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A meeting of the Council was held on Monday 16 December 2002 at 2.15pm in Committee Room A, Northcote 
House. 
 
PRESENT: Pro-Chancellor, Dr G G Pope (Chair) 

 Treasurer, Mr G A Sturtridge 
 Vice-Chancellor, Professor S M Smith 
 Senior Deputy Vice-Chancellor, Professor S E G Lea 
 Deputy Vice-Chancellor, Professor R J P Kain 
 

The Rt Revd the Lord Bishop of Exeter 
Mrs P M Cross 
Mrs J L Davey 
Mr P Dunsford 
Mr M Elliott 
Professor K E Evans 
Professor W J Forsythe 
Mrs M A Grapes 
Mr I J S Henderson 

Professor J C Inkson 
Professor J M Kay 
Mr J F Laurence 
Councillor V S R Long 
Mr C S Minto 
Mr K R Seal 
Mr H W J Stubbs 
Mr D Watson 
Professor R W Witkin 

 
 Registrar and Secretary, Mr I H C Powell 
 Academic Secretary, Dr P K Harvey 
 Director of Finance, Mr K R Blanshard 
 Director of Domestic Services, Mr D J Phillips 
 Senior Assistant Registrar, Miss S E Odell 
 
 
IN ATTENDANCE:  Professor K Atkinson (Cornwall Provost) 
 
 
APOLOGIES: Professor J M Black, Mr S R Bosworth, Councillor Mrs C Channon, Professor M C Cook 

(Deputy Vice-Chancellor), Professor R Gagnier, Professor R J Hawker (Pro-Chancellor), Mr 
B Morris, Dr R F Symes. 

 
 
 
The Chair welcomed new members. He reported, with regret, that Mrs T Holland had resigned from 
membership, owing to pressure of work. 

 

02.55 Unreserved Minutes  

The unreserved minutes of the meetings held on 17 July and 8 October 2002 were CONFIRMED  
(CNL/02/55 and CNL/02/56). 

 

02.56 Peninsula Medical School 

Council RECEIVED a presentation from the Dean of the Peninsula Medical School, Professor John 
Tooke, with reference to the Annual Report received by Council in July 2002 (CNL/02/39). 

Professor Tooke emphasised that the first Annual Report was atypical as it had described activities that 
had taken place in advance of the arrival of the first cohort of students in September 2002.  The School 
was now operative.  There had been 688 applications for the first cohort and 130 had been accepted 
against a quota of 127.  50% were male, compared with the national average of 65% female.  42% were 
non-direct-school-leavers and 28% were from Cornwall, Devon and Somerset.  To date there had been 
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a 62% increase in applications for the second cohort in September 2003 with a more typical balance of 
80% school-leavers.  

His presentation covered the following aspects of the School: 

(a) the novel features of the undergraduate programme; 

(b) GMC approval feedback (there were regular visits and the degree would not be validated until the 
end of the programme for the first cohort of students);  

(c) discussions about the development of Phase 2 of the programme, involving substantial experience 
in the clinical community and pathways of care; 

(d) postgraduate activity; 

(e) research and the funding gap which could result if the RAE were postponed from 2006 to 2008; 

(f) important clinical/academic alliances; 

(g) the three research institutes – Biomedical and Clinical Science, Health and Social Care Research, 
and Clinical Education; 

(h) capital development; 

(i) the PMS Foundation, a charity established to raise additional funds for the PMS; 

(j) management and governance. 

So far as management and governance were concerned, he said that the School had been greatly 
assisted by the working groups composed of staff of the two Universities and was now engaged in 
formalising the interfaces between the School’s administrative and academic structures and those of the 
two Universities.  There were opportunities for streamlining and improvement. The planned 
restructuring at the University of Plymouth could prove to be beneficial as it mirrored more closely 
Exeter’s existing structures and so co-operation would be easier for the School.  

