’s final recommendations has been informed 
by the Review’s evidence base which includes data and evidence from: 

3.1.1 A consultation and engagement exercise with stakeholders which invited Boards of 
Studies and individual members of the University to respond to a consultation during 
December 2017 and January 2018.  

3.1.2 A sample of Boards of Studies minutes from the academic years 2015-16 and 2016-17. 
Seven Boards of Studies (DUBS, English Studies, Geography, Mathematical Sciences, 
Music, MLAC and SGIA) were selected to provide a representative range from across 
all three faculties, which included smaller Boards (e.g. Music), larger Boards (e.g. 
Geography) and Boards which are recognised as covering diverse academic fields (e.g. 
DUBS and MLAC). An eighth Board of Studies (History) submitted a sample of its 
minutes as an element of its response to the consultation.  

3.1.3 Analysis of minutes focused on considering the manner in which Boards of Studies 
were operating – i.e. executing their responsibilities effectively, and in line with their 
terms of reference, and upon how aspects of University Strategy (particularly the 
Research, Education and Faculty Strategies) were reported.  

3.1.4 Examples from other UK universities. Desktop research was undertaken to identify 
comparable bodies at other UK HEIs. In addition, responses were invited from the 
Association of Heads of University Administration (AHUA) and the Russell Group 
Secretaries & Registrars Group. 

3.1.5 Current University Statutes and Standing Orders were also considered. 

3.2 The Evidence Base was presented to April 2018 Senate, and was circulated with the Green 
Paper to Boards of Studies and the wider University community during June 2018. The 
Green Paper was considered by June 2018 Senate. 

4. The Role of Boards of Studies and the University Strategy 

4.1 Joint Standing Orders (J4.1 and J4.2) outline the principle objective of Boards of Studies: the 
advancement of the subject area they represent, both inside the University and where 
appropriate, outside the University. 
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4.2 The Evidence Gathering Stage highlighted the following key themes regarding the role of 
Boards of Studies and the linkages between Boards and the University Strategy: 

4.2.1 The majority of departments believe that their Boards of Studies are very effective in 
advancing the subject area they represent, though their ability to undertake this can be 
influenced by the size of a Board, levels of member attendance and engagement, the 
business scope and management of meetings, and levels of autonomy and resourcing. 

4.2.2 At their most effective, Boards can provide an important collective contribution from the 
University for their disciplines at a national and international level, and be effective in 
supporting the delivery of the University Strategy. 

4.2.3 Boards’ integration into University decision-making and governance structures, 
especially Senate, could be enhanced through greater access to papers, and 
opportunities for input and reporting prior to faculty and central University meetings. 

4.2.4 Boards of Studies have a key role as scrutiny bodies, and function as democratic 
vehicles for communication, engagement and information sharing with academic staff, 
debate and input into University strategy and policy as well as to its delivery. 

4.2.5 The effectiveness of Boards of Studies could be improved through enhanced linkages 
to central committees, better communication with Senate and Council, the sharing of 
best practice across Boards and development of guidance for chairs, secretaries and 
members.  

4.2.6 University Statutes and Standing Orders relating to Boards of Studies are increasingly 
obsolescent. 

4.3 The Effectiveness Review of Boards of Studies recognises the strength of feeling from 
Boards of Studies and individual members of the University community regarding the role 
that Boards play in advancing their subject area and the University Strategy.  

4.4 The principal objective of Boards of Studies requires no substantive change. A Board’s 
purpose should continue to be the academic advancement of the subject area it represents. 
In support of this endeavour, ERBoS wishes to emphasise the importance of the opportunity 
that Boards provide for the development of collegial, scholarly communities in departments. 
At their best, Boards of Studies enable staff to apply their collective expertise to the 
achievement of core goals. 

4.5 The Review concluded that Boards of Studies have the potential to perform a key role as 
scrutiny bodies, providing buy-in and ratification of decision-making by Heads of Department, 
their senior management teams and relevant department committees (particularly Education 
and Research) and through informing discussion and decision-making by University-level 
committees, especially Senate.  

4.6 While the leadership and management of a department is the responsibility of the Head of 
Department and their senior management team, Boards of Studies should provide 
constructive scrutiny of policy and strategy at a departmental level, and inform the 
development of academic policy and strategy at a University level through engagement with 
Senate and its committees. 

4.7 At a department level, Boards should support the development and delivery of an Annual 
Department Plan which will be approved by the University Executive Committee as part of 
the Planning Round.  
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4.8 Alignment between the University Strategy and departmental level strategies can be 
consolidated through the Planning Round. Several Boards commented that the development 
of their Self Evaluation Document provided an opportunity to inform a Board of Studies’ 
approach to advancing its subject area. 

4.9 At a University level, Boards of Studies should engage proactively with Senate, and 
University-wide academic governance. In 2017, the communication status of Senate papers 
was reviewed by the University Secretary’s Office to enhance transparency regarding 
decision-making. “Open” papers are now routinely available to the University community in 
advance of Senate. Extending this to making “Open Internal” papers available in advance of 
Senate would increase the opportunities for Boards of Studies to engage with the Senate 
agenda. 

4.10 Therefore, for a 12 month trial period commencing with February 2019 Senate, strategically 
important Senate papers regarding Education and Research will be circulated to Boards of 
Studies approximately two weeks in advance of Senate to enable Boards of Studies to 
provide feedback via their Chair to discussion at Senate.   

4.11 The trial will be followed by a review which will propose further refinements to the process.  

4.12 Such a move would address a concern highlighted during the Evidence Gathering Stage 
regarding Boards of Studies normally only being involved after key decisions had been made 
by Senate.  

4.13 Under Statute 29, Boards of Studies are authorised “to consider any matter relating to the 
teaching or administration of its own subject and to make recommendations to such one or 
more of the Statutory Bodies as may be appropriate”. Given the respective roles of Boards of 
Studies and Senate, any such recommendations from Boards would normally be presented 
to Senate.  

