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University Court

Minutes of the meeting of the University Court held on 24th June 2010

(Minutes 09.184-09.223)

Present:
Mr G Martin F Cheyne, Chair

Mr Antony Brian, Professor Pamela Gillies, Dr Rajan Madhok, Mr Stephen McCafferty, Professor Elaine McFarland, Mr John N Maclean, Mr John McNaught, Dr  James Miller, Mr Hugh O’Neill, Mr Henry Perfect, Ms Stephanie Pitticas, Miss Davena Rankin, Mr David Wallace      
Apologies:
Mrs Hazel Brooke, Mr Mike Ellis, Mr Malcolm McCaig, Professor Mike Mannion, Mr Graham Scott, 

Ms Catherine Truel


In attendance: 
Mr David Beeby, Executive Director of Finance



Ms Jan Hulme, University Secretary




Mr Douglas Little, Head of Facilities (for the Campus Master Plan Presentation)



Mr Keith Ross, Interim HR Director
 



Professor Sue Scott, Vice-Principal & PVC Learning Innovation



Professor Mike Smith, Vice-Principal & PVC Strategy and Research  



Ms Janice Bruce, Minute Secretary 

By invitation:
Mr Andy Bateman, Page & Park Architects



Mr David Page, Page & Park Architects



Mr Kamil Shah, Page & Park Architects



Mr Rory Herron, President Elect, Students’ Association
Part A: Open Business: For Discussion/Decision

	Chair’s Opening Remarks

	The Chair welcomed Mr Bateman, Mr Page and Mr Shah from Page and Park Architects and Mr Little, Head of Estates who were attending for the presentation on the campus masterplan.  With Court’s agreement, the Chair proposed that the presentation on the campus masterplan be taken as the first item on the agenda to allow the representatives from Page & Park and the Head of Estates to leave upon conclusion of the discussion.

The Chair welcomed Mr Keith Ross, the Interim HR Director to the meeting.  

The Chair welcomed Mr Herron, President Elect of the Students’ Association.    


Campus Masterplan Presentation

	09.184
	Noted
	i.
	Page and Park delivered a further presentation of the University’s master plan project, noting that it had been amended since the last presentation Court received on 25th February 2010 to take advantage of the increased opportunities for the delivery of the plan afforded by the acquisition of the Network Rail site. The presentation focused on a five-year development plan based on option D which took account of the priorities and cost parameters previously set by the Executive Board. This would constitute the first phase of the masterplan.  Option D was structured round six individual project groupings allowing a degree of flexibility with regard to the sequence in which these were implemented. In the first option the construction of the new business school would be closer to the 2015 break-point in the Buchanan House lease and would start with the development of the heart of the campus in the summer of 2011. In the second option the construction of the new business school would start towards the end of 2011, thereby allowing more time for the evolution of the heart of the campus concept and the consultation process.

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	The City of Glasgow Planning Department was supportive of the University’s development plans both for the medium and the longer term. 

	
	
	
	

	
	
	ii.
	The Chair of the Finance & General Purposes Committee advised that the Committee had discussed option D at length at its meeting on 1st June 2010 and fully endorsed its adoption.   

	
	
	
	

	09.185
	Discussion
	i.
	Court welcomed the presentation commenting favourably on the thorough consultation process which had helped inform a well-thought out and innovative masterplan.

	
	
	
	

	
	
	ii.
	Points raised during the discussion included the following 

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	a) In noting that the masterplan was an ambitious and challenging programme, Court sought assurance that it was affordable given the current financially constrained climate.  The Executive Director of Finance explained the way in which the project would be financed. With regard to the element which would be financed through borrowing, he stated that there were a number of new sources of borrowing coming into the market.   Having met with two or three new banks, there were positive indications that it would be possible to secure a competitive loan.  

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	b) Court agreed that investing in, and revitalising, the University estate was critical to maintaining its position in an increasingly competitive and challenging market.  It was essential to provide an environment which would support the growth of non SFC income through the expansion of the business school and development of new academies.   As the compact nature of the campus was one of its strong selling points, investment designed to enhance this to respond to both current requirements and possible future needs was essential to ensure the University’s long-term sustainability.  

