
 
 
UNIVERSITY OF EXETER  
 
COUNCIL 
 
 
A meeting of the Council was held on Monday 19 December 2005 at 2.15pm in Committee Room A, 
Northcote House. 
 
 
PRESENT:  Pro-Chancellor, Mr K R Seal (Chair) 
 Pro-Chancellor, Professor R J Hawker 
 Treasurer, Mr G A Sturtridge 
 Vice-Chancellor, Professor S M Smith 
 Senior Deputy Vice-Chancellor, Professor P Webley 
 Deputy Vice-Chancellor, Professor R J P Kain 
 Deputy Vice-Chancellor, Professor J M Kay 
 Deputy Vice-Chancellor, Professor N Armstrong 
 

Mr B M M Biscoe    Dr S Leather 
The Rt Revd the Lord Bishop of Exeter Professor M R Macnair 
Councillor Mrs C Channon  Sir Robin Nicholson   
Mrs J L Davey     Mr J O’Neill 
Mr A Desmier    Mr L Pollard 
Mr T D D Hoffman   Professor W B Richardson 
Mr R M P Hughes    Dr P M Smith 
Ms R King    Mr H W J Stubbs 
Mr P Lacey    Dr R F Symes 
Professor H Lappin-Scott  
 

 Registrar and Secretary, Mr D J Allen 
 Director of Finance, Mr J C Lindley 
 Academic Secretary, Mr D F Batty 
 Senior Assistant Registrar, Miss S E Odell 
 
APOLOGIES: Mr S R Bosworth, Councillor R Slack, Professor N J Talbot. 
 
IN ATTENDANCE: Professor K Atkinson (Cornwall Provost), Professor J E Tooke (Dean, 

Peninsula Medical School) for the item recorded under minute 05.69. 

 

05.65 Declarations of Interest 

The Chair indicated that the Register of Members’ Interests was available with the Secretary 
and invited members to declare any pecuniary, family or other personal interests pertaining to 
the business before Council.  No such declarations were made. 

 

05.66 Deaths of the former Chancellor, Lord Alexander of Weedon, Emeritus Professor Ted 
Wragg and Professor Harry Kay 

Members stood in memory of Lord Alexander, former Chancellor, Emeritus Professor Ted 
Wragg, former member of Council, and Professor Harry Kay, former Vice-Chancellor, all of 
whom had died over the past few weeks. 

The Chair paid tribute to Lord Alexander not only for his national achievements in the law 
profession, business, sports and the arts, but more particularly for his service to the University 
as Chancellor.  Mr Seal remembered his grace, style and humour in presiding over degree 
ceremonies, and the participative and open way in which he had chaired the committee for 
the appointment of the Vice-Chancellor.  He had been an outstanding man. 

Professor Wragg would be remembered as a highly incisive member of Council and of 
Planning and Resources Committee, who had made a wonderful contribution both to the 
University and to the wider world of education and the media.  He had had so much more to 
give and would be sadly missed.  Members of Council involved in the reorganisation of 
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secondary education in Exeter also commented how difficult it would be to fill the gap left by 
Professor Wragg, who had been the independent Chair of the development. 

Finally, Mr Seal referred to Professor Kay’s contribution to the University as its Vice-
Chancellor from 1973 to 1984, during which period he saw the merger between the University 
and St Luke’s College, and established the Research Fund. 

 

05.67 Minutes 

The minutes of the meeting held on 4 October 2005 were CONFIRMED (CNL/05/47). 

MINUTE 05.54 – MINUTES 

NORTHCOTT THEATRE 

The Registrar and Secretary REPORTED that, following a meeting with the Executive 
Director of the Theatre, of which there were notes, he was satisfied that arrangements to 
carry forward the development project were on a sound footing: a new Trust had been 
established and a member of the University’s Finance Services had been seconded to work 
with the Theatre. 

In response to a question, the Vice-Chancellor, Chair of the new Trust for the Theatre, 
commented that consideration would need to be given to whether a travel plan between the 
City and the Theatre could be afforded.  The major concern currently was to ensure that 
sufficient funds were available for the actual development of the Theatre. 

CROSSMEAD CONFERENCE CENTRE 

The Registrar and Secretary REPORTED that discussions were taking place with the City 
Council about the detail of a planning brief for potential developers, but it was still hoped that 
contracts would be exchanged by the end of July 2006. 

THOMAS HALL DEVELOPMENT 

The Registrar and Secretary REPORTED that, because of planning concerns on the part of 
the City Council arising from Thomas Hall’s status as a listed building, a joint working party 
had been established with the City Council to take the discussions forward. It would be 
essential, for economic reasons, to provide at least 80 bedrooms in the development. The 
Treasurer, who chaired the separate company set up to manage the project, Thomas Hall 
Estates Ltd, assured Council that the University’s share of the venture was such that if the 
other major backer withdrew the University would have first option on their shares. 