4.14 However, in practice, the only recommendations that Boards have made in the recent past 
have been nominations for Head of Department/Chair of Board of Studies.  

4.15 Each Chair of a Board of Studies is an ex-officio member of Senate as Head of Department. 
Boards of Studies can therefore provide commentary and recommendations to Senate on its 
agendas and papers via their Chair. 

4.16 ERBoS shares the view advanced during the Evidence Gathering Stage that enabling 
Boards of Studies to feed into the decision-making process would increase potential 
ownership and staff satisfaction through involvement in the discussion of key academic 
business prior to its consideration at Senate. 

4.17 Best Practice. There are currently few if any opportunities for Boards of Studies to share 
good practice with each other. The tendency for Boards to operate in isolation from one 
another was commented upon during the Evidence Gathering Stage.  

4.18 One approach which would facilitate sharing of information and best practice would be to 
include updates from Boards of Studies as standing agenda items at Faculty Boards. The 
circulation of Faculty Board minutes to Senate and to Boards of Studies within the Faculty, 
would also reinforce communication regarding the delivery of the University Strategy as well 
as the sharing of best practice.  

4.19 ERBoS therefore makes the following recommendations: 
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 RECOMMENDATION 

1 As their principal purpose, Boards of Studies promote the academic 
advancement of the subject area they represent, and foster and develop a 
community of scholars committed to this common endeavour. 

2 Boards of Studies  deliver against their principal purpose by: 

i) Serving as the decision-making body on departmental policy and 
strategy proposals (e.g. departmental Education and Research 
Policy and Strategy, department responses/action to improve 
NSS scores).  

ii) Serving as a scrutiny body, providing input and staff buy-in to 
decision-making by the Head of Department, senior management 
team of the Department and relevant committees 

iii) Supporting the development and delivery of an Annual 
Department Plan designed to help deliver the University Strategy 
as approved by the University Executive Committee 

iv) Operating within the policies and procedures determined by 
University Council and Senate 

3 All Boards of Studies should use the Planning Round to inform their 
approaches to advancing their subject area and facilitate alignment between 
departmental strategy and the University Strategy. 

4 As far as possible, the agenda and “Open” and Open Internal” papers for all 
Senate meetings should be shared with Boards of Studies in advance of 
Senate. Boards will be invited to consider and discuss the Senate agenda 
and selected papers, with feedback and recommendations provided to 
Senate through their Chairs, in their capacities as ex-officio members of 
Senate. 

A 12 month trial period will take place in 2019, with a review and further 
refinement taking place to enhance Boards’ opportunities to actively engage 
and inform University academic governance. 

Part of the review will develop proposals for the establishment of an online 
feedback mechanism for members of the wider University community to 
comment on the Senate agenda and papers. Comments will be collated and 
reported to Senate, and feedback provided online following Senate 
meetings. 

5 Mechanisms should be established to enable Boards to communicate across 
the University, and share best practice at an inter-department level. Faculty 
Boards and Senate should continue to share and receive information and 
best practice with and from Boards of Studies. (e.g. Faculty Boards should 
provide brief strategic reports to Senate on a regular basis informed by 
Boards of Studies issues; minutes of Boards of Studies and Faculty Boards 
should be made more widely available within the University)  
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5. Statutes and Standing Orders: Boards of Studies 

5.1 ERBoS also shares the view expressed during the Evidence Gathering Stage regarding the 
complexity of Statutes and Standing Orders relating to Boards of Studies.  

5.2 The forthcoming review of University Statutes will be informed by the Effectiveness Review’s 
findings and recommendations. Proposals for changes will be drafted, consulted upon with 
the University community and submitted to the Privy Council/Office for Students for approval.  

5.3 Joint Standing Orders currently include detailed and at times prescriptive rubric for the 
operation and composition of Boards of Studies. The Effectiveness Review has developed 
proposals for a modernised set of Standing Orders for Boards of Studies, which will enhance 
Boards’ effectiveness in terms of engagement with University governance, the advancement 
of the subject area, and address issues and themes raised during the Evidence Gathering 
Stage. The proposed Standing Orders have been further refined following feedback provided 
during the Green Paper consultation. The proposed Standing Orders are detailed in Annex 2. 

5.4 The proposed Standing Orders will be supported by the University’s overall governance 
framework, including the University Calendar, Core and General Regulations and the 
Learning and Teaching Handbook.  

5.5 ERBoS therefore recommends that: 

 RECOMMENDATION 

6 The University Secretary’s review of University Statutes is informed by the 
findings and recommendations of ERBoS 

7 Modernised Standing Orders for Boards of Studies are introduced (Annex 2). 

 

6. Improving the Operational Effectiveness of Boards of Studies 

6.1 The Evidence Stage highlighted a broad range of innovations and best practice examples 
relating to meeting management and the transaction of business. Three key themes were 
highlighted during this stage: 

• Meeting management and committee support 

• Decentralisation of decision-making, budgets and management 

• Membership of Boards of Studies 

6.2 Meeting management and committee support. Good management of meetings and 
scheduling of business is key to the success of any governance committee.. Well chaired 
meetings and papers which make clear recommendations and are circulated in a timely 
fashion are building blocks of good governance.  

6.3 Several Boards of Studies and individual respondents to the consultation emphasised the 
importance of an effective Chair and Secretary to Boards of Studies in ensuring the effective 
delivery and management of meetings. The Evidence Gathering Stage highlighted a range of 
suggestions for the transaction of business, the role of Chairs and members, reinforcing 
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clarity of decision-making and monitoring of action logs. Negative behaviours by a small 
number of members of Boards of Studies were also commented on. It is ERBoS’ clear 
expectation that members of all University committees should follow the Nolan Principles of 
Public Life. 