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	c) It was noted that a number of the components of the projects in option D encompassed work which would require to be undertaken in the near future irrespective of the overall campus masterplan, for example boiler replacement and the refurbishment of the refectory kitchen.    

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	d) With reference to the accommodation of INTO on the campus which was listed as one of the identified priorities in option D, clarification was sought as to why this did not appear in the programme options for implementation.  Court was advised that discussions with INTO were ongoing at the time at which the plans were finalised.  However, following further consultation with INTO, it had been decided that for the duration of the five-year period of the first phase of the campus development, INTO could, if necessary, continue to be accommodated in its existing space in the CPD building.   Moreover the INTO build would be funded quite separately and through the Joint Venture.

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	e) As a point of clarity it was noted that the development of the new business school would be undertaken in two phases: phase 1 would comprise the construction of a building on the Network Rail site to house the space currently used by CBS outwith the Hamish Wood and Milton Street buildings; phase 2 would encompass the long-term goal to construct new buildings to the south and west of the Hamish Wood building extending into the Network Rail site to provide new accommodation for all CBS uses together with Law and Social Sciences.  This would allow the refurbishment of the Hamish Wood building to provide new learning and teaching facilities.    All agreed that it was essential to invest in the business school to enhance its revenue generating potential.  In addition, it was agreed that, having purchased the Network Rail site, it was important to maximise the benefit from this as quickly as possible. 

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	f) In response to a question about the risks associated with the project, Court was advised that the Audit Committee had considered this in the overall context of the corporate risk register at its meeting on 8th June. 

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	g) With regard to the preferred sequencing of the implementation of option D, Court agreed that this was a decision for the Executive following further evaluation of business benefits. 

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	h) Court commended the excellent work undertaken by Page and Park and the Executive in delivering a masterplan which would not only consolidate the University’s vision and mission through the development of the estate, but also represented value for money.     

	
	
	
	

	09.186
	Agreed
	i.
	To endorse the adoption of Option D.

	
	
	
	

	
	
	ii.
	The preferred sequencing of the implementation of the individual projects outlined in Option D should be decided by the Executive for Court endorsement.  


Minutes of the meeting of the University Court held on 29th April 2010 

	09.187
	Considered
	
	Document UC09/80, being the unconfirmed draft minutes of the open business discussed at the Court meeting held on 29th April 2010.

	
	
	
	

	09.188
	Noted
	
	The Chair drew Court’s attention to the decision to highlight the confidentiality of Court papers on the agenda. Whilst recognising that some papers would be made available in the public domain after meetings, he emphasised the importance of maintaining confidentiality prior to, and during, Court meetings.  Court members and others in receipt of papers should observe this rigorously. 

	
	
	
	

	09.189
	Agreed
	
	That the minutes were a correct record of the meeting.


Matters Arising

Scholarly Materials: Export Control Regulations (minute 09.147) refers) 

	09.190
	Noted
	
	Court was reminded that the University was seeking legal advice relating to the issue of compliance with export control regulations governing the exchange of scholarly materials.  It was not yet clear whether the level of exposure would constitute a major issue for GCU but the Director of Research, Innovation and Enterprise was actively pursuing the matter with the University lawyers.


Chair’s Report

	09.191
	Received
	
	Document UC09/81, a report from the Chair of Court on the activities he had undertaken and meetings he had attended on behalf of Court. 

	
	
	
	

	09.192
	Noted
	
	The Chair advised that he had attended the recent GCU internationalisation development event and had been impressed with the level of support and enthusiasm displayed by the conference delegates for the international strategy and the University’s direction of travel.


Principal’s Report

	09.193
	Received
	
	Document UC09/82, the Principal’s report to Court. 

	
	
	
	

	09.194
	Noted
	
	 Court noted the following main points  from the report:

	
	
	
	

	
	
	i.
	The Executive Board had agreed to appoint a project manager on a temporary contract to provide additional support to the GCU London project management team.  Three highly experienced candidates had been invited for interview on 25th June.  As all were immediately available, the successful candidate would take up the appointment early the following week. 

	
	
	
	

	
	
	ii.
	The Scottish Council for Development and Industry had asked the University to provide it with hot desking facilities at the GCU London campus.  An SCDI presence in London would be of significant benefit to GCU.  The Principal had been invited to join the SCDI London Business Group.    

