
 
 
 

UNIVERSITY OF EXETER  
 
COUNCIL  
 
A special meeting of the Council was held on Monday 2 February 2009 at 2.00pm in the Ibrahim 
Ahmed Room, Reed Hall.  
 
PRESENT: Pro-Chancellor, Mr K R Seal (Chair) 

Deputy Vice-Chancellor, Professor N Armstrong 
Dr J Barry 
Mr B M M Biscoe 
Professor C Brace 
Mr J Cox 
Mr S Goddard 
Mr R M P Hughes 
Mr M Jordan 
Deputy Vice-Chancellor, Professor R J P Kain 
Senior Deputy Vice-Chancellor, Professor J M Kay 
Mr P Lacey 
Dame Suzi Leather 
Professor T Naylor 
Deputy Vice-Chancellor, Professor M Overton 
Ms B Rigg 
Vice-Chancellor, Professor S M Smith 
Lady Lucy Studholme 
Mrs S Wilcox 

 
IN ATTENDANCE: Registrar and Secretary, Mr D J Allen 
 Executive Officer, Dr V J Alcock 
 Mr S N Fielding (in attendance for minute 09.03) 
 Chief Executive of the Students’ Guild, Mr J R A Hutchinson 
 Director of Finance and Corporate Services, Mr J C Lindley 
 Ms H Loughlin (in attendance for minute 09.03)  
 Director of Academic Services, Ms M I Shoebridge 
 Executive Officer, Miss G L Weale 
   
APOLOGIES:  Mr C J Allwood, Sir Robin Nicholson, The Rt Revd the Lord Bishop of Exeter, 

 Mr H Stubbs 
 

09.01 Declarations of Interest 

The following members declared interests in the business of the agenda: 

David Allen – on the Board of INTO University Partnerships Ltd. 

Neil Armstrong and Jeremy Lindley – on the Board of INTO University of Exeter LLP. 

Richard Hughes – a Trustee of the Camborne School of Mines. 

Peter Lacey – Association with INTO’s property development vehicle, Espalier. 

09.02 Updates to Council 

Council RECEIVED oral reports on the following projects: 

(a) The Business School 

The new Head of the Business School had written his report setting out his strategic 
thoughts following his first 100 days in post.  The RAE result had been excellent for the 
School as had the most recent National Student Survey, justifying the increase in UK/EU 
undergraduate quota to 395 which was accompanied by the raising of the entry tariff to 
AAA/AAB.  The applications from UK/EU undergraduates had risen by 23%, and from 
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international undergraduates by 48%.  International postgraduate applications had also 
risen, by 54%.  Plans for the building project were proceeding on time and on budget 
with planning permission having been granted for the new extension, which was on 
target for completion in December 2010.  The refurbishment of the MBA Suite had been 
brought forward to coincide with an accreditation visit in March 2009.  The full case to 
proceed would be brought to Council’s meeting on 8 April 2009 for final signoff. 

(b) The Forum 

The project was progressing according to programme, with the Infrastructure Strategy 
Group having approved the relocation of the Biosciences glasshouses and enabling 
works to the Library the previous week.  The main focus in recent weeks had been on 
the value engineering exercise which had identified savings of £5m to bring the project 
within the £48m envelope of funding.  Various minor issues relating to the junction of the 
Forum with Devonshire House had emerged, including the need to relocate the Students’ 
Guild radio station, but these would be resolved using separate funding.  Legal services 
and planning consultants had been appointed, discussions with leaseholders, the 
masterplanners and Exeter City Council were underway.  The Ruler of Sharjah and the 
Chancellor had also been given briefings.  The complete investment appraisal would be 
presented to Council for its approval on 8 April 2009, with planning permission hoped for 
in September 2009, in time for construction to start in January 2010. 

(c) INTO (COMMERCIAL IN CONFIDENCE) 

(d) Student Residences Leasing (COMMERCIAL IN CONFIDENCE) 

(e) CSM (COMMERCIAL IN CONFIDENCE) 

(f) Icelandic Bank (COMMERCIAL IN CONFIDENCE) 

09.03 Review of RAE 

Council RECEIVED a review of the Research Assessment Exercise (CNL/09/01).  The report 
covered the institutional result, a comparison with performance in the previous exercise in 
2001, the performance of individual units of assessment (UoAs), the effects of the result on 
Quality Research (QR) funding, and proposals for future development.  The report also 
included annexes detailing the overall quality profile for Exeter, quality sub-profiles with 
Schools’ reactions, preliminary modelling by Research Fortnight and Times Higher Education 
showing Exeter’s gaining in QR, and extracts from the sub-panels’ narratives on the Exeter 
submissions.  In his commentary on the report, the Deputy Vice-Chancellor (Research) made 
the following points: 

(a) The project to put together the RAE submission had been an excellent example of an 
effective partnership between academic and professional colleagues in the University.  
Particular thanks were to be extended to Helen Loughlin who had managed the 
submission, and other colleagues in Corporate Services and Communication and 
Partnership who had all contributed. 

(b) At this stage, only the quality-related results were known, with the funding outcomes not 
released until 5 March 2009.  However, market share across the sector of 3* and 4* 
activity would drive the funding model strongly.  The funding formula would be different 
from that used in the 2001 RAE, and would fund according to the following weightings:  
1*=0, 2*=1, 3*=3, 4*=7.   

