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University Court

Minutes of the meeting of the University Court held on 7 October 2008
(Minutes 08.01-08.07)

Present :

Mr G Martin F Cheyne, Chair


Mr Antony Brian, Mrs Hazel Brooke, Dr Dorothy Ferguson, Professor Pamela Gillies, Mr Malcolm McCaig, Mr John N Maclean, Dr James Miller, Mr Henry Perfect, Mr Alexander O Pratt, Miss Davena Rankin, Mr David Wallace, Mr Ken Zaremski     
Apologies :
Mr Paddy Hastie, Mr Stephen McCafferty, Dr Rajan Madhok, Mr Hugh O’Neill, Mr Graham Scott
In attendance: 
Mr David Beeby


Mr Mike Ellis


Mr Peter Finch


 


Professor Caroline MacDonald

Professor Mike Mannion

Professor Mike Smith

Ms Janice Bruce (Secretary) 

Part A: Open Business: For Discussion/Decision

Chair’s Opening Remarks

The Chair welcomed Hazel Brooke and Malcolm McCaig who were attending their first meeting.  He advised that the Court Membership Committee had agreed that Mrs Brooke be co-opted onto Court for a period of three years and Mr McCaig appointed to Court for the same period. Court’s approval for both had been sought and obtained by correspondence over the summer and a paper seeking Court’s formal ratification of these appointments would be submitted to the November meeting.

The Chair also welcomed Professor Mike Mannion to the meeting and extended his congratulations to Professor Mannion on his appointment as PVC (International).

Finally, the Chair advised Court that following the meeting, Mr Jim Emery, Staff IT Trainer, would be giving a presentation on Blackboard to demonstrate to Court members how they could access the service as an information and training tool.
Review of the Statutory Instrument

	08.01
	Considered
	
	Document UC08/01, which detailed the proposed changes to the University Statutory Instrument. 

	
	
	
	

	08.02
	Noted
	
	· The proposed amendments had been circulated to the chairs of the standing committees for consideration. Some comments had been received and had been incorporated into the draft.

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	· The university lawyers had been consulted and had carried out an in depth analysis of the proposed amendments.  The lawyers had agreed with the proposed amendments and had confirmed that these would achieve the aim of updating the SI and removing certain restrictions. 

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	· In reviewing GCU’s SI, cognisance had been taken of the two most recent examples – Robert Gordon University and Queen Margaret University.

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	· The Privy Council required any proposed amendments to be submitted with a formal minute of agreement from the University Court.  At this stage, Court was being asked to give approval in principle to allow the dialogue with the Privy Council to begin.  Members were reminded that the process for gaining approval of any amendments to the SI was lengthy and it could be approximately July 2009 before Court would receive the revised document.    

	
	
	
	

	08.03
	Discussion
	i
	Court was invited to consider the following four issues:

· Should the category of co-opted governor be retained?

· Should student representation on Court be increased from one to two?

· Should Court adopt the broad range of powers outlined in section 5 (2) (g) to (p) and section 9 (a) to (k) of the revised SI?

· Should Court have the power to suspend a governor from Court? 

	
	
	
	

	
	
	ii
	Court agreed that the category of co-opted governor should be retained because it allowed Court the flexibility to seek specific skills which were not provided from amongst the appointed governors without having to advertise.  It was noted, however, that any potential co-option would be considered by the Court Membership Committee, and a recommendation made to Court.  In retaining the co-opted category, it was agreed that the  stipulation in the current SI that co-opted governors must include one person having experience of local government and one person having experience in the provision of education should be removed as it was restrictive.

	 
	
	
	

	
	
	iii
	With regard to student representation, Court agreed that this should not be increased to two as the current model worked well.  However, it was suggested that it would be useful for Court to have the flexibility to invite any other member of the student body to attend Court to give the student voice on a particular issue, if appropriate, for example if the Student Association President was unable to attend.

	
	
	
	

	
	
	iv
	Court agreed that the broad range of powers should be included.

	
	
	
	

	
	
	v
	Court agreed that it should have the power to suspend a governor. 

	
	
	
	

	
	
	vi
	The Principal noted that Mr Finch, as Interim University Secretary, had taken on the review of the SI with commitment and energy, and wished to record her thanks for the significant work he had undertaken.  Court endorsed this comment. 

	
	
	
	

	08.04
	Agreed
	i
	To retain the category of co-opted governor and to remove the restriction regarding representation from local government and education.

	
	
	ii
	That the student representation on Court should remain at one.

	
	
	
	

	
	
	iii
	Court should adopt the broad range of powers outlined in section 5 (2) (g) to (p) and section 9 (a) to (k) of the revised SI.

	
	
	
	

	
	
	iv.
	Court should have the power to suspend a governor.

	
	
	v.
	The revised draft SI should be submitted to the Privy Council

	
	
	vi
	Authority should be delegated to the University Secretary to decide the appropriate time to submit the finalised SI to Court for approval.


   Presentation on Blackboard
	08.05
	Received
	
	A presentation on Blackboard which demonstrated how this could be used by governors to access information.

	
	
	
	

	08.06
	Noted
	
	The site was under development and that governors should advise the Court Office of any material which they would like to have included.  

	
	
	
	

	08.07
	Agreed
	
	That an update on the development of the site should be submitted to the Court meeting on 27 November.
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