	
	
	
	

	
	
	iii.
	Court noted the key points which had been discussed during the meeting of the Cabinet Secretary for Education and Lifelong Learning with the Principal on 18th June 2010.  The Principal advised that it had been a robust discussion covering a range of issues. In light of the impact on the HE sector of the impending cuts in public sector funding, the Cabinet Secretary had asked that universities be innovative in seeking solutions through increased efficiency and effectiveness.  He had been very supportive of the GCU London initiative and commented favourably on the University’s strategic approach to addressing serious issues. The Cabinet Secretary had also indicated that he did not believe that reduction in funding for modern universities should be greater than that for research led institutions.  The issue of the effectiveness of the SFC and the extent to which it delivered value for money was raised.  The Chair of Court advised that the Committee of Scottish Chairmen had also discussed this at their last meeting in April and indicated its support for some form of review of the SFC’s role and remit.

	
	
	
	

	
	
	iv.
	With reference to the issue of the long-term sustainability of funding pension schemes, Court was advised that a Joint Review Group consisting of employer and UCU representatives had been set up in 2008 to consider how to respond to the increasing cost pressures faced by USS Ltd (the Trustee Company) in the management of the Universities Superannuation Scheme (USS).  After a long period of detailed negotiation, the Joint Review Group had been unable to agree changes to USS. Court supported the Employers’ Association’s request that university courts should consider expressing concern to the USS pension trustees that they had not as yet communicated clearly to scheme members the seriousness of the situation and the need for reform.  Court noted that the Principal would write accordingly to the USS Trustees.  The Executive Director of Finance advised that the immediate priority was to encourage the USS pension scheme trustees to be transparent about the future funding of the scheme so that staff were fully aware of the issues to be addressed.  The Chair of Court advised that the Committee of Scottish Chairmen had had initial discussions about this issue, the tone of which aligned with the Employers’ Association’s views.    


Executive Board Report

	09.195
	 Noted
	
	Document UC09/83, a report on items which had been considered by the Executive Board since the meeting of Court on 29th April 2010.  


Students’ Association Report

	09.196
	 Received
	
	Document UC09/84, a report on the activities in which the Students’ Association had been engaged during semester B in the academic year 2009/10.

	
	
	
	

	09.197
	Noted
	i.
	Court commended the range of activities in which the Association was involved and noted that the report highlighted the professional way in which the Association was organised and run.  The Principal thanked Ms Pitticas and her team for their outstanding work with the Students’ Association and for the way in which they had represented the University in a variety of contexts. The Principal also noted that their engagement with the Executive in relation to strategic planning had been exceptional. Court endorsed the Principal’s comments.   

	
	
	
	

	
	
	ii.
	In response to a question about re-branding the Association’s radio station to be aligned with the University’s branding, the Association President advised that this had been discussed in the past and a decision taken to retain the current branding for the time being.  However, the issue would be reconsidered at a future date.


Proposed Amendments to Students’ Association Constitution

	09.198
	 Considered
	
	Document UC09/85, which detailed proposed amendments to the Students’ Association Constitution to enable a separation of the responsibilities of the Executive Committee into a new Trustee Board and Executive Committee. 

	
	
	
	

	09.199
	Discussion
	i.
	It was suggested that, as Court had ultimate responsibility for the Students’ Association, one of the trustees should be nominated from amongst the Court governors.  The Association’s President and the University Secretary agreed to discuss this.    

	
	
	
	

	
	
	ii.
	It was noted that the reference to the Executive Committee in section 4 of the constitution should be amended to read “Trustee Board” before being submitted to the Office of the Scottish Charity Regulator. 
[Secretary’s note: subsequent to the meeting, the General Manager of the Students’ Association advised that the reference to the Executive Committee in section 4 was intentional as the Caledonian Student Parliament would continue to scrutinise the work of the Executive Committee but not the newly formed Trustee Board.]   

	
	
	
	

	09.200
	Agreed
	
	To approve the changes to the Students’ Association constitution to enable a separation of the responsibilities of the Executive Committee into a new Trustee Board and Executive Committee.