(c) One perverse result of the 2008 RAE had been to identify islands of excellence in 
teaching-intensive institutions, which would be funded, resulting in a move of £42m of QR 
away from the research-intensives, and thus a reduction in research funding 
concentration.  In particular some Russell Group institutions could make significant losses 
and so the final formula would be influenced by political considerations. Science, 
Technology, Engineering and Mathematics (STEM) subjects would be protected by 
retaining the same balance of funding between them and humanities and social sciences 
as in 2001.  This was against a decline in the numbers of submitted academic staff in 
STEM subjects across the sector of 11%.  Despite this, and pending announcement of 
the actual QR allocations in March, all possible models showed that Exeter would be 
funded at a level which would enable the institution to sustain world-leading, cutting-edge 
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research in all disciplines, and was likely to be the biggest or second biggest winner in the 
1994 Group.   

(d) As it had not been possible to publish an intensity measure, Exeter’s true comparative 
position (c15th in the UK) could not be publicly recognised.  Without the intensity 
measure Exeter was in 25

th
 or 26

th
 position. 

(e) Performance in comparison with 2001 had vastly improved, which vindicated the decision 
to restructure in 2004/05.  The tail of underperforming science was definitely a thing of the 
past.  The Science Strategy would develop STEM subjects further although there was 
some way to go before they were at the same level as the University’s best humanities 
subjects.  In terms of funding, Exeter could finish as the 21

st
 largest recipient of QR, 

compared with 43
rd
 after the 2001 RAE. 

(f)  (COMMERCIAL IN CONFIDENCE)  

(g) Preparations were underway to plan for the RAE’s replacement, the Research Excellence 
Framework (REF).  Growing capacity would be important as there was a correlation in 
some subjects between size and quality, and attention would be focussed on increasing 
the number of postgraduate research students and PhD completion rates.  The 
translational potential (high user impact) of research would become increasingly 
important as Government sought evidence for the economic benefits of funding social 
sciences and humanities research as well as the sciences. 

(h) Diagnostic reports would be prepared for every UoA, and while for those with a good 
result this would be reasonably straightforward, major challenges would be presented to 
the five worst performing, which would undergo a process led by external assessors to 
map quality profiles on to outputs and thence to individual academic staff.  The Vice-
Chancellor’s Executive Group would meet to consider all the diagnostic reports once they 
had been prepared, and consider what the strategy should be for the REF. 

In addition to the report from the DVC(Research), the Vice-Chancellor commented that world-
leading research was now taking place in all disciplines at Exeter, with 89% of research being 
of international quality or higher.  It was important for Council to understand that unclassified 
and 1* research would not be funded, which equated to 10.4% of submitted staff.  Although 
the REF was a very different framework for assessing research quality than the RAE, those 
subjects that had been unsuccessful in the RAE would also struggle in the REF.  It would be 
critical for those who had had disappointing results to take responsibility and not go into 
denial about the outcome or blame the process. 

During discussion, the following points were made: 

(i) Quality profiles could be mapped to all individuals not just those in the five problematic 
subject areas, now that the boundaries between the star ratings was known.  There 
was particularly a duty of care to academic staff at earlier stages of their careers and 
still within their five-year probationary period to inform them of the quality of their 
outputs. 

(ii) The external assessors would be looking at the potential for high user impact in future 
research at the University as well as conducting a historical analysis of the RAE result. 

(iii) The Funding Council (HEFCE) had commissioned an audit into equality and diversity in 
the RAE, and panels had been asked to take personal circumstances into account 
when considering certain individuals’ outputs, all of which had been upheld.  A high 
submission rate at Exeter had assisted with ensuring a diverse overall return from the 
University. 

(iv) (COMMERCIAL IN CONFIDENCE)  

(v) The Secretary of State’s letter to HEFCE had covered the possibility of moving 
research funding to businesses and charities to use.  There were disincentives to 
receiving research grants from charities as full economic costs could not be recovered 
in the same way as from the research councils, but the grant to support the cost of 
charitable research would be increasing in 2009. 

(vi) Newspapers had been keen to publish an intensity measure, and league table 
compilers would still be looking to include some proxy for intensity at institutional level.  
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Lobbying was continuing for the proportion of staff not submitted to be made public to 
allow for proper scrutiny for equal opportunities purposes.  However, the key issue for 
Exeter was that financially, the University would gain significantly from the RAE, without 
additional costs and with the type of funding which could be spent at the institution’s 
discretion. 

(vii) The number of UoAs in which the University submitted was, at 31, higher than those in 
the competitor group, which averaged 24.  It had been difficult to reduce to below 31 at 
the time when this decision was made, but there was a view that “multi faculty” or “full 
service” institutions would find it difficult to sustain their current breadth of subjects in 
the REF environment.  Of course, UoAs would not be part of the REF, and any further 
re-configuration of subjects would take place at Exeter as part of normal management 
activity. 

(viii) From a dual assurance perspective, the Lay Lead for Research was able to assure 
Council that the process had worked well and that both the submission and result had 
been a great achievement for Exeter.  The immense effort of Professor Kain as 
DVC(Research) should be recognised as well as the contributions from the Vice-
Chancellor, the School Directors of Research and the other line-managing DVCs. 

09.04 Managing the University during the Recession (COMMERCIAL IN CONFIDENCE) 
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