MINUTE 05.60 – FUTURE PROCUREMENT OF STUDENT RESIDENCES 

The Registrar and Secretary REPORTED that there was not as much progress to report in 
regard to the joint residential development with Signpost as had been hoped at the time of the 
last meeting of Council.  Discussions were continuing about a gap between valuations put 
forward by each side in respect of the properties which it was proposed to sell to Signpost 
and also about the company’s willingness to bear the original amount of risk proposed.  
Council would be kept informed via the Physical Resources Committee. 

He took the opportunity of updating Council on residences at Tremough and refurbishment of 
the Lafrowda residences on the Streatham Campus. 

So far as Tremough was concerned, he REPORTED that, whereas it had previously been 
agreed that the University and University College Falmouth should underwrite in equal shares 
a sum of up to £10m in respect of 250 double en-suite rooms, it had since been found that the 
site would take 300 and the Tremough Campus Services company, which he chaired, had 
decided that it would be sensible to build the higher number.   This would take the possible 
total outlay to £12m maximum and it was proposed that £1.25m of the University’s cash 
should be invested into underwriting the additional sum, with Falmouth contributing £750k, as 
a loan to the company.  Income would be divided between the two institutions in that ratio.   

So far as Lafrowda was concerned, a third of the 750 or so rooms had been refurbished but 
the rest were in a poor condition.  The refurbishment work had been temporarily halted for 
various reasons but there was now a need to resume not least because of the bad publicity 
circulating among the student community on this topic. It was proposed to use some of the 
receipts from the sale of Crossmead to refurbish Lafrowda, starting with at least two blocks in 
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the summer of 2006 and with the aim of completing the task in two to three years. The 
accommodation would then be good non en-suite, costing less than new build, and attractive 
to students who wished to keep expenditure down.  A business plan would be presented to 
VCEG in January.  The Chair commented that this would form part of the capital strategy 
which Council would be considering at its Spring meeting. 

Council NOTED the additional development in Cornwall and the fact that early decisions 
would be required if some blocks of Lafrowda were to be refurbished in summer 2006. 

 

05.68 Office of Treasurer 

Council DECIDED to reappoint Mr G A Sturtridge as University Treasurer for a further three-
year term, from 1 August 2006 to 31 July 2009. 

 

05.69 Peninsula Medical School 

Professor John Tooke, Dean of the Peninsula Medical School, presented the PMS Annual 
Report for the year ended July 2005 (CNL/05/48). 

He drew attention to three core missions: undergraduate, postgraduate and research, and 
then moved on to speak about infrastructure, resource, risk, and, finally, objectives for the 
current academic year. 

So far as the undergraduate programme was concerned, 2004/05 had been the third year of 
the programme, which was clinically intensive and based in three localities: Exeter, Plymouth 
and Truro.  Arrangements for this phase of the programme had been challenging, particularly 
when set against the constant reorganisation of the NHS.  Student learning was based round 
the patient pathway and the acquisition of clinical reasoning skills.  The year had been very 
successful, as evidenced by the results of four visits by the General Medical Council which 
had recorded items of best practice during the visits.  Applications for 2004/05 had increased 
by 26% to 1,917, 75% direct from school and 25% non-direct.  The A level points average had 
been 394, showing that the quality was also rising.  The School had joined the UK Clinical 
Aptitude Testing Consortium, to identify better the students to be interviewed in 2006/07.  This 
would also help with the Widening Participation issue, for which A level predictions were a 
disadvantage.  The School had taken on an Administrator for Widening Participation and 
organised a conference for schools and e mentoring.  Successes on the teaching front had 
included a National Teaching Fellowship under the Rising Star category, for Dr Karen Mattick.  
Development activity was taking place in regard to Year 5.  The Chief Medical Officer had 
described the programme as “inspirational”.  It was understood unofficially that the School’s 
bid for increased numbers had been successful: 33 additional numbers had been awarded, 
making a future total intake of 214 including 14 international students. 

Council would already have heard that a dentistry bid had been made over the summer, 
under the auspices of PMS, which had subsequently been invited to put forward a full case.  
A presentation of the case had been made in London to the Joint Implementation Group a few 
weeks before (which the Vice-Chancellor of Exeter had attended), but the results were not 
expected earlier than 9 January 2006, the date of the HEFCE Board meeting.  Under the 
proposals, there would be an annual intake of 64 to a four-year graduate-entry programme, 
based in Plymouth for the first 18 months and with three capital sites.  Negotiations with 
various agencies had resulted in a £7m capital contribution, making the project very cost-
effective. 

On the postgraduate side, which was equally important because of the need to retain 
excellent students and attract high-calibre staff, the first full joint programme within the 
Peninsula Postgraduate Health Institute (PPHI) had been opened by the Chief Medical Officer 
this autumn. The Institute was working with the SW Peninsula Postgraduate Deanery.  There 
were 288 PGT and 51 PGR students.  Programmes were approved by the Joint Approval and 
Review Board (chaired by Professor Janice Kay). In response to a question about 
international co-operation, the Dean said that the School had tried to meet regional 
postgraduate demand first and was now in a position to market its programmes overseas. 

