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University Court

Minutes of the meeting of the University Court held on 3 December 2009

(Minutes 09.26-09.95)

Present:
Mr G Martin F Cheyne, Chair



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

In attendance: 
Mr David Beeby, Executive Director of Finance



Mr Mike Ellis, Director of HR



Ms Jan Hulme, University Secretary

 



Professor Mike Mannion, PVC International



Professor Sue Scott, PVC Learning Innovation



Professor Mike Smith, PVC Research and Commercialisation



Ms Janice Bruce, Minute Secretary 

By invitation:
Mr Simon Farrell, Tayburn Agency



Mr Peter Kennedy, Dean of School of Built & Natural Environment



Ms Alison Steel, Director of Marketing and Communications    




Mr Malcolm Stewart, Tayburn Agency

Part A: Open Business: For Discussion/Decision

Chair’s Opening Remarks

With Court’s agreement, the Chair proposed that Principal’s report, the Senate report and the Executive Board report be considered after the University draft annual accounts as the Principal had to leave the meeting to attend another engagement. 

Presentation from Mr Peter Kennedy, Dean of School of Built & Natural Environment

	09.26
	Received
	
	Mr Kennedy gave a presentation which covered a diverse range of areas such as programmes offered by the School, student numbers, progression rates, industry links, international activity, the focus of future research activity and the School’s financial position  

	
	
	
	

	09.27
	Noted
	
	Court thanked Mr Kennedy for his insightful presentation and commended the work being undertaken in the School.  


Presentation from Tayburn on University Branding

	09.28
	Received
	
	Tayburn outlined the process which had been undertaken in developing the proposed logo as part of the ongoing brand articulation process.  Court was advised that following any further appropriate consultation with staff, the Executive Board would agree the adoption of the new logo.  Court commented and noted favourably the proposed logo.   


Minutes of the meeting of the University Court held on 1 October 2009 

	09.29
	Considered
	
	Pages 1 to 6 of document UC09/13, being the unconfirmed draft minutes of the open business discussed at the Court meeting held on 1 October 2009.

	
	
	
	

	09.30
	Agreed
	
	That the minutes were a correct record of the meeting.


University Draft Annual Accounts 2008/09

	09.31
	Considered
	
	Document UC09/14, the University draft annual report and accounts for 2008/09 along with the external audit key issues’ memorandum 2008/09.

	
	
	
	

	09.32
	Noted
	i.
	The Finance & General Purposes Committee and the Audit Committee had reviewed the draft annual accounts in detail at their meetings on 10 and 17 November 2009 respectively and, subject to some minor amendments, had recommended that they be submitted to the University Court for approval.

	
	
	
	

	
	
	ii.
	The external auditors proposed to issue an unqualified audit opinion on the University’s financial statements for 2008/09.

	
	
	
	

	
	
	iii
	The Executive Director of Finance provided points of clarification on the detail of the accounts and highlighted the following key points :  

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	· The overall surplus was £2.8 million after allowing for VERS costs of £1.3 million.

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	· With regard to INTO it was noted that 58% of the 2008-09 INTO students had subsequently enrolled at the University.  For the first full year of INTO’s operations this was considered a good performance.  It was anticipated that INTO would generate a profit a year earlier than originally planned.

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	· The executive summary included specific reference to the University’s concerns about the future funding for the HE sector and also highlighted the University’s distinctive social mission in terms of its contribution to Scotland and its social and economic development.    

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	· With reference to the requirement in the Combined Code of Corporate Governance for universities to disclose attendance figures for Court and committee members, it was noted that average attendance figures had been disclosed.  The internal auditors and external auditors had been consulted and had advised that the University’s treatment of attendance figures was in line with current practice in the education sector.   It was noted that Court would need to decide whether it wished to disclose individual attendance figures in the 2010/11 annual accounts.  Court agreed that this issue should be included on the agenda for its February 2010 meeting.  

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	· In accordance with its terms of reference, the Audit Committee had held a private session with the internal and external auditors prior to the Committee’s November meeting.  The external auditors had commented favourably on the responsive and productive relationship they had established with the Executive and senior management during the course of the audit.     

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	Court congratulated the Executive and the University on a successful outcome in very difficult economic circumstances, and the Finance team for the high quality of the annual accounts. Court commended the Principal and the Executive for the prudent way in which the University’s resources were being managed, thereby putting the University in a sound position to move forward.

	
	
	
	

	09.33
	Agreed
	
	To approve the University annual report and accounts for 2008/09 as presented. 