University Secretary’s Report

	09.201
	Received
	
	Document UC09/85, the University Secretary’s report to Court.

	
	
	
	

	09.202
	Noted
	i.
	Court noted the measures which had been implemented to investigate the cause of the small fire which had affected the George Moore building. 

	
	
	
	

	
	
	ii.
	Court noted the proposal to re-open the 2009-2010 VERS scheme and further noted that any expenditure incurred that exceeded the available 2009-2010 funding allocated for that purpose would involve a further communication with Court.    The scheme would be governed by the same terms as previously approved by Court at its meeting on 7th May 2009.  If there was a wish to open a subsequent scheme, the terms would be submitted to Court for approval.     It was intended that the scheme would remain open until 30th September 2010.

	
	
	
	

	09.203
	Agreed
	
	To endorse the proposal to re-open the 2009-2010 VERS scheme.


Equality and Diversity Report

	09.204
	Received
	
	Document UC09/87, the first annual report outlining the activities undertaken to support the implementation of the University’s equality and diversity Strategy which was approved by Court in June 2008. 

	
	
	
	

	09.205
	Noted
	i.
	The University Secretary advised that the structure of the report, particularly the statistical and quantitative data, would be refined and developed further. With reference to the summary of equality and diversity data outlined in appendix C of the report, Court was advised that the Equality and Diversity Committee received a significant level of detailed information to enable the University to fulfil its legal obligation to monitor statistical information on a regular basis.  Future reports would also outline how the University would address any requirements arising from new legislation.  

	
	
	
	

	
	
	ii.
	As a point of clarity, it was noted that the remit and membership of the Equality and Diversity Committee was reviewed in 2009.  With regard to the current membership of the Equality and Diversity Committee, it was suggested that the Court representation might be increased from one to two.  The University Secretary advised that this issue had been raised in discussion with Mrs Brooke and Miss Rankin following their attendance at the LFHE seminar on equality and diversity and had been considered to be an appropriate way to support the work of the Committee further.  

	
	
	
	

	
	
	iii.
	Clarification was sought with regard to the way in which the Equality and Diversity Committee fitted into Court’s governance framework and whether or not it was a committee of Court.  The University Secretary explained that the composition of committees of Court formed part of a broader debate on university governance.  The Statutory instrument did not prescribe the composition of all committees, thereby allowing governing bodies scope to populate committees in a way which was best suited to the conduct of university business.  There was a distinction between a) committees of Court to which Court delegated the discharge of specific areas of its business and which were composed of Court members and b) committees of Court which had a responsibility to report to Court, and had Court representation, but where it was the responsibility of senior management to drive forward and implement the committee’s business.  

The Equality and Diversity Committee fell into the latter category; it reported in the first instance to the Executive Board, Staff Policy Committee (although its remit was not confined to staffing) and ultimately to the University Court which had accountability for satisfying itself that the University was compliant with equality and diversity legislation.  The role of the Equality & Diversity Committee was: to ensure that senior management led the mainstreaming of the equality and diversity agenda across the University and in maintaining the visibility of the work being undertaken; and to undertake monitoring at a sufficiently detailed level.  Working groups headed by members of senior management were being established to drive forward and operationalise each strand of the work.  It was appropriate, therefore, that the Equality & Diversity Committee’s  membership comprised predominantly senior managers with responsibility for embedding equality and diversity in both the strategic and operational work of the University.  Nevertheless the contribution of lay Court members was important in light of the Court’s responsibility for strategy monitoring and this could usefully be reinforced.    

	
	
	
	

	09.206
	Agreed
	
	The number of Court representatives on the Equality and Diversity Committee should be increased from one to two.  


Appointment of Governors to the University Court

	09.207
	Considered
	
	Document UC09/88, which detailed the Court Membership Committee’s recommendations arising from its review of the nominations and expressions of interest received in respect of the vacancy on the University Court.  

	
	
	
	

	09.208
	Agreed
	
	Laura Gordon and Azeem Ibrahim should be appointed to the University Court for the period 1 August 2010 to 31 July 2013.


Standing Committee Reports to Court

Staff Policy Committee Report

	09.209
	Noted
	i.
	Document UC09/89, a report on the substantive items discussed at the Staff Policy Committee meeting on 26th May 2010.  