On research, thematic areas were: diabetes and metabolism, population health, clinical 
education, neuroscience, and infection, inflammation and immunity.  There had been an 
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injection of funds and there were opportunities to bid.  Bids had been submitted for 
experimental medicine and the School had been shortlisted for all four local research 
networks.  There were academic clinical fellowships and the NHS R&D was very important to 
the School. Very high quality appointments had been made, including one joint appointment 
with the University of Exeter, and there had been research grant success.  So far as research 
output monitoring for the 2008 Research Assessment Exercise was concerned, efforts had 
been made to ensure that this meshed with the processes of the two Universities (Exeter and 
Plymouth).  50 Principal Investigators would be submitted, with 75% of these 2* or above. The 
Vice-Chancellor of Plymouth felt that on existing activity the School had 5 status.  In response 
to a question from Professor Kain, Deputy Vice-Chancellor, Research, about whether PMS 
would be following Exeter’s example of an externally-validated pilot RAE in the coming 
months, Professor Tooke confirmed that the School was following a timetable for a mock 
submission in the summer term 2006 but that, because of the very broad-based Units of 
Assessment in Medicine, it was felt that it would be difficult to identify one or two people who 
would be able to act as authoritative external validators.  The Vice-Chancellor emphasised 
the role that such external assessors might play not only in respect of outputs but also the 
esteem and environment aspects of the RAE and hoped that some compromise could be 
reached on this point.  Professor Kain reminded Council that the RAE results in respect of the 
Medical School would affect the University of Exeter’s research intensity as a whole. 
 
The year had seen the culmination of the School’s building programme.  The Clinical building 
on the Wonford site had been opened this term, with a particularly celebratory event in the 
light of the award of a Queen’s Anniversary Prize to Professor Andrew Hattersley.  There had 
been a review of IT to ensure that there were fit-for-purpose management information 
systems and better integrated support.  The finances of the School were in good health, with 
transparent management structures, covered by the Memorandum of Agreement. The 
Finance Committee reported to the Joint Board of Management.  There was a joint full 
economic costing model.  There had been issues associated with the audit régime, but he 
hoped that these were nearing resolution.  So far as risk management was concerned, in 
discussion it was hoped that the summary of risk might in future be presented in the same 
way as the University’s.  Discussion on this point should take place outside the meeting. 

The year ahead represented another crucial stage of the School’s development.  It would see 
the culmination of the undergraduate programme, the opportunity for intercalated degrees, 
the optimisation of the research programme, and moving from start-up to sustainability.  Year 
5 approval would be subject to internal and external processes. The results of bids would be 
known.  Close work would go on in connection with the joint Bioscience Strategy with possible 
appointments in the area of infection. The profile of research successes would be raised. The 
National Director of Research and Development for the NHS, Professor Sally Davies, had 
been invited to visit the School in March 2006.  The management was looking beyond 2008 
and in this context a competitor analysis was being carried out, to help determine the scale 
and scope of the Medical School for the future.  In response to a question, the Dean said that 
greater critical mass would be necessary as the environment changed in the future – an 
increase in staff and student numbers and a slight increase in the number of areas of 
strength. The Chair commented that an important issue in this context would be economies of 
scale, and that Council would be interested to hear in December 2006 how the collaboration 
in the area of infection had progressed. 

The Chair thanked the Dean on behalf of Council for his Annual Report and presentation. He 
said that Council recognised the School’s great achievements and Professor Tooke’s own 
leadership role in its progress. The School was a very important part of the University’s future. 

 

05.70 Review of Effectiveness of Council 

Council CONSIDERED a report by from the Governance Working Group on the Review of the 
Effectiveness of Council 2005 (CNL/05/49). 

The Chair thanked Miss Odell for her excellent work in support of the Governance Working 
Group, both in regard to governance generally and the effectiveness review in particular. He 
reminded members that the report was based largely on the results of a survey of the 
previous year’s Council members, carried out over the summer, using a questionnaire which 
had been refined as a result of comments made by members of Council at a Governance 
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Workshop on 18 July 2005.  The full summary of the results was attached as an appendix to 
the report and he hoped that the marking system was clear. 

The main themes to emerge from the review had been: Council’s input into strategy 
formulation, Council’s authority and its relationship with SPaRC, Council’s relationship with 
Senate and its role vis-à-vis academic policy, communications, accountabilities, improvement 
of process, and induction, training and development of governors.  It concluded with a series 
of recommendations to Council with a view to improving how it worked. 