6.4 To enhance Boards of Studies’ meetings and committee support, the Effectiveness Review 
recommends: 

 RECOMMENDATION 

8 That the University Secretary’s Office develop a best practice committee 
servicing toolkit for Boards of Studies Chairs and Secretaries, informed by the 
comments and suggestions provided during the Evidence Gathering Stage. 
 

 

6.5 Decentralisation of decision-making, budgets and management.  Several respondents 
highlighted the merit that increased decentralisation of decision-making, budgets and 
management could provide to Boards of Studies in advancing their subject area and 
supporting the delivery of the University Strategy.  

6.6 Faculty and Department Operations.  A separate piece of work led by the Deputy Vice-
Chancellor and Provost and the Heads of Faculty is developing proposals in relation to 
Faculty and Department operations which build on a first principles account of the role of 
Departments and Faculties. The views highlighted by respondents to the ERBoS Evidence 
Gathering Stage will be fed into this work. 

6.7 ERBoS recommends: 

 RECOMMENDATION 

9 The ongoing Faculty and Department Operations project considers the views 
made by respondents to the ERBoS Evidence Gathering Stage.  

 

6.8 Membership of Boards of Studies. Membership of Boards of Studies is currently defined 
by Joint Standing Order 4. 5. 

6.9 Two key themes were highlighted by the Evidence Gathering Stage: size of membership and 
type of membership.  

6.10 Size of membership. The size of Boards of Studies in larger departments can sometimes 
render the Board unwieldy. DUBS highlighted the difficulties that it faced with 151 ex-officio 
members and 13 appointed members which made  ”it very difficult to have effective, 
meaningful discussion, debate and decision-making; or to foster a real sense of collective 
endeavour”. 

6.11 By contrast, Geography commented that it “might streamline its composition, but for all of the 
reasons … in terms of community, esprit de corps, and collective buy-in we felt that the 
current membership works well”. 

6.12 For Boards of Studies to function effectively as scrutiny and communication/consultation 
vehicles, levels of, and opportunities for staff engagement need to be reinforced. While 
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recognising the concerns raised during the Evidence Gathering Stage regarding the size of 
membership of some Boards of Studies, ERBoS believes that membership should be more 
inclusive and representative of the staff composition of departments. 

6.13 Type of membership. The very specific detailed definition of Boards’ membership in 
Standing Order J4.5 has become increasingly out of step with contemporary equality 
legislation and the nature of faculty career tracks.  

6.14 Faculty Tracks. In January 2017 Senate approved the establishment of the four Faculty 
Tracks (Academic, Teaching, Research and Practice). A key element of the Faculty Tracks 
proposal was parity of esteem across Academic, Teaching and Research Tracks. 
Departments have now moved to the Faculty Tracks model, and it is appropriate for Boards 
of Studies membership to be considered in light of this new model.  

6.15 Research staff. A number of research staff have expressed concern regarding their status in 
relation to decision-making by Boards of Studies, and the role of Boards in terms of 
advancing their subject areas. Respondents observed that they believed that research staff 
worked towards advancing their subject areas, but are underrepresented on Boards of 
Studies. It was suggested that the remit and membership of Boards of Studies could be 
redefined to include research staff on the Research Track (and possibly other staff roles such 
as Chief and Senior Experimental Officers).  A challenge in responding to this concern is how 
to address the fact that different Boards have different proportions of research, teaching and 
academic staff; for example, there are many more research staff in certain Science 
departments (e.g. Physics) and more teaching staff in certain Arts departments (e.g. MLAC). 

6.16 Equality, Diversity and Inclusion (EDI). In 2014, the then Director of HR and OD advised 
the then Heads of Faculty that the definition of Boards of Studies membership as being “full 
time” staff could be challenged under UK discrimination legislation.  

6.17 The University has committed to all departments achieving a Bronze Athena SWAN award 
by 2020. Boards of Studies have a key role to perform in achieving this institutional target for 
gender equality. 

6.18 ERBoS recommends that all permanent full-time and part-time staff on the Academic and 
Teaching  Tracks are included upon Boards’ membership, and that Boards use the existing 
category of Appointed Membership to a fuller extent to ensure that fixed-term staff, together 
with teaching, research and practice staff who are not members of these two Tracks (this 
would include Experimental and Technical Officers (at Grade 6 and above), and Teaching 
Staff who are not on the Teaching Track, are represented on the Board of Studies. 

6.19 Subject to a requirement that a Board of Studies’ Appointed Membership may not exceed a 
ceiling of 50% of its Ex-Officio Membership, the manner in which a Board of Studies may use 
Appointed Membership is largely for a Board to determine according to its particular 
departmental culture and needs. 

6.20 Boards of Studies should also demonstrate a clear commitment to advancing the University’s 
EDI objectives of increasing awareness of Equality and Diversity challenges and issues; 
improving gender balance across the University; improving understanding and support of 
disability across the University population, and increasing numbers of BAME (Black Asian 
Minority Ethnic) students and staff. ERBoS therefore expects that Boards will ensure that use 
of Appointed Membership takes due regard of EDI objectives, and ensures that such 
membership is balanced and representative. 
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6.21 Administrative Staff. Several Boards of Studies have attempted to take unilateral action 
(which under strict interpretation of Statutes and Standing Orders is unconstitutional) 
regarding appointed membership for administrative staff together with the status of part-time 
academic staff, with the aim of establishing a wider and more inclusive Board membership.  

6.22 While ERBoS understands the desire of Boards of Studies to establish wider and more 
inclusive membership, it is important to appreciate that Boards of Studies are academic-
orientated bodies whose primary function is to advance their subject area. A Board’s 
membership should therefore reflect this function and be focused towards ensuring that its 
membership is predominantly comprised of academic staff.  