In discussion, points made included the following: 

(i) Phase 2 would bring with it the need for appointments in the Acute Trusts involved to cope with 
the additional workload in supervising medical students and service-level agreements would be 
drawn up with the Trusts; the Strategic Health Authority welcomed this approach and saw it as 
an opportunity to contribute to change; 

(ii) if sufficient research revenue was not forthcoming, the whole research mission of the School 
would be prejudiced; 

(iii) in Exeter, the Heavitree Hospital site was the preferred option of the School for further 
development, particularly for research facilities, once the St Luke’s campus was fully developed; 

(iv) it was impossible for the School not to be aware of the development of regional collaboration for 
the professions allied to healthcare, and it would work closely with it; 

(v) the partners involved in the School’s development shared the broad agenda involved and 
divergence appeared only at the margin; 

(iv) the School was collaborating with a number of Schools/Centres in the University: Physics, 
Chemistry, Social Genomics, Medical History and Education and Lifelong Learning, and, 
although other collaboration would develop, it had to take care not to spread such collaboration 
too thinly, bearing in mind its comparatively small size. 

In conclusion, the Chair of Council offered to arrange a meeting with the Dean of the School, the Chair 
of the Governing Body of the University of Plymouth and others as appropriate to discuss the future 
framework of the School’s Annual Report to the two bodies.  He also referred to the points on this 
issue previously made by Council in July 2002 (minute 02.30 refers).  He thanked Professor Tooke for 
the presentation, praised the achievements of the School and all those concerned with its establishment, 
and offered help in the future should any problems arise where a Council input might be beneficial. 

 

02.57 Financial Situation 

The Treasurer REPORTED that in the summer a breakeven budget had been adopted for 2002/03 after 
£250k had been set aside for innovation and development and £500k for addition to the reserves.  
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There was now a projected net deficit of £20k, owing to a supplementary allocation of £120k in respect 
of increased employers’ NI contributions and an increase of £100k to the forecast level of interest on 
balances. 

 

02.58 Financial Statements for the Year Ended 31 July 2002 

Presenting the University’s financial statements for the year ended 31 July 2002 (CNL/02/57), the 
Treasurer said that they provided a comprehensive picture of the University’s finances and that it was 
by this picture that the University’s financial strength and success were judged by the Funding Council, 
the banks and others with an informed interest in its affairs and wellbeing. 

Council RECEIVED  a paper prepared by the Treasurer (CNL/02/82) containing figures summarising 
trends and performance, compared with other institutions.   So far as income was concerned, year-on-
year increases had varied over the six years to 2001/02 from almost 1% to just over 8%, with the higher 
figures in recent years, and an average annual rate of 4.4% compared with an average RPI increase of 
2.4% for the same period. 2001/02 had shown an increase of 8.2% over 2001/02.  So far as expenditure 
was concerned, staff-related costs, which represented 55% of total expenditure, had increased by 7% 
which included a rise in staff numbers of over 3%.  The average rate of increase in total expenditure 
over the last six years had been 4.8% pa compared with an average annual RPI of 2.4% over the same 
period.  The year-on-year growth of 8.4% between 2000/01 and 2001/02 had been more than 2% 
greater than the average annual growth for the sector as a whole for the preceding five years. 

To the figures in the paper, the Treasurer added some 94 Group comparative figures in respect of 
average income and expenditure, as these were more meaningful than those for the sector as a whole. 

In discussion, it was suggested that the commentary on the financial statements provided to Audit and 
Finance Committees by the University’s External Auditors might be useful for Council in future years.  

The University’s financial statements for the year ended 31 July 2002 were APPROVED . 

 

02.59 Academic and Institutional Developments 

The Vice-Chancellor reported that Council needed to bear in mind (a) the Widening Participation issue, 
on which it had received a presentation that morning and which was a serious part of the Government’s 
agenda and (b) where the institution stood nationally.  The position of the University was not as strong 
as Council might like to hear, but the Vice-Chancellor had a vision of where the University ought to be 
and there was a consensus on this at senior management level and with heads of schools.  The 
institution had strengths. In particular it attracted undergraduates of a high quality.  So far as the 94 
Group, which was a group of comparable universities, was concerned, Exeter was in the top half for 
undergraduate recruitment.  This was not the case when it came to research, however, and the two 
facets did not match up.  The market perception of Exeter was inaccurate and the University needed to 
catch up fairly quickly.  Other areas in which it performed well were teaching quality and 
employability. 