Council welcomed the report and APPROVED the primary  recommendations contained in 
paragraph 14.2 as follows: 

Recommendation 1: An annual schedule of business in regard to Council consideration of 
major strategic matters should be adopted by Council. (5.1) 

Recommendation 2: Council should have “two bites of the cherry” in considering strategic 
developments.(4.4 and 5.1) 

Recommendation 3: Council members should be kept up to date with matters not covered by 
normal agenda items, notably activities in the Education, Research and Outreach areas. (4.3) 

Recommendation 4: Council should receive an immediate approximate evaluation of 
institutional performance as soon as the year ends. (8.1) 

Recommendation 5:  Council should be provided with quarterly financial variance reports 
against original budget, including an indicative forecast for the year at the October meeting. 
(8.2) 

Recommendation 6:  Council should see an ongoing projection of the capital budget including 
progress against budgets for existing budgets and estimates for planned projects. (8.4) 

Recommendation 7:  Greater clarity should be provided on the role of Council in relation to 
Education activities in addition to Research and Outreach (see report on Governance). (9.3). 

Recommendation 8:  Induction of governors should be improved, (6.3) and opportunities for 
training and development should be increased and improved. (6.1) 

Recommendation 9:  In the proposed annual self-appraisal of members, particular attention 
should be paid to input and ensuring that skills and expertise are being properly used. (6.2) 

Recommendation 10: A major effectiveness review should be conducted every five years, 
with a light touch review in the intervening years. (7.1) 

Recommendation 11: A formal Annual Report should be made from Council to Court, and, in 
addition, a glossy institutional Annual Report prepared by the Press and Public Relations 
Office. (13.1) 

Council also APPROVED the secondary recommendations contained in Appendix E: 

Recommendation 1: The Responsibilities and Liabilities of Council Members section of the 
Council Handbook should be reviewed in the light of the adoption of the Code of Practice and 
Statement of Primary Responsibilities. (5.1). 

Recommendation 2: Improved information should be provided to members of Council in 
regard to risk management, regulatory environment and the market. (8.3) 

Recommendation 3:   The Deputy Vice-Chancellor (External Affairs) should be asked to 
prepare for Council’s consideration a list of who the University’s stakeholders are, how 
Council should link with them and how the relationship should be managed.  Lay members 
should be used as part of the stakeholder relationship management and given a clear brief. 
(4.2) 

Recommendation 4: Joint Selection Committees should have on them provision for one or 
two lay members of Council in addition to the Chair (see report on Governance). (8.8) 

Recommendation 5: Discussion papers for Council should begin with an Executive Summary 
and be made shorter than hitherto – Registrar and Secretary to issue guidance. (10.1). 

Recommendation 6: Committees should send on to Council a report containing only the part 
of the minutes consisting of matters to be referred up/reported to Council. (5.2) 

Recommendation 7:  Acronyms should be spelt out in full in Council papers and oral reports. 
(7.3) 
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Recommendation 8:  It should be made plain to Council members that queries will be 
welcomed by the Chair or Registrar and Secretary. (4.5) 

Recommendation 9: More effective use should be made of the Council meeting day. (8.6) 

Recommendation 10:  Schools acting as hosts for Council visits should be asked to complete 
a template for the information to be provided. (8.7). 

In conclusion, the Chair drew attention to primary recommendation 10 – that a major 
effectiveness review should be conducted every five years (and so the next such review 
would fall due in 2010), with a light touch review in the intervening years.  He proposed that 
the light touch review should take place at the October meeting of Council, when the Chair 
should take the opportunity to report on any suggested improvements to emerge from the 
self-appraisal forms to be completed by governors and the discussions based on those forms. 

In response to a question, it was confirmed that there were plans for a Council web page and 
e mail list, which could both be used to update governors on developments on items such as 
education, research and outreach as appropriate. 

 

05.71 University Governance 

(a) Council CONSIDERED a report from the Governance Working Group on University 
Governance (CNL/05/50). 

The Chair reminded members that the Governance Working Group had been 
established by Professor Hawker, his predecessor as Chair of Council, in early 2005 in 
the light of the new edition of the CUC Guide for Members of HE Governing Bodies. 

The report described the major issues raised by the Guide and put forward 
recommendations for change.  It should be read in conjunction with the Report of the 
Effectiveness Review of Council (CNL/05/49). 

The Report covered a great deal of ground and, in addition to the main issues of size 
and composition of Council, effectiveness of Council and the University, and governor 
development, he wished to highlight: the job specifications for lay officers and those for 
senior executives currently in preparation, the Governance Code of Practice, the 
Statement of Primary Responsibilities, key policies, the schedule of matters reserved to 
Council for its collective decision, and amendments to the Committee System. 

The final paragraph of the Report (25.3) stated that the Group believed that the 
proposals would have the effect of significantly improving the effectiveness and 
efficiency of the governance of the University at reasonable cost, and went on to say that 
the Group believed that a smaller Council with lay members elected according to a 
matrix of skills and experience, when combined with improved induction and training and 
greater lay involvement in committee work, would provide assurance to stakeholders that 
the affairs of the University were well conducted and that our governance would stand 
comparison alongside the best in the sector and internationally. 