6.23 Administrative staff perform a key role as active participants in academic departments. 
Therefore it is important that colleagues from Professional Services or technicians have 
representation upon Boards. Each Board should include as Appointed Members one 
member of staff from each of the four Professional Services’ Job Families represented within 
the Department. This will ensure that key colleagues such as departmental administrators 
and technicians for example are represented. 

6.24 Additional non-academic staff may be given rights as observers at Board meetings, which 
would enable them to contribute to debate, but not have decision-making rights. 

6.25 To address the themes raised in relation to Boards of Studies’ membership the Effectiveness 
Review recommends: 

 RECOMMENDATION 

10 While recognising that the membership of some Boards of Studies is already 
very large, and can potentially create challenges for the effectiveness of 
meetings, to encourage Boards of Studies to take an inclusive approach to 
membership of Boards of Studies. 
 

11 As an element of the proposed Terms of Reference for Boards of Studies 
(Annex 2), to review the definition of ex-officio membership for Boards of 
Studies to ensure that Boards include: 
 
all permanent staff (full-time and part-time) who are  on  either the Academic 
or Teaching Track ,  
 
And to use the category of Appointed Membership to ensure that the following 
are represented on the Board: 

i) Teaching staff not on the Teaching Track; 
ii) Fixed-term members of staff; 
iii) Research Track staff; 
iv) Practice Track staff; 
v) Experimental officers (or equivalent) 
vi) Subject to the approval of the Head of Faculty, other categories of 

teaching/research staff as the Board may recommend 
 
And to ensure that student representation continues on Boards, together with 
the option for individuals to be made Appointed Members. 
 
Appointed Members of a Board of Studies should include one representative 
from each Professional Services Job Family represented within the 
Department. 
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12 Where required for the good operation of the Board, to invite Professional 

Services’ staff (e.g. a HR Business Partner) to attend meetings as observers 
with speaking rights (as already provided in Joint Standing Orders J4.5 d) i) 
and ii). 
 

13 Boards of Studies should demonstrate a clear commitment to advancing the 
University’s EDI objectives. 

Meetings should be scheduled between 10am to 4pm to support the 
attendance of colleagues with caring responsibilities  

HR and EDI issues which arise on a Board of Studies should be escalated to 
the Head of Faculty, who may request the Director of HR, the Head of EDI and 
the University Secretary to provide advice. 

 

7. Head of Department Appointment Process, Terms of Office and Support 

7.1 The Effectiveness Review of Boards of Studies includes the review of the role and 
appointment process of Heads of Departments. The Review has considered the appointment 
process, term of office and provision of support to Heads of Department, and presents a 
series of recommendations for improvement of this process. 

8. Core elements of Head of Department/Chair of Board of Studies Appointment Process 

8.1 ERBoS considers the following themes to be critical to ensuring that the appointment 
process is efficient, effective and sufficiently nimble to enable the University to maintain a 
high standard of academic leadership in all disciplines. 

8.2 Succession Planning. It is important for departments to anticipate succession planning in 
relation to the Head of Department role and support the development of a pipeline of future 
leaders from academic staff. Serving as a Head of Department is the principal form of 
academic citizenship at a departmental level. Departments can build up the experience of 
their staff through providing citizenship opportunities and development of strategic leadership 
skills at a department level, and also through encouraging staff to engage with Faculty and 
University-level opportunities such as service on committees of Senate, and the Academic 
Electoral Assembly. 

8.3 The Planning Round provides an opportunity for departments to reflect on the process of 
succession planning (but not the specific nomination and selection process for a new Head 
of Department) and agree any management actions which may be required. ERBoS 
recommends that: 

 RECOMMENDATION 

14 Departmental succession planning is included as a standing item for Planning 
Round discussions. 

 

8.4 Appointment Criteria. At present, there is no standard person specification against which 
candidates for Head of Department/Chair of Board of Studies roles are assessed.  
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8.5 Joint Standing Order 4.12 outline the duties of a Chair of a Board of Studies, while Joint 
Standing Order 7.2 details the responsibilities of a Head of Department. 

8.6 The Effectiveness Review has concluded that the introduction of a modernised role 
description and person specification/terms of reference for these roles would be helpful. A 
proposal is detailed in Annex 3. 

8.7 There is currently no standard approach or guidance for how the Secretary of a Board of 
Studies should conduct the selection process for identifying a nomination for the position of 
Head of Department/Chair of Board of Studies. Local arrangements have been codified in a 
number of Boards of Studies.  

8.8 Although the role of Head of Department/Chair of Board of Studies is a non-
substantive/elected appointment, it is essential that appropriate HR and EDI practices are 
standardised across all departments and are followed when conducting election and 
nomination processes. Appointment processes must align with the University’s pipeline of 
senior leaders.  

8.9 ERBoS recommends that: 

 RECOMMENDATION 

15 A standard role description and person specification/terms of reference is 
adopted for the role of Head of Department/Chair of a Board of Studies 
(Annex 3). 

16 Boards follow a standard procedure conducting the nomination and selection 
of candidates for Head of Department/Chair of Board of Studies. 

 

9. Approval process for internal appointments: 

9.1 The current temporary process for internal appointments (agreed by February 2017 Council 
and April 2017 Senate) pending the outcome of the Effectiveness Review of Boards of 
Studies’ consideration of the HoD appointment process/role descriptions, is that UEC 
manage the appointment process for all Heads of Department, with input from the relevant 
Board of Studies. 

9.2 The process prior to April 2017 was:  

Stage Body Purpose 
A Board of Studies Nomination of a candidate for Head of Department and Chair of 

Board of Studies 
B Head of Faculty Confirms support for nomination, and escalates to senior 

management and governance bodies 
C UEC For information/comment 
D Senate For comment and recommendation to Council 
E Council Approval 

 

9.3 Timescales for the sign-off of nominations for Head of Department appointments and re-
appointments can be protracted. December 2016 Council approved the following 
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appointments which had first been nominated by their respective Boards of Studies between 
September to November 2016. 