The University was in danger of finding itself as part of what was becoming known as the “squeezed 
middle”, between a small group of research-led universities and the large group of former polytechnics.  
Exeter would have to move forward considerably to avoid this position. It should be one of the 
research-led universities, in fourth or fifth position in this regard in the 94 Group.  It had 9 staff in 5* 
rated units in the 2001 RAE; to have been fifth in the 94 Group it should have had 174.  It needed a 
75% increase in research postgraduates and a 35% increase in research income.  Units of assessment 
should not be entered for the next RAE for anything less than a 5 grading. The University had the staff 
to achieve this objective.  He, with the Deputy Vice-Chancellors, was monitoring the research 
performance of all staff and in particular looking at the 88 staff who had not been returned in the 2001 
RAE. The need had to be articulated, then driven into all aspects of the University’s work.  Senate had 
supported this vision and thought was now being put into how to implement this change. The 
University had to define its brand and targets and determine how to achieve them. 

In discussion, points made included the following: 

(a) the annual paper on performance indicators considered by Council each March should include 
information enabling Council to monitor progress in regard to the matters outlined by the Vice-
Chancellor and progress in regard to the FooS targets would be helpful here; 
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(b) the vision outlined by the Vice-Chancellor tallied with Sir Geoffrey Holland’s reference in his 
paper to Council in July 2002 to the University standing at “the end of the beginning”; 

(c) the intention not to submit any UoAs for less than a 5 grading meant that all members of staff in a 
UoA should be of that standard; 

(d) the message externally might vary according to the target group, but transparency was the key; 

(e) research was the driver for many of the other items covered by national league tables; 

(f) the new HR Strategy was the way to motivate the staffing needed to achieve the vision, centred as 
it was on performance, reward and retention. 

 

02.60 Birks and Duryard – Student Residences Development 

Council RECEIVED an oral report from the Registrar concerning the student residences development 
of Birks and Duryard. 

His report included the following points: 

(a) Relevant minutes were 02.28 of Buildings and Estate Committee, 02.65 of Finance Committee 
and 02.64 of Planning and Resources Committee; 

(b) The original Council decision in December 2001 had been to replace existing Birks and Duryard 
Halls with 1,132 places at a total cost of £33.4m, of which £28m would be borrowed against the 
residence accounts. This had been intended to upgrade the quality of provision for students, and to 
avoid major long-term maintenance liabilities, not to increase the University’s stock of 3,900 
places in Exeter. 

(c) In accordance with standing arrangements, responsibility for supervising the scheme had been 
given to a project committee of the Buildings and Estate Committee: the Student Residences 
Project Committee.  This was chaired by a Deputy Vice-Chancellor (initially Professor Wilks, 
now Professor Kain) and included the Chair of Buildings and Estate (Mr Laurence), the Chair of 
Finance Committee (Mr Sturtridge) and a lay member of Council (Mr Bosworth), serviced by 
Buildings and Estate, Finance and Domestic Services Divisions. 

(d) The plan was in three phases:  (i) Ransom Pickard – 180 places; (ii)  new Mardon – 422 places; 
(iii) Birks and Duryard – 358 places plus Jessie Montgomerie refurbishment – 172 places: Total – 
1,132 places. 

(e) Delays caused by planning and other factors meant that work at the Ransom Pickard site had not 
yet begun. 

(f) In April 2002, the Project Committee had decided to go ahead with the Mardon development in 
the knowledge that the cost per place implied that the rest of the project could probably not be 
brought in within the financial envelope available at the desired standard.  Reasons for this had 
been reported through Buildings and Estate Committee in May 2002 and the Project Committee 
had seen a number of ways in which the situation would be successfully managed.  At that time, 
the potential financial shortfall had been estimated at £3.5-3.8m.  Work had continued over the 
last six months on optimising the way forward. 