In relation to the proposals for changes to the size and composition of Council, and all 
amendments to Charter and Statutes under consideration, the Chair stressed that any 
amendments approved by Council would be subject to such amendments at the Privy 
Council might require. 

Points made in discussion included the following: 

(i) Convocation was grateful to the University for the open dialogue which had taken 
place about the changes; the involvement of the alumni community was of prime 
importance and, although there was some concern by Convocation that the loss of 
direct representation on Council could reduce the effectiveness of the alumni 
voice, members were reassured that there would be provision for reporting back; 

(ii) when other organisations had reduced the size of their governing bodies, most had 
done so in order to move from two tiers to one, and it was hoped that the 
relationship between SPaRC and Council would be kept under review in case it 
was possible to combine the two; 
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(iii) the new composition of Council, once in place, should be communicated to the 
academic staff in general, given that there had been a certain amount of disquiet 
about the decrease in the number of Council places for Senate members; 

(iv) in the Schedule of Matters Reserved to Council for its collective decision, there 
was still some refinement necessary in the area of approval of capital expenditure 
and provision for action when a project did not come to fruition – this was linked to 
the Financial Regulations, which were still undergoing revision; 

(v) although there would cease to be direct representation of the Camborne School of 
Mines Trust on Council, the University would continue to be represented on the 
CSM Trust, and the Trust would be invited to put forward nominations for 
consideration by the Council Nominations Committee for membership of Council; 

(vi) in Appendix 2, paragraph (c) – backgrounds of potential governors – 
charitable/voluntary/community sector should be added as a category. 

In response to questions, the Chair confirmed that Council Nominations Committee 
would advertise vacancies for governors, seek nominations from stakeholders and try to 
define the type of governor being sought using the skills matrix to fill gaps.  From 1 
August 2006, if the proposals were approved, there would be two non-Council members 
on the Nominations Committee – the Convocation nominee and the new Local 
Authorities’ nominee – thus ensuring external input.  He also confirmed that regional 
representation was on the list of matters to be borne in mind by the Nominations 
Committee and that the Committee would be anxious to ensure that the University’s 
involvement in Cornwall was well covered by the governing body.  In addition, a new way 
of managing relations with the University’s main stakeholders was being developed 
under the External Affairs portfolio and stakeholders in Cornwall would be given 
prominence in this list. 

The Registrar and Secretary REPORTED that since the meeting of the Group the 
opportunity had been taken to review the terms of reference of the Ethics Committee and 
it was proposed that instead of reporting direct to Council it, too, should report via 
SPaRC. 

Welcoming the Report, Council APPROVED recommendations as follows: 

Recommendation 1:  that the Statutes, Section 16, Powers of Council and Ordinance 
31, Election to Council of Members of Staff other than Academic Staff, be amended as 
shown in Appendix I to give effect to a reduction in the size of Council from 33 to 25, 
and that Statutes, Section 23(b), Convocation, be amended as set out in paragraph 3.6 
(paragraph 3.7) – subject to such amendments as the Privy Council might require. 

Recommendation 2:  that Council Nominations Committee determine the appropriate 
balance between advertising and other methods, in regard to selection of Council 
members (paragraph 5.1) 

Recommendation 3:  that from 2006/07 individual members of Council evaluate their 
contribution (paragraph 7.1) 

Recommendation 4: that the outline recommendations from the Governor Education and 
Training Sub-Group be approved (Appendix V) (paragraph 8.2) 

Recommendation 5: that the Governance Code of Practice be approved (Appendix VI) 
(paragraph 9.1) 

Recommendation 6:  that the Statement of Primary Responsibilities be approved 
(Appendix VII) (paragraph 10.1) 

Recommendation 7:  that the revised Schedule of Matters Reserved to Council for its 
Collective Decision be approved (Appendix VIII) (paragraph 11.1) 

Recommendation 8:  that the Schedule of Annual Business be approved (Appendix IX) 
(paragraph 12.2) 

Recommendation 9:  that the proposed amendments to the Committee System be 
approved (Appendix XI) (paragraph 17.1) 

Recommendation 10:  that Ordinance 15 – Professors and Readers – be amended as 
shown in Appendix XII  (paragraph 18.2) 
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Recommendation 11:  that it be recommended to Senate that it conduct its own 
effectiveness review (paragraph 21.1) 

Recommendation 12:  that the Charter 8(a) be amended as set out in paragraph 24.3. 

(b) Council RECEIVED the HEFCE Assurance Service Audit Report on Internal Control 
Arrangements (CNL/05/51). 

It was noted that the University had been rated “satisfactory” under all headings, but it 
was hoped that once all the governance proposals had been implemented some would 
move to “high level of assurance”, although only 10% across the sector attained this 
level.  The Registrar and Secretary REPORTED that such reviews were part of the 
overall picture taken into account of individual institutions by HEFCE and that recent 
consultation had indicated that HEFCE should move to a “light touch” audit arrangement 
on a three-yearly basis, focusing on high-risk institutions. The University’s responses 
could be found in Annex A and the comments on risk management triangulated with the 
effectiveness survey results.  Audit Committee would be monitoring the implementation 
of the recommendations. 