Department Secretary of Board 
of Studies sign off 

Senate Council 

Chemistry 14 October 2016 

29 November 2016 13 December 2016 

Engineering and 
Computing Science 

9 November 2016 

Geography 3 November 2016 

Mathematical 
Sciences 

11 October 2016 

SGIA 20 September 2016 

 

9.4 Streamlining the approval timescale. ERBoS proposes the following revision to the 
approval timescale for internal appointments to Head of Department/Chair of Board of 
Studies roles: 

 RECOMMENDATION 

17 Approval timescales for internal appointments to Head of Department/Chair of 
Board of Studies to be revised to: 

• Boards of Studies continue to agree a nomination for consideration by 
the Head of Faculty, who will schedule the nomination as an agenda 
item for UEC 

• Following UEC comment, nominations to be circulated by e-mail to 
Senate for comment, and then escalated via e-mail by the University 
Secretary to Council for approval, if a Council meeting is not imminent 

• Matters Arising/Minutes of next Senate/Council meeting will record 
Senate’s endorsement/any themes raised in comment and/or Council’s 
approval of the nomination 

 

9.5 Detailed underpinning guidance will be developed by HR and the University Secretary’s 
Office. 

10. External Search and Appointments 

10.1 Recent (2016 and 2017) examples of external appointments to Head of Department/Chair of 
Board of Studies positions in DUBS and Psychology illustrated the process required to 
secure an external appointment.  

10.2 Recent appointments have required Senate and Council to delegate authority to an 
appointment panel and to suspend Joint Standing Order 7.1. The appointment to DUBS 
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required two papers to be approved by Senate and Council, in June/July and 
October/November 2015. The first paper to approve the establishment of a panel to appoint 
a recruitment consultant; the second to approve the establishment of an appointment panel.  

 DUBS Psychology 
Board of Studies 5 June 2015 23 September 2016 
Senate 16 June and 20 October 

2015 
18 October 2016 

Council 7 July and 17 November 
2015 

25 October 2016 

 
10.3 In both instances, the relevant Board of Studies and Senate were represented on the 

appointment panel.  

10.4 The following high level process for external search and appointments is proposed for future 
appointments: 

 

Stage  Purpose Timeframe 
A Board of 

Studies 
Board of Studies undertakes 
consultation with regard to 
succession planning/new Head of 
Department 

October 

B Planning 
Round 

Succession Planning to be a 
standing item for discussion in 
Planning Round 

November 

C Planning 
Round/Head 
of Faculty 

If there is no internal candidate to 
succeed as Head of Department, 
the Head of Faculty advises the 
Board of Studies that UEC will be 
asked to approve an external hire 

December 

D UEC Approval of external hire for HoD; 
professorial level appointment to be 
added to the academic 
establishment 

January 

E Recruitment 
Search 

Recruitment consultants 
commissioned to conduct search 

January-March 

F Appointment 
Panel 

Appointment panel established – 
includes representation from Board 
of Studies and Senate. The panel 
will shortlist, interview and appoint 
candidate 

February-May 

G Council Appointment reported to Senate and 
Council 

May-June 

H Department Incoming HoD commences term October or 
December/January 

 
10.5 Detailed underpinning guidance will be developed by HR and the University Secretary’s 

Office. 
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11. Term of Office 

11.1 In line with the recommendation of the 2014 Governance Review, ERBoS recommends that: 

 RECOMMENDATION 

18 The default term of office for all appointees to Head of Department/Chair of 
Board of Studies roles to be 3 years with the option of re-appointment for 
between 1 and 3 years. 

 

11.2 The process for re-appointment of a Head of Department will follow the same process for 
initial appointment. An incumbent Head will be re-appointed to serve between 1 and 3 years. 

12. Removal from Office 

12.1 As a non-substantive/elected position, Heads of Department/Chairs of Boards of Studies are 
subject to the Regulation for Removal from an Appointed Office which sits under Statute 35.  

12.2 While removal from an Appointed Office would be a rare occurrence, it is essential that this 
regulation is fit for purpose and that appropriate underpinning guidance is available. 
Therefore, ERBoS recommends that: 

 RECOMMENDATION 

19 HR and the University Secretary’s Office to review the provisions of the 
Regulation for Removal from an Appointed Office, and develop guidance to 
support its interpretation and use. 

 

13. Induction and Administrative Support for incoming Heads of Departments 

13.1 Incoming Heads of Department currently receive induction from HR in the Easter Term prior 
to starting their term of office. As new members of Senate, incoming Heads are also invited 
to the annual new Senate Member Induction in September. Both induction programmes are 
reviewed on an annual basis and content is coordinated to minimise duplication. 

13.2 It would be helpful if departments continue with current good practice in terms of incoming 
Heads of Department shadowing incumbent Heads.  

13.3 Responses from a number of Boards of Studies to the Evidence Stage consultation 
highlighted the substantial administrative burden placed upon a Head of Department. One 
response noted that the “default position in relation to  identifying the location of responsibility 
for the operationalisation of new policies for many years has been ‘the Head of Department’ 
in almost all instances”, with significant effects upon their responsibilities in relation to 
Education and Research. 

13.4 ERBoS recognises this challenge, and has considered the role and remit of the Head of 
Department in parallel to discussions in relation to the role of the Department Manager. A 
clear delineation of responsibilities and accountabilities between both roles is essential for 
the effective operation of all departments. Heads of Department should focus upon the 
development of their subject discipline in a Durham context. Activity such as financial 
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monitoring and approvals, liaison with Estates, routine HR and Health and Safety, which is 
not in itself furthering the academic mission of the department would be more efficiently and 
effectively delivered by a Department Manager. 