(g) On Ransom Pickard, problems caused by planning permission delays and the need for a road-
stopping order had now been overcome.  A remaining issue related to a covenant which the 
University believed had been extinguished.  However, for reassurance, counsel’s opinion was 
being sought on this before proceeding, and the possibility of insurance cover was also being 
explored.  A decision to proceed was needed early in New Year if accommodation was to be 
ready for October 2004.  The Project Committee would meet in mid-January to review the 
position and decide what to do. 

(h) If the Ransom Pickard development did not proceed, it would be possible to provide the desired 
places on existing land, particularly by increasing the density at Birks.  Again, a decision on Birks 
was needed early in the New Year if places were to be ready for October 2006.  Birks required 
reference to the Lands Tribunal, despite the relevant covenant having been waived in the 1960s 
when existing buildings had been constructed.  Reference to the Lands Tribunal could only be 
made once planning permission was obtained, and planning permission could only be sought once 
it was known whether or not Birks had to accommodate the places not to be built at Ransom 
Pickard.  Again, the Project Committee would need to review the Birks situation in January 2003.  
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(i) The projected increase in costs was now £4.5m, giving a possible total scheme cost of £38m.  As 
set out in the minutes, the Director of Finance had reported that the strength of the residence 
accounts meant that they would be able to support the provision of 1,132 places at the desired 
quality, without recourse to further borrowing, land disposals or rises in student rents beyond 
existing assumptions.  Details would be considered by the Project Committee in January 2003. 

(j) The project was not materially affected by the reduction of demand from 2006 in the City of 
Exeter because of relocation of some University of Plymouth students.  In any case, initial work 
on the University’s medium/long-term needs already showed that any such reduction was going to 
be more than offset by growing demands from this University, which had moved from being able 
to meet 65% of effective demand from its own students in the early/mid 1990s to under 50% now 
and moving towards 40% by 2005/06. 

(k) The Project Committee would meet in mid-January 2003 to consider and report, in particular on 
(1) the overall finances of the scheme; (2) Ransom Pickard; and (3) Birks. 

(l) Early decisions were likely to be needed on its proposals.  Council was therefore asked to agree 
that any recommendations requiring the approval of Council before its March 2003 meeting 
should be considered and decided on by a group consisting of the two Pro-Chancellors and the 
Vice-Chancellor, advised by the Registrar. 

Council DECIDED to delegate authority to the Vice-Chancellor and the two Pro-Chancellors to act on 
behalf of Council as set out in (l) above, provided that no further loans, land disposals or non-routine 
rises in student rents were entered into without reference to Council.  The Chair of the Buildings and 
Estate Committee drew attention to the current pressures on building contracts.  Professor Kain, as 
Chair of the Project Committee, assured Council that he was content with the way forward. 

 

02.61 Audit Committee Annual Report 2001/02 

Council CONSIDERED  the Annual Report 2001/02 (CNL/02/58) and noted in particular: 

(a) that the Committee considered that the University had a sound framework of internal controls 
which provide reasonable assurance regarding the effective achievement of the University’s 
objectives; 

(b) that the Committee concluded that the University had developed an acceptable approach to risk 
management which was in line with HEFCE requirements on corporate governance; 

(c) that satisfactory arrangements were in place in the University for the consideration of Value For 
Money initiatives; 

(d) that the Committee considered that the Council’s responsibilities had been satisfactorily 
discharged during the year; 

(e) that the Committee considered that the statement on corporate governance in the annual accounts 
accurately reflected the governance and legal structures of the University; 

(f) that some concerns continued to be expressed about delays involved in the production of reports 
by the Internal Auditors. 

The Annual Report was APPROVED  for submission to HEFCE, as required. 

 

02.62 Government Policy for Higher Education 

Council received an oral report from the Vice-Chancellor covering the following topics: 

(a) the possible contents of the Government’s White Paper on Higher Education, expected at the end 
of January 2003, in particular in regard to top-up fees or other ways of raising additional funds for 
universities; 

(b) the increasing emphasis on differentiation of institutions and concentration of activity into certain 
types of university; 

(c) the likely regional agenda for institutional collaboration. 

 



  6 of 7 
 
 
02.63 Planning and Resources Committee 

Council RECEIVED  the minutes of the meetings held on 15 October and 12 November 2002 
(CNL/02/60 and CNL/02/61). 