 

05.72 Audit Committee 

(a) Council RECEIVED the Annual Report 2004/05 (CNL/05/52). 

The Chair of the Committee REPORTED that the reports to the Committee over the year 
had overall been acceptable.  Issues arising included the following: 

(i) the KPMG review of the Peninsula Medical School needed to be strengthened in 
future; 

(ii) the Director of Finance was pursuing certain audit reports carried out some time 
before where actions had not been moved forward; 

(iii) it had been agreed to revert to a smaller number of internal audit days, focusing on 
more important areas; 

(iv) the University would be going out to tender in respect of the Internal Audit process; 

(v) there was reasonable assurance about internal control. 

(b) Council RECEIVED the Annual Audit Return to HEFCE (CNL/05/53). 

 

05.73 Financial Statements for the Year Ended 31 July 2005 

(a) Council RECEIVED a commentary on the University’s Financial Statements for the year 
ended 31 July 2005 (CNL/05/54). 

The Director of Finance summarised the main points contained in the paper, 
emphasising that the outturn for the year 2004/05 had been a deficit of £6.6m calculated 
on a historic cost basis, representing a substantial improvement compared with the 
forecast of a  £10m deficit for the year. 

In response to a question about the limited amount of financial headroom at such an 
important time in the University’s history, the Vice-Chancellor stressed the actions that 
had been and were still being taken to invest in academic staff in advance of the RAE 
2008.  The RAE outcome financially would depend on the quality profile and the number 
of staff submitted.  He was concerned about sustainability and the need to have 
identifiable income streams. 

The Chair commented that there needed to be costed options to set against available 
resource, bearing in mind the University’s aim to be in the top 20 HE institutions, and that 
the Council should consider such matters in the context of the financial strategy at its 
next meeting. 

The Treasurer made two points: 

(i) he was pleased at the improvement in the way that PMS finance was being 
accounted for by the University; 
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(ii) the Director of Finance was introducing changes to the reporting mechanism for 
the accounts, to make them more meaningful to SPaRC and Council. 

In regard to PMS, the Registrar and Secretary REPORTED that a protocol had been 
agreed with the School whereby PMS performance reports would be submitted to 
SPaRC and the Vice-Chancellor would subsequently report any concerns to Council.  
Lay representation on the Joint Board of Management was also under consideration.  
The Deputy Vice-Chancellor, Education, reminded Council that she chaired the Joint 
Approval and Review Board and served on a number of PMS committees. 

(b) Council APPROVED the University’s Financial Statements for the year ended 31 July 
2005 (CNL/05/55). 

 

05.74 Monitoring Institutional Sustainability 

Council CONSIDERED a paper about a request from HEFCE for an initial framework for long-
term institutional sustainability (CNL/05/56). 

The paper described the approach which it was proposed to take in responding to this request 
by 16 January 2006.  The Director of Finance outlined the main points, drawing attention to 
the fact that it was proposed to respond along the same lines to the joint Russell Group/1994 
Group response. 

In discussion, points made included the following: 

(a) the political background to the request was understood, and a balance should be found 
between questioning the request and opening up controls for the future; 

(b) the response should adopt a positive tone; 

(c) the University’s flexibility and adaptability, as shown in recent developments, should be 
emphasised;  

(d) research concentration might need to be highlighted, rather than being subsumed under 
fEC; 

(e) in order to assume responsibility for monitoring this sort of sustainability, the 
Sustainability Committee, which currently had an environmental focus, would need to 
change its composition and focus. 

 

05.75 Performance Review – Corporate Plan and Key Performance Indicators 

Council RECEIVED a paper (CNL/05/57) which presented the first termly review of the 
indicators of success for 2005/06 assessing progress on each of the indicators contained in 
the Corporate Plan to 2008/09.  It showed that the majority of the indicators were assessed as 
being on target. There were encouraging developments, particularly in the area of research 
where growth was being achieved in income, but there were areas of concern raised by the 
KPIs relating to the postgraduate and international proportions of the student population. 

It was DECIDED that a point raised about the cost:income ratio over time should be referred 
to the Performance and Risk Steering Group. 

 

05.76 Vice-Chancellor’s Report 

(a) Council RECEIVED a written report from the Vice-Chancellor (CNL/05/58) covering the 
following: 

(i) Lord Alexander of Weedon, Chancellor of the University 1998-2005 

(ii) Emeritus Professor Ted Wragg 

(iii) Personal Achievements 

(iv) Golden Jubilee 

(v) Capital Planning 
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(vi) Research Assessment Exercise (RAE) 2008 

(vii) Research Funding after the RAE 

(viii) Great Western Research Initiative 

(ix) New Academic Posts 

(x) Student Admissions 

(xi) HEFCE Funding for Teaching 

(xii) National Student Survey 

(xiii) Universities UK 

(xiv)  1994 Group 

(xv)  Chief Executive of HEFCE 

(xvi) Post-Qualification Applications. 