	
	
	
	

	
	
	ii.
	There was some slippage in the Committee’s timetable for the approval of policies.  In order to ensure that policy development and implementation was not unduly delayed, the Committee had agreed to convene an additional meeting during the summer.    


International Framework for Staff Working Overseas

	09.210
	Considered
	
	Document UC09/89a, the proposed framework of support for staff working overseas.  

	
	
	
	

	09.211
	Noted
	
	The Staff Policy Committee had discussed the policy at its meetings on 22nd March and 26th May 2010 and commended it to Court for approval.  

	
	
	
	

	09.212
	Discussion
	i.
	Court was advised that an equality impact assessment had been undertaken in respect of the policy.  The Chair of the Staff Policy Committee asked if Court wished to receive these assessments or whether it was content for the SPC to approve these on Court’s behalf.  Court agreed that SPC could sign off the equality impact assessments and that these need not accompany policies submitted for Court’s approval.      

	
	
	
	

	
	
	ii.
	With reference to the components covered by the induction process, one member asked if certain elements such as terms and conditions would not be covered prior to acceptance of a secondment.  Court was advised that the framework for staff working overseas was designed to cover GCU staff being seconded to another position within the University.  In the case of secondments to an external organisation, the expectation was that staff would comply with the policies and procedures of the host organisation.  The procedure governing external secondments would be addressed in a separate secondments policy.    

	
	
	
	

	
	
	iii.
	The Chair of the Finance & General Purposes Committee noted that the phraseology in several parts of the policy might lead to unrealistic expectations about the extent of support provided and suggested that further consideration be given to the way in which these parts were framed.  It was agreed that he and the Interim HR Director would discuss this outwith the meeting.  Should any substantive points emerge from this discussion, the policy would be brought back to Court.  

	
	
	
	

	09.213
	Agreed
	
	To approve the framework for staff working overseas on the proviso that the points raised during the discussion were addressed.


Honorary and Visiting Academic Appointments

	09.214
	Noted
	i.
	Document UC09/89b, the policy for honorary and visiting academic appointments.  

	
	
	
	

	
	
	ii.
	 As this was a refreshment of an existing policy which did not involve any substantive changes, the Staff Policy Committee had approved the policy on Court’s behalf in accordance with its terms of reference.


Health & Safety Committee Report

	09.215
	Noted
	i.
	Document UC09/90, a report on the substantive items discussed at the Health & Safety Committee meeting on 27th May 2010.  


Finance & General Purposes Committee Report

	09.216
	Noted
	
	Document UC09/91, a report on the substantive items discussed at the Finance & General Purposes Committee meeting on 1st June 2010.  


Audit Committee Report

	09.217
	Noted
	i.
	Document UC09/92, a report on the substantive items discussed at the Audit Committee meeting on 8th June 2010.   

	
	
	
	

	
	
	ii.
	The Executive Director of Finance gave an oral update on progress with regard to INTO, noting that the project was currently running at break-even.  Court would receive a full report in the autumn.  

	
	
	
	

	
	
	iii.
	The Chair of the Audit Committee advised that he would demit this office with effect from 1 August 2010 when he assumed the role of Vice-Chair of Court although he would remain on the committee for a further year at least.  He was pleased to advise Court that Mr McCaig had been appointed as his successor.  The Chair of Court thanked Mr Brian for the strong leadership and strategic direction he had brought to the Committee during his period as Chair.  


Part B: Open Business: For Information Only

Date of Next Meeting

	09.218
	Noted
	
	The next meeting of Court would be held during the Court’s retreat on Wednesday 6th and Thursday 7th October 2010.


Key Dates

	09.219
	Noted
	
	Document UC09/93, a calendar of forthcoming key events.  The Chair drew Court’s attention to the dates of the graduation ceremonies in July. He emphasised the importance of supporting the ceremonies and encouraged Court members to attend as many of these as possible. 


Part C: Closed Business: For Discussion/Decision
Minutes of the meeting of the University Court held on 29th April 2010 

	09.220
	Considered
	
	Pages 8 to 11 of document UC09/80, being the unconfirmed draft minutes of the closed business discussed at the Court meeting held on 29th April 2010.