Glasgow Caledonian University Company Ltd Draft Annual Accounts 2008/09

	09.34
	Agreed
	
	Document UC09/15, the Glasgow Caledonian University Company Ltd draft annual accounts 2008/09.


Glasgow Caledonian University Nominee Company Ltd Draft Annual Accounts 2008/09

	09.35
	Noted
	
	Document UC09/16, the Glasgow Caledonian University Nominee Company Ltd draft annual accounts 2008/09.


GCU INTO Ltd Draft Annual Accounts

	09.36
	Noted
	
	Document UC09/17, the GCU INTO Ltd draft annual accounts 2008/09.


Disability Equality Scheme

	09.37
	Considered
	
	Document UC09/18 the University’s draft disability equality scheme.

	
	
	
	

	09.38
	Noted
	
	The University’s disability equality scheme had been first published in 2006. The Disability Discrimination Act 2005 required public authorities to revise their schemes every three years and to set out the actions to be taken to meet the needs of disabled staff and students. The scheme had been produced in consultation with key stakeholders and was due to be published on 4 December 2009.

	
	
	
	

	09.39
	Discussion
	i.
	Court fully supported the provisions of the revised scheme, but asked if the challenging action plan could be achieved in the timescale proposed.  The University Secretary advised that the scheme set out the University’s priorities for the next three years. In addition she was addressing the need for an integrated management and governance framework to facilitate the effective implementation of the action plan.  Some of the actions were ongoing and the implementation date for some might be revisited.    

	
	
	
	

	
	
	ii.
	The University Secretary explained that the scheme had been the subject of a detailed process involving disabled people as required.  The Equality and Diversity Committee, which now reported to the Court and had Court representation, had been invited to comment on the draft.  Members had helped shape the document prior to its submission to the Executive Board and the Strategic Implementation Group (SIG) for review and endorsement.  The Court was now being invited to approve the scheme.  Responding to the observation that the due publication date was 4 December, the University Secretary said that it would be possible to delay publication if Court felt any substantive changes were needed.

	
	
	
	

	
	
	iii.
	It was noted that in anticipation of the introduction of the Single Equality Bill in 2010, some organisations were collating all relevant policies into a single equality policy.  If the University were to follow that approach, the Disability Equality Scheme might only remain on the website of a short period of time.  The University Secretary advised that there was debate within many organisations as to whether the interests of individual groups were best served by pulling all policies together.  Greater clarity of purpose might be achieved by keeping specific action plans for individual strands.     

	
	
	
	

	09.40
	Agreed
	
	To approve the disability equality scheme as presented for publication on 4th December 2009 subject to final review of implementation dates in the action plan. 


Chair’s Report

	09.41
	Received
	
	Document UC09/19, a report from the Chair of Court on the activities he had undertaken, and meetings, he had attended on behalf of Court. 

	
	
	
	

	09.42
	Noted
	i.
	The Tripartite Advisory Group (TAG) was becoming a body where Universities Scotland had the opportunity to challenge and engage in constructive dialogue with the SFC and the Cabinet Secretary.  The Chair stated that he would keep Court informed of the way in which the new Cabinet Secretary developed TAG’s work.        

	
	
	
	

	
	
	ii.
	Ranmore Consulting had prepared their report following the scenario planning exercise they had facilitated for Court and senior management on 2nd October 2009.  Prior to this being circulated to Court, the University Secretary and the Head of Policy and Planning were working on an outline of how the scenarios would be used in the development of the corporate plan and the extent to which these might be used in the Schools to test their own plans.   A paper would be submitted to the Executive Board following which the report would be circulated to Court with a clear outline of how the work would be used.


Principal’s Report

	09.43
	Received 
	
	Document UC09/20, the Principal’s report to Court. 

	
	
	
	

	09.44
	Noted
	
	 Court noted the following main points  from the report:

	
	
	
	

	
	
	i.
	Michael Russell had succeeded Fiona Hyslop as the Cabinet Secretary for Education and Lifelong Learning.  The Principal advised that the University had already established a firm relationship with Mr Russell having been part of a Universities Scotland delegation to India to raise the profile of Scottish universities where Mr Russell had been representing Ms Hyslop. 

	
	
	
	

	
	
	ii.
	The Secretary of State for Scotland had invited the Principal to chair a new taskforce which would explore the welfare and benefits system in Glasgow and ideally create a template for the rest of the UK.  The taskforce would publish its report at the end of March 2010.  Court congratulated the Principal and noted that her involvement in the task group would benefit the whole University.  