MINUTE 02.50 – PENINSULA MEDICAL SCHOOL 

In response to a question concerning the Vice-Chancellor of Plymouth’s reported unease about the 
memorandum of agreement, Professor Lea said that no formal approach had been received on this 
matter. 

 

02.64 Student Affairs Committee 

Council RECEIVED  the minutes of the meeting held on 13 November 2002 (CNL/02/62). 

MINUTE 02.27 – STUDENT RESIDENTIAL ACCOMMODATION 

In response to a question, the Registrar confirmed that the rooms for 47 students who had been reported 
as due to be moved to accommodation of a less temporary nature by the end of the Michaelmas Term 
had indeed been found.  

A member drew attention to the undesirability of female students being located in temporary ground 
floor accommodation. 

Professor Kain emphasised that action was being taken to avoid a similar situation recurring in 2003: 
he was chairing a Working Group, with participation by the Guild, which was looking at all aspects 
including admissions procedures and contingencies in case of overshoot.  The Working Group would 
be meeting again on 18 December 2002 and would report to the next meeting of the Student Affairs 
Committee and thence to Council. 

 

02.65 Finance Committee 

Council APPROVED  recommendations arising from the minutes of the meeting held on 5 December 
2002 (CNL/02/63), concerning the following: 

(a) Annual Accounts 2001/02 (minute 02.62) as follows: 

 (i) Management  Accounts 2001/02 

(ii) Financial Statements 2001/02; 

(b) Residence and Catering Accounts 2001/02 (minute 02.63);  

(c) CUC Student Residences Development (minutes 02.66). 

 

02.66 Buildings and Estate Committee 

Council RECEIVED the minutes of the meeting held on 26 November 2002 (CNL/02/64). 

 

02.67 Joint Committee for Consultation and Negotiation, Council and Exeter AUT 

Council RECEIVED  the minutes of the meeting held on 22 October 2002 (CNL/02/65). 

 

02.68 Audit Committee 

Council APPROVED  recommendations arising from the unreserved minutes of the meeting held on 21 
November 2002 (CNL/02/66) concerning the following: 

(a) Terms of Reference (minute 02.28); 

(b) Annual Report of the Audit Committee (minute 02.30);  
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(c) Review of Performances of External and Internal Auditors (minute 02.31). 

 

02.69 Senate 

Council APPROVED recommendations contained in an unreserved report from the meeting held on 
27 November 2002 (CNL/02/67) concerning the following: 

(a) Amendments to Ordinances (item 1);  

(b) Amendments to Regulations (item 2);  

(c) Institute of Cornish Studies (item 3); 

(d) New Schools’ Nomenclature (item 4); 

(e) College of St Mark and St John – Accreditation Agreement (item 5). 

 

02.70 University of Exeter Press 

Council RECEIVED  the Annual Report 2001/02 (CNL/02/68). 

 

02.71 Affixing the Seal of the University 

Council APPROVED the affixing of the Seal of the University to the documents listed in CNL/02/69. 

 

02.72 Combined Universities in Cornwall – Completion of Documentation 

Council APPROVED  the resolution contained in CNL/02/81 as follows in order to enable the 
University to complete relevant documentation in respect of implementing Council decisions relating 
to the Comb ined Universities in Cornwall: 

“In pursuance of its previous resolutions, Council resolves to appoint the Registrar and Secretary, the 
Director of Finance and the Treasurer to act on behalf of Council with full power and authority to do all 
acts and things on behalf of the Council which they consider, in their absolute discretion, necessary, 
appropriate or expedient in connection with the raising of finance for the campus at Tremough, 
Cornwall, and, in particular (without limitation): 

(a) to consider, amend, settle, approve and authorise the despatch or publication of all documents, 
advertisements or announcements as may be necessary or desirable. 

(b) to approve and execute all documents on behalf of the University as may be required in 
connection with the making available to the University and others of any grant from the South 
West of England Regional Development Agency or other financial facilities from any other 
body.” 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SEO/NR 
17 December 2002 
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