	
	
	
	

	09.221
	Agreed
	
	That the minutes were a correct record of the meeting.


Draft Budget 2010/2011 and Strategic Planning Forecast 2009/2010 - 2012/2013

	09.222
	Considered
	
	Document UC09/94, the University draft budget for 2010/11 and financial forecasts for 2009/2010 – 2012/2013.

	
	
	
	

	09.223
	Noted
	i.
	The draft budget for 2010/2011 and financial forecasts 2009 – 2013 required to be approved by the University Court prior to submission to the Funding Council by 25th June 2010.

	
	
	
	

	
	
	ii.
	There were no material changes to the overall figures or assumptions previously presented to Court.

	
	
	
	

	
	
	iii.
	The Finance & General Purposes Committee had discussed the draft budget in detail at its meeting on 1st June 2010 and had recommended it to Court for approval.  

	
	
	
	

	
	
	iv.
	It was noted that the government had announced in the emergency budget on 22nd June 2010 that non-protected departmental budgets would be cut by an average of 25 per cent over the next four years. Details of precisely where the cuts would fall would not be set out until after the Comprehensive Spending Review in October 2010.  However, the Executive Director of Finance advised the projected reduction in funding was in line with expectations and there was no reason to change the shape of the University draft budget.      

	
	
	
	

	
	
	v.
	The Chair of the Finance & General Purposes Committee advised that during its discussion, the Committee had acknowledged that the growth of non SFC income was critical to the long-term sustainability of the University.  With reference to the target set in relation to increasing international student numbers, the Committee had sought assurance that this was achievable.  Although challenging, it was noted that there were a number of factors which would contribute to this growth: the number of INTO students had doubled in the last year; the School of Health had entered into a contract to facilitate the enrolment of students from the Philippines for special entry to the BSc Nursing or Professional Development work based programmes and the Overseas Nursing Programme; and there was a significant improvement in the business school’s performance.   In response to a question about the breakdown of the year- on- year increase in international fee income, Court was advised that the main contributors would be the Caledonian Business School and the School of Health.  In addition, fee income would be generated from GCU London and through INTO.

	
	
	
	

	09.224
	Agreed
	i.
	To approve the budget for 2010/2011.

	
	
	
	

	
	
	ii.
	To approve the financial forecasts for forwarding to the Scottish Funding Council.


Reprofiling and Restructuring the Academic Portfolio

	09.225
	Considered
	
	Document UC09/95, which outlined the main responses to the consultation in the University on the proposal to move to a three school structure and the recommendations for proceeding to the next stage in the process.    

	
	
	
	

	09.226
	Noted
	i.
	The Chair of Court advised that he had attended the meeting of Senate on 18th June 2010 at which the proposal had been considered and was encouraged to note the good level of discussion generated and the generally positive tenor of the contributions.

	
	
	
	

	
	
	ii.
	In his introduction, the Vice-Principal and PVC Strategy & Research noted that a thorough and wide-ranging consultation exercise had been conducted involving discussions with groups from across all Schools and support departments, work with School senior management teams and a discussion at Senate.  The initial stage of the process had focused on academic rationales and the best configuration of the University’s academic areas rather than on structures that would emerge as a result. The level of staff engagement had been very encouraging and had generated a range of positive and creative responses, as well as some concerns. Staff were supportive of the rationale for reshaping the University’s academic profile within three Schools, recognising the need to encourage more efficient and effective ways of working and to facilitate change across the institution to provide an optimal platform for investment and growth for a sustainable future.   A further period of consultation on the detailed profiles of the Schools would be conducted over the summer.

	
	
	
	

	09.227
	Discussion
	i.
	Clarity was sought with regard to the status and phasing of the consultative process bearing in mind the statutory obligations placed on an employer to consult formally about the consequences of any restructuring. Court was advised that, at this stage, the consultative exercise did not constitute a formal consultation process but was part of the preparatory work required to compile the evidence base to underpin the implementation of a new structure.  The second stage of the process would focus on gathering and analysing the detailed evidence and, as part of that, would engage with any staffing implications.   