13.5 ERBoS’s views regarding the importance of the Department Manager role have been shared 
with the Faculty and Department Operations project. 

14. Next steps 

14.1 The White Paper will be presented to February 2019 Council for approval. The Review’s 
recommendations will come into effect following Council approval  
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Annex 1 
Effectiveness Review of Boards of Studies: Final Recommendations 
 

 RECOMMENDATION  GREEN 
PAPER 
SECTION 

1 As their principal purpose, Boards of Studies promote the 
academic advancement of the subject area they represent, 
and foster and develop a community of scholars committed 
to this common endeavour. 

4.4  

2 Boards of Studies deliver against their principal purpose by: 

i) Serving as the decision-making body on 
departmental policy and strategy proposals (e.g. 
departmental Education and Research Policy and 
Strategy, department responses/action to improve 
NSS scores) 

ii) Serving as a scrutiny body, providing input and 
staff buy-in to decision-making by the Head of 
Department, senior management team of the 
Department and relevant committees 

iii) Supporting the development and delivery of an 
Annual Department Plan designed to help deliver 
the University Strategy as approved by the 
University Executive Committee 

iv) Operating within the policies and procedures 
determined by University Council and Senate 

4.5 – 4.7  

3 All Boards of Studies should use the Planning Round to 
inform their approaches to advancing their subject area and 
facilitate alignment between departmental strategy and the 
University Strategy. 

4.8 

4 As far as possible, the agenda and “Open” and Open 
Internal” papers for all Senate meetings should be shared 
with Boards of Studies in advance of Senate. Boards will be 
invited to consider and discuss the Senate agenda and 
selected papers, with feedback and recommendations 
provided to Senate through their Chairs, in their capacities as 
ex-officio members of Senate. 

A 12 month trial period will take place in 2019, with a review 
and further refinement taking place to enhance Boards’ 
opportunities to actively engage and inform University 
academic governance. 

Part of the review will develop proposals for the 
establishment of an online feedback mechanism for 
members of the wider University community to comment on 

4.9 – 4.14  
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the Senate agenda and papers. Comments will be collated 
and reported to Senate, and feedback provided online 
following Senate meetings. 

5 Mechanisms should be established to enable Boards to 
communicate across the University, and share best practice 
at an inter-department level. Faculty Boards and Senate 
should continue to share and receive information and best 
practice with and from Boards of Studies. (e.g. Faculty 
Boards should provide brief strategic reports to Senate on a 
regular basis informed by Boards of Studies issues; minutes 
of Boards of Studies and Faculty Boards should be made 
more widely available within the University) 

4.15 – 4.16 

6 The University Secretary’s review of University Statutes is 
informed by the findings and recommendations of ERBoS. 

5.2 

7 Modernised Standing Orders for Boards of Studies are 
introduced (Annex 2). 

5.3 

8 That the University Secretary’s Office develop a best practice 
committee servicing toolkit for Boards of Studies Chairs and 
Secretaries, informed by the comments and suggestions 
provided during the Evidence Gathering Stage 
. 

6.2 – 6.3 

9 The ongoing Faculty and Department Operations project 
considers the views made by respondents to the ERBoS 
Evidence Gathering Stage  

6.5 – 6.6 

10 While recognising that the membership of some Boards of 
Studies is already very large, and can potentially create 
challenges for the effectiveness of meetings, to encourage 
Boards of Studies to take an inclusive approach to 
membership of Boards of Studies. 
 

6.10 – 6.12 

11 As an element of the proposed Terms of Reference for 
Boards of Studies (Annex 2), to review the definition of ex-
officio membership for Boards of Studies to ensure that 
Boards include: 
 
all permanent staff (full-time and part-time) who are on either 
the Academic or Teaching Tracks,  
 
And to use the category of Appointed Membership to ensure 
that the following are represented on the Board: 
i) Teaching staff not on the Teaching Track; 
ii) Fixed-term members of staff; 
iii) Research Track staff; 
iv) Practice Track staff; 
v) Experimental officers (or equivalent) 
vi) Subject to the approval of the Head of Faculty, other 

categories of teaching/research staff as the Board 
may recommend 
 

6.13 – 6.18 
and Annex 2 

 

 

 

 

 

 

6.22 
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And to ensure that student representation continues on 
Boards, together with the option for individuals to be made 
Appointed Members. 
 
Appointed Members of a Board of Studies should include one 
representative from each Professional Services Job Family 
represented within the Department. 
 
 

12 Where required for the good operation of the Board, to invite 
Professional Services staff (e.g. a HR Business Partner) to 
attend meetings as observers with speaking rights (as 
already provided in Joint Standing Orders J4.5 d) i) and ii) 
 

6.23 

13 Boards of Studies should demonstrate a clear commitment to 
advancing the University’s EDI objectives. 

Meetings should be scheduled between 10am to 4pm to 
support the attendance of colleagues with caring 
responsibilities 

HR and EDI issues which arise on a Board of Studies should 
be escalated to the Head of Faculty, who may request the 
Director of HR, the Head of EDI and the University Secretary 
to provide advice. 

6.16 – 6.19 

14 Departmental succession planning is included as a standing 
item for Planning Round discussions 

8.1 – 8.3  

15 A standard role description and person specification/terms of 
reference is adopted for the role of Head of 
Department/Chair of a Board of Studies (Annex 3) 

8.4 – 8.6 

16 Boards follow a standard procedure conducting the 
nomination and selection of candidates for Head of 
Department/Chair of Board of Studies. 