(b) In addition, the Vice-Chancellor REPORTED orally on the following: 

(i)  New Staff Posts 

A process had begun with Schools to determine the new staff posts to be offered.  
25 new research-active academic staff could bring in £600k in additional income 
after the RAE.  Chairs were very costly and so it had been decided to put extra 
money into a number of Jubilee lectureships.  It was the intention to place a block 
advertisement in the New Year for the Jubilee posts and other posts agreed for 
release by the Vice-Chancellor’s Executive Group. 

(ii)  Admissions 

There was turbulence in the sector in regard to undergraduate admissions for 
2006/07.  Some universities’ applications had declined by 20% including some 
from the Russell Group.  Exeter was now 8% down, an improvement on recent 
figures, 3,000 applications having been received in one week.  If Chemistry and 
Music were discounted, the decline was 5.4%, compared with 4.1% nationally. 15 
January 2006 was the deadline.  The reasons for the declines were unclear and 
not even UCAS could offer a firm explanation. 

(iii)  Cornwall 

Space was a problem in CUC Phase 1.  Camborne School of Mines’ recruitment 
had declined and so its space allocation was under discussion.  He stressed that 
CSM was not being closed – the aim was to make it sustainable. 

The University wished to offer Geography Single Honours in Phase 2, but the 
University of Plymouth had strongly opposed this proposal and the CUC Academic 
Planning Group the previous week had also rejected it.  A quasi-judicial process 
would now take place on the matter, with the Deputy Chair of the Group hearing 
the case.  

(iv) Meetings with Ministers 

Professor Smith had attended three meetings with Ministers the previous week: 
the first with HE Minister, Bill Rammell, who had asked whether Exeter would 
involve itself in the Trust School initiative; Lord Sainsbury on science funding; and 
Secretary of State Ruth Kelly.  Given that the Trust School initiative was a core 
plank of the political agenda, it had not been politic to turn the request down, 
despite the fact that Exeter’s schools were undergoing a significant reorganisation. 
There appeared to be a difference of opinion between the Secretary of State and 
Lord Sainsbury about the continuation of the dual support system for research. 

(v) HEFCE’s Teaching Funding Methodology 

The 1994 Group had prepared a joint statement in response to the proposals out 
for consultation about changes to the teaching funding methodology and this would 
be taken into account when Professor Kay prepared Exeter’s response.  The key 
point was that if the proposals were agreed HEFCE would be given a licence for 
deciding how the additional fee income would be assigned, which was an 
important principle not to concede. 
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05.77 Kurdistan 

The Senior Deputy Vice-Chancellor REPORTED  on the recent visit to Kurdistan of a six-
strong delegation from the University, which he had led.  The delegation had been invited to 
carry out a needs assessment for the Kurdistan Regional Government of its universities.    
This had involved visits to the universities and interaction with politicians, including the two 
Prime Ministers.  Aspects investigated had included: 

(a) English language 

(b) Human capacity 

(c) Equipment  

(d) Library 

(e) Variations across disciplines 

(f) Staffing. 

They had been asked to devise an implementation plan for changing the HE system.  The 
main opportunities for Exeter were (i) the establishment of a Centre for Kurdish Studies with a 
donation of £2-4m (this would be appropriate because the University was the only University 
in the UK to teach Kurdish) and (ii) to be the lead academic partner and adviser to the 
Government for services and advice on HE. 

Council needed to be aware of the risks associated with the potentially unstable political 
system and sensitivities in regard to the University’s relations with other countries in the 
Middle East.  There were also risks to the safety of staff visiting the country, and risks 
associated with the venture itself. 

Professor Webley said that he would find it helpful to be able to say that Council had 
considered the project.  There was a need to act swiftly as a submission had to be made by 
the end of January 2006. 

After discussion, Council DECIDED that: 

(1) some aspects should be costed as they could be delivered without too much difficulty; 

(2) the possibility of funding for the Centre for Kurdish Studies should be pursued, probably 
based in the School of Humanities and Social Sciences (HuSS); 

(3) advice should be sought from the Foreign and Commonwealth Office about the wisdom 
of proceeding with the wider aspects of the project; 

(4) a more detailed plan should be brought to VCEG and lay officers for consideration. 

 

05.78 Joint Committee on Honorary Degrees 

Council APPROVED recommendations arising from the minutes of the meeting held on 14 
November 2005 (CNL/05/59) concerning: 

(a) Criteria to be addressed by those making nominations for recipients for honorary 
degrees (minute 05.3); 

(b) Honorary Degrees 2006/07 (minute 05.7). 

It was stressed that the agreed names for 2006/07 should be kept strictly confidential. 