	
	
	
	

	
	
	ii.
	With reference to the meeting with the Joint Consultative Committee on 21st June 2010, Court was advised that unions had no locus with regard to the academic viability of the proposal to move to a three school structure; their interest was focused on the staffing implications. The tenor of the meeting had been positive. However, it was noted that with the announcement of cuts in public expenditure expected in the autumn following the comprehensive spending review, there might be a hardening of union attitudes.

	
	
	
	

	09.228
	Agreed
	i.
	The University should seek as a preference to move to a three School
structure based on bringing together: 

· Built and Natural Environment and Engineering and Computing; 

· Caledonian Business School and Law and Social Sciences;

· Health and Life Sciences.

	
	
	
	

	
	
	ii.
	The Executive and School management teams should prepare and agree data setting out the performance of all activities within the present six Schools against the criteria specified in the paper submitted to Court of 29 April 2010; such data should identify areas of strong, as well as, under-performance.

	
	
	
	

	
	
	iii.
	The Executive and relevant School management teams should prepare and agree data identifying efficiencies in all taught programmes and evidence of the synergistic benefits to be expected from other activities within the proposed new School structure.

	
	
	
	

	
	
	iv.
	A working group should propose possible configurations for the new unitary Schools so as to secure disciplinary integrity and to ensure, through appropriate structures of academic governance, the encouragement of inter-disciplinary and cross-School initiatives.

	
	
	
	

	
	
	v.
	A working group should elaborate efficient and effective administrative and support structures for the new Schools and for their relation to central services.

	
	
	
	

	
	
	vi.
	A proposal setting out the configuration, academic profile and governance structures of the new Schools should be brought to the first Senate of the academic year and to the Court away-days in October.


Provision of Closed Courses by a University Subsidiary Company

	09.229
	Considered
	
	Document UC09/96 a proposal to form a new wholly owned subsidiary of the University to deliver closed courses and CPD activities leading to a university-level qualification.

	
	
	
	

	09.230
	Noted
	i.
	The Finance & General Purposes Committee had discussed the proposal at its meeting on 1st June 2010 and had agreed to recommend it to Court for approval.      

	
	
	
	

	
	
	ii.
	Mr McCaig and Mr Perfect had agreed to act as company directors.   
[Secretary’s note: subsequent to the meeting Mr McCaig intimated to the    Chair of Court that, as there might be a potential conflict of interests, he wished to be replaced as a director of the new company and of the GCU Company Ltd .  Mr Brian agreed to assume this role.] 

	
	
	
	

	09.231
	Agreed
	
	A new wholly owned subsidiary should be formed for the provision of closed courses and CPD activities leading to a university-level qualification.      


Progress Report on Updating the Corporate Plan

	09.232
	Noted
	i.
	Document UC09/97, which provided an update on the progress to date in refreshing the corporate plan.    The aim was to present the revised plan for consideration and approval at the Court Away Day on 7th October 2010.

	
	
	
	

	
	
	ii.
	The Executive Board had considered and approved a broad outline of the strategic priorities and indicative key goals underpinning these priorities. The Director of Policy and Planning would develop a draft plan in discussion with members of the Executive, which would be the basis of further consultation during August.  The aim was to present the revised plan for initial consideration at the Court Away Day on 6th and 7th October 2010, following which the final draft would be submitted to Court for approval in November 2010.

	
	
	
	

	09.233
	Agreed
	
	To endorse the strategic priorities.


Chair’s Concluding Remarks

The Chair, noting that this was Miss Rankin and Ms Pitticas’s last meeting, thanked them for the valuable contribution and insight they had brought to Court’s work and wished them every success for the future.  
The Chair also noted that this was Mr Maclean’s last meeting and paid tribute to the expertise, insightful comments, constructive challenge and commitment he had brought to the work of Court and the standing committees on which he had served during his ten years.  On a personal level, the Chair expressed his thanks to Mr Maclean for the support and counsel he had given in his role as Vice-Chair of Court.  In his response, Mr Maclean said that it had been a privilege to be able to contribute to the work of Court and to be involved in the continued development of GCU as a vibrant, innovative and well-respected university.  He stated that he had greatly enjoyed the interaction with the Executive, his colleagues on Court and the wider University community.      
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