9.1 – 9.4 

17 Approval timescales for internal appointments to Head of 
Department/Chair of Board of Studies to be revised to: 

• Boards of Studies continue to agree a nomination for 
consideration by the Head of Faculty, who will 
schedule the nomination as an agenda item for UEC 

• Following UEC comment, nominations to be 
circulated by e-mail to Senate for comment, and then 
escalated via e-mail by the University Secretary to 
Council for approval, if a Council meeting is not 
imminent 

• Matters Arising/Minutes of next Senate/Council 
meeting will record Senate’s endorsement/any 
themes raised in comment and/or Council’s approval 

9.4 
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of the nomination 

18 The default term of office for all appointees to Head of 
Department/Chair of Board of Studies roles to be 3 years 
with the option of re-appointment for between 1 and 3 years.  

11.1 

19 HR and the University Secretary’s Office to review the 
provisions of the Regulation for Removal from an Appointed 
Office, and develop guidance to support its interpretation and 
use. 

12.1 – 12.2 
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ANNEX 2 
Proposed Standing Orders for Boards of Studies 

1 Purpose and key function 
1.1 Boards of Studies are decision making bodies, and provide scrutiny to policies developed 

by the Head of Department, Board of Studies’ officers (as defined in Standing Order 2.1 
and 2.2), Boards of Studies’ sub-committees, and others.  

  
 Boards may consider any matter relating to the teaching and administration of its own 

subject area and make recommendations to such one or more of the statutory bodies of the 
University as may be appropriate. 
 
They also act as an essential forum for the exchange of information between colleagues 
regarding Department and wider University matters.   

 
1.2 The principal purpose of a Board of Studies is to promote the academic advancement of 

the subject area which it represents and to foster and develop a community of scholars 
committed to this common endeavour. 

 
1.3 Boards achieve this primarily by the development and delivery of a Department Plan that 

helps support the University Strategy and is approved by the University Executive 
Committee. 

 
1.4 Boards are key stakeholders in the delivery of the overall student experience and enabling 

issues (e.g. estate, IT, etc.) 
 
1.5 A Board of Studies must operate within the policies and procedures as defined by 

University Council and Senate.  
 
 Subject to the strategies, policies and procedures defined by University Council and 

Senate, Boards of Studies shall be responsible for approval of departmental strategies and 
policies regarding Education and Research.  

 
1.6 Boards may choose where their authority may be reserved or delegated to a committee for 

departmental level activity and decisions which support compliance with, and delivery of 
agreed University policies, procedures and strategies. 

 
1.7 The Chair of the Board of Studies will ensure that all relevant matters are discussed by the 

Board and associated committees, and that agreed actions are implemented. They will also 
ensure that the agreed interests and views of the Board are represented in the University at 
large, in particular through the University bodies on which the Chair is an ex-officio 
member.  

 
2 Membership of the Board of Studies 
 
2.1 Each Board has the following officers: a Chair (the Head of Department/School), a Vice-

Chair (nominated by the Head of Department/Chair, and approved by the Board), a 
Secretary (the Department Manager), and  Chairs of the Department Research Committee, 
the Department Education Committee(s) and the Student/Staff Consultative Committee. 

 
2.2 Boards may choose to have other locally-defined officers (e.g. Director of Postgraduate 

Studies, Director of IT Athena SWAN SAT Chair, EDI Lead) depending on local need.  
 
2.3 There are four membership types: 
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(a) Ex Officio Members 
(i) The Vice-Chancellor and Head of the relevant Faculty. 
(ii) All those holding permanent (non-fixed term) Academic and Teaching Track 

appointments within the relevant Department / School. 
(iii) Such other appointees as may be approved by the Vice-Chancellor on the nomination 

of the Head of the relevant Faculty. 
(b) Student Members 
• (i) There will be at least one (and no more than two) representative(s) drawn from each of 

the undergraduate, taught postgraduate, and research student communities respectively 
and where applicable (where the Board of Studies offers relevant programmes) appointed 
from its Student/Staff Consultative Committee(s) and Research Postgraduate 
Committees. 

• (ii) Student Members will not receive papers or engage in discussion on appointments, 
promotions and matters affecting the personal role of employees of the University, or the 
admission and academic assessment of students.  

(c) Appointed Members 
(i) Staff as the relevant Faculty Head may from time to time determine on the 

recommendation of the Board of Studies. Boards shall ensure that the following 
categories of staff (as appropriate to the Department, and at Grades 6 and above) are 
represented through Appointed Membership: 

• Teaching staff not on the Teaching Track; 
• Fixed-term members of staff; 
• Research Track staff; 
• Practice Track staff; 
• Experimental officers (or equivalent) 
• Subject to the approval of the Head of Faculty, other categories of 

teaching/research staff as the Board may recommend 
  

(ii) One representative from each of the four Professional Services Job Families 
represented within the Department.  

(iii) The number of Appointed Members should be less than 50% of the number of Ex 
Officio members. Appointed membership is for a period of three years with the option 
for renewal. 

(iv) Boards shall ensure that recommendations for Appointed Membership are balanced 
and representative of the categories of staff within the Department 

(d) Observers 
(i) The Board may invite a member (or members) of professional support staff (e.g. a HR 

Business Partner) to attend meetings of the Board as required. 
(ii) Observers may speak at Board meetings on invitation from the Chair (but do not have 

the right to vote).  
 
3 Appointment process 
 
3.1 Internal appointments to Head of Department/Chair of Board of Studies roles must follow 

the following process: 
 

a) the Secretary to the Board of Studies will invite written expressions of interest from all of 
its Ex Officio members. Expressions of interest should include supporting evidence 
demonstrating how the individual meets the Head of Department key competencies 
approved by Senate and Council. Expressions of interest shall be shared with: 

i.  the Ex Officio members of the Board of Studies to enable them to agree a 
nomination for consideration by the Head of Faculty; 

ii. the Head of Faculty to ensure compliance with standing order 3.1 (b) 
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b) the Head of Faculty shall ensure that the selection process is undertaken and the 
nomination agreed in the light of the appropriate key competencies and follows 
guidance from HR and the University Secretary; 

c) the Ex Officio members of the Board of Studies must agree a nomination for 
consideration by the Head of Faculty, who will schedule the nomination as an agenda 
item for UEC; 

d) following UEC comment, nominations will then be circulated to Senate for comment, 
and then escalated by the University Secretary to Council for approval, if a Council 
meeting is not imminent; 

e) the matters arising of the next Senate/Council meeting will record Senate’s 
endorsement/any theme raised in comment and Council’s approval of the nomination. 