Professor Webley, who had chaired the meeting, reported to Council that in addition to the 
names listed it was the intention to write again to Meera Syal who had turned down an 
Honorary Degree recently but invited the University to approach her again. 

 

05.79 Equal Opportunities 

Council RECEIVED the Annual Report 2004/05 (CNL/05/60).  

Professor Webley reminded Council of its responsibility in regard to the issue of burden of 
proof and the need to provide clear evidence to prove that the University had done everything 
possible to ensure that it was non-discriminatory and that staff and students acted in a non-
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discriminatory way.  It was noted that the responsibility rested primarily with the Vice-
Chancellor as Chair of the Group and thereafter with Council collectively (rather than the 
Chair of Council).  

 

05.80 Health and Safety 

Council RECEIVED the Annual Report of the Safety Committee 2004/05 (CNL/05/61). 

Points made in discussion included the following: 

(a) the existence of statistics in this area was very encouraging; 

(b) more attention needed to be paid to contractor safety; 

(c) there should be an analysis of major risks and their mitigation; 

(d) ongoing issues included fire calls and evacuation arrangements for disabled people; 

(e) every Head of School on appointment would be interviewed about health and safety; 

(f) the Health, Safety and Environment Adviser had a direct line to the Registrar and 
Secretary if he/she had concerns; 

(g) there was a need for a clear risk analysis before staff undertook visits to countries such 
as Kurdistan and consideration might be given to splitting the travel arrangements for the 
groups. 

 

05.81 Strategy, Performance and Resources Committee 

Council APPROVED a recommendation arising from the minutes of meetings held on 13 
October and 22 November 2005 (CNL/05/63 and CNL/05/64) concerning the Financial 
Forecast 2005/06 (minute 05.75).  

MINUTE 05.75 – FINANCIAL FORECAST 2005/06 

The Director of Finance REPORTED that the November 2005 revised forecast had now been 
completed and reported to the Vice-Chancellor’s Executive Group.  This had reviewed 
Hospitality Services and Research in the Schools.  It indicated that the expected outturn was 
now £1.8m for 2005/06, an improvement of £0.2m on the October forecast, largely owing to 
an improved research performance.  It remained behind the current target of £2m, however, 
and efforts would continue to bridge this gap.  

The Vice-Chancellor’s Executive Group had subsequently decided to release a number of 
staff posts after considering the latest forecast for the year. 

 

05.82 Physical Resources Committee 

Having considered the minutes of the meeting held on 15 November 2005 (CNL/05/65), 
Council APPROVED a recommendation that the approval of major science equipment items 
should be referred to the Science Strategy Board to eliminate duplication (minute 05.29, 
Capital Planning 2005-15, refers).  

 

05.83 Human Resources Committee 

Council RECEIVED the minutes of the meeting held on 15 November 2005 (CNL/05/66). 

 

05.84 Remuneration Committee 

Council RECEIVED the minutes of the meeting held on 4 November 2005 (CNL/05/67). 
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05.85 Staff Liaison Committee 

Council RECEIVED the minutes of the meeting held on 21 November 2005 (CNL/05/68). 

 

05.86 Audit Committee 

Having considered the minutes of the meetings held on 5 October and 17 November 2005 
(CNL/05/69 and CNL/05/70), Council APPROVED a recommendation concerning a more 
formal segregation of duties between University College Falmouth and University of Exeter in 
Cornwall (minute 05.58 relating to Tremough Development Vehicle Ltd and Tremough 
Campus Services Ltd accounts refers).  

 

05.87 Council Nominations Committee 

Council RECEIVED a report of the meeting held on 15 November 2005 (CNL/05/71). 

MINUTE 05.24 – APPOINTMENT OF CHANCELLOR 

The Chair drew attention to the Registrar’s recent letter inviting nominations for the Office of 
Chancellor.  The Registrar agreed to circulate to governors a list of Chancellors of Russell 
Group and 1994 Group universities. 

05.88 Senate 

Having considered a report of the meeting held on 30 November 2005 (CNL/05/72), Council  
APPROVED recommendations concerning the following: 

(a) Report from Governance Working Group (item 4); 

(b) Guild of Students – Amendments to Statutes and Ordinances (item 5); 

(c) Amendments to Regulations – Intercalated Degrees (item 6); 

(d) Academic Promotions Committee – Personal Chair Recommendation (item 8); 

(e) Headships of Schools (item 9). 

 

05.89 Joint Selection Committees for Chairs 

Council RECEIVED a report (CNL/05/73). 

 

05.90 Stage 4 Student Complaint 

Having considered a report of a Stage 4 Student Complaint/Appeal Hearing held on 31 
October 2005 (CNL/05/75), Council approved the recommendations contained in paragraph 
6.2. 

 

05.91 Affixing of the Seal of the University 

Council APPROVED the affixing of the Seal of the University to the documents listed in 
CNL/05/76. 
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