 
This process shall also be applied for the re-appointment of an incumbent Head of 
Department for a further period of time. 

 
3.2 Appointment to all Officers of the Board must follow an open and transparent process.  All 

roles should have clearly defined role descriptor and person specification with essential and 
desirable criteria, approved by the Board of Studies, with an open call to all eligible staff.   

 
3.3 Excepting the post of Chair and Secretary (Department Manager), all Officers are 
 appointed by the Chair and ratified by the Board of Studies. 
 
3.4 In making Officer appointments, the Chair must respect the University’s commitment to 

developing a diverse community of staff, including ensuring an appropriate gender balance.    
 
4 Meetings 
 
4.1 Each Board shall meet at least once each term. The scheduling of meetings should be 

cognisant of the dates of Senate meetings.  This is to ensure that Boards can, via their 
Chair, provide appropriate input to Senate deliberations. Meetings shall be scheduled to 
start no earlier than 10am and to finish no later than 4pm to support the attendance of 
colleagues with caring responsibilities. 

 
4.2 An agenda and supporting papers for meetings shall be circulated 7 calendar days prior to 

the meeting. 
 
4.3 Additional meetings may be called by the Chair or by written request of not less than one 

quarter of the Ex Officio members of the Board. Notification of meetings should be made 
not less than seven days in advance. An extraordinary meeting, called at less notice, may 
be held if requested by at least one third of the Ex Officio membership of the Board.  

 
4.4 Quorum. Meetings can only proceed with a quorum of one third of the Ex Officio members 

of the Board. The Minutes of each meeting should be circulated to all members of the 
Board, including the appropriate Faculty Head, no later than the date of circulation of the 
Agenda of the following meeting.  

 
4.5 Boards of Studies shall conduct their business in a fair, proper, transparent and ethical 

manner, having regard to the values of the University as stated in the University Strategy 
and following the Seven Principles of Public Life set down by the Nolan Committee 
(accessible on the web at: https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/the-7-principles-of-
public-life/the-7-principles-of-public-life--2 ). 
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4.6 Where more frequent meetings of academic staff are necessary for the smooth running of a 
Department, a Head of Department may wish to hold Departmental Staff Meetings. Such 
meetings, when minuted, may make recommendations to the Board for decision. 

 
5 Recommendations to Council and Senate 
 
5.1 Boards of Studies may make recommendations to Council and/or Senate through the 

appropriate sub-committees of Council and Senate regarding any academic activities that 
come under a Board’s remit. 
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ANNEX 3 
Head of Department – scope of role 
Heads of Department are accountable to the relevant Head of Faculty and from here to Senate and 
Council.  Their role is to: 

1. Plan, develop and implement a Department Strategy, working with the Board of Studies as 
its Chair, and a Senior Management Team.  This strategy is to be aligned to the wider 
University Strategy, and include world-class research, education and the overall student 
experience, as well as staffing issues, links to University professional support staff, estate 
matters and other issues deemed appropriate by the University Executive. 

2. Provide leadership in all matters relating to the operation of the Department, to its 
relationship with the wider University and the discipline more widely (UK and abroad). 

3. Foster diversity, equality and inclusion amongst the Department’s staff and students, to 
eliminate discrimination and promote an effective work-life balance for all. 

4. Be responsible to the relevant Head of Faculty for managing an agreed Department budget 
that ensures that the Department/School operates in a financially sustainable manner. 

5. Co-ordinate all department-level activities relating to recruitment, probation, development, 
progression (including succession planning) and performance management, of all 
Department staff (working closely with the Department Manager and HR Business Partner). 

6. Promote the effective two-way exchange of information from the Department to the Faculty 
and wider University, and vice versa. 

7. Represent the Department in the University at large, including on those University bodies of 
which the Chair is an Ex Officio member. 

8. Be ultimately responsible for ensuring that processes and systems are in place to ensure 
their Department’s/School’s compliance with the University Health and Safety Policies. 

9. Ensure compliance by all staff in the Department with University policies, procedures and 
codes of practice. 
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Head of Department key competencies 
 
Note: it is not expected that an incoming Head of Department/School will possess all of 
these: some may be gained through training provided by HR, the Finance Department etc. 
either before taking up the role or in role 
 
Knowledge and Understanding 

• The Department/School, its staff, students and structures 
• Current and likely future Government thinking in higher education 
• National and international agendas in appropriate subject-specific research and 

education area 
• The University Strategy 
• University policies in research, education, HR, equality and diversity, and health and 

safety 
• University processes in planning and financial management 

Skills and competencies 
• Ability to lead the development and delivery of the Department/School strategy 
• The ability (or clear potential) to effectively and equitably manage the 

Department/School staff 
• Excellent  influencing skills, consensus building and communication 
• Excellent organisational skills, with demonstrable ability to manage complex 

processes to deadlines (e.g. REF, TEF etc.) 
• Budget management skills 
• An ability to delegate effectively 
• Proven capability in developing positive relationships with the Faculty, University 

and key members of Professional Services and the Colleges/WSE Division 
• An ability to promote the Department/School internally and externally to a range of 

academic and non-academic stakeholders, as well as alumni 
• Resilience to deal with what can, at times, be a demanding role 
• The ability to manage competing priorities 
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