Senate Report

	09.45
	 Noted
	
	Document UC09/21, the report on substantive items which had been considered by the Senate at its meeting on 23 October 2009.  


Quality Assurance and Internal Subject Review

	09.46
	Considered
	
	Document UC09/22, a report on all quality assurance and enhancement activity within the University during 2008/09.   

	
	
	
	

	09.47
	Noted
	i.
	Court had approved the annual statement to the Scottish Funding Council on internal subject review activity within the University at its meeting on 1 October 2009.

	
	
	
	

	
	
	ii.
	Performance across schools in relation to progression and retention was variable; accordingly, focus was being directed towards identifying examples of good practice.  A range of measures was being put in place to improve rates in those schools where this was an issue.  In particular, the changes to the academic year which would be introduced from 2010/11 together with a first assessment diet which would be completed before the winter break should have a positive effect on progression and retention rates.   Improvements in progression and retention would be measured annually through the review of the University’s key performance indicators.

	
	
	
	

	
	
	ii.
	Court would receive a report on progression at its April 2010 meeting.

	
	
	
	

	09.48
	Discussion
	i.
	Court noted that one school had been the subject of an enhancement led internal subject review in 2008-09 during which the review panel had commented on the importance of ensuring ongoing resourcing at an adequate level to support the School’s continued development.  Court was advised that the issue of balancing resources across the schools was kept under regular review.      

	
	
	
	

	
	
	ii.
	Court noted the statement that the review on external assessor activity had identified no deficient issues relating to academic standards.  However, reference was made to the addendum to the main report which had highlighted some areas which required to be addressed.  The PVC Learning Innovation agreed to clarify this point with the Director of Quality.  
[Secretary’s note:  Following the meeting clarification was sought in relation to the point raised in minute 09.49(ii).  Confirmation of academic standards is the primary function of external examiners.  Paragraph v on page 4 of the report highlights that no external examiner raised any concern with respect to academic standards.  The examiners, however, did raise a number of operational issues regarding the administration of the processes related to assessment.  Paragraph v in the addendum to the report reflects the Learning and Teaching sub committee’s discussion on these administrative matters]. 

	
	
	
	

	
	
	iii.
	It was suggested that it would be useful if future reports included an executive summary.


Executive Board Report

	09.49
	 Noted
	i.
	Document UC09/23, a report on substantive items which had been considered by the Executive Board since the meeting of Court on 1 October 2009.  

	
	
	
	

	
	
	ii.
	Following recent interviews it would shortly be announced that an academic of international renown had been appointed to the Yunus Chair in Social Business and Health. 


University Secretary’s Report

	09.50
	Received
	
	Document UC09/24, the University Secretary’s report to Court.

	
	
	
	

	09.51
	Noted
	i.
	The latest discussions in relation to national pay bargaining were moving towards a consensus to accept the offer of 0.5% made by the Universities and Colleges employers’ association in July 2009.  It was anticipated that the increase would be paid in January 2010 and backdated to 1 August 2009. At a meeting under the auspices of ACAS there had been an extended discussion between the parties on the issue of job protection. The parties had undertaken to consult with their respective constituencies on the ACAS ‘Digest on job security: a reference document for Higher Education institutions with input from UCEA and the HE trade unions.’  

	
	
	
	

	
	
	ii.
	Court noted that it was proposed to redesign the University’s academic hoods.  The University Secretary said that she would be pleased to circulate the designs should Court members wish to see these. 


Draft Statutory Instrument

	09.52
	Considered
	
	Document UC09/25, the final draft of the revised Statutory Instrument. 

	
	
	
	

	09.53
	Noted
	i.
	The final draft had been circulated to all Court members to give them the opportunity to offer any final comments.  Two further amendments were proposed: the removal of the distinction between appointed and co-opted governors and the inclusion of an explicit reference to the governors’ role as charity trustees.  With regard to the former, it was suggested that there was no need to retain this category to allow Court to recruit governors with specific skills or expertise; this could be addressed through the normal recruitment process for appointed governors.   If the co-opted category were to be removed, the maximum number of appointed governors would be increased from thirteen to eighteen.  With regard to the latter, it was noted that in fulfilling the responsibilities of governors outlined in the draft SI, governors would also fulfil the requirements of the Charities and Trustee Investment (Scotland) Act 2005.  However, it could be beneficial to include an explicit reference as a way of keeping the University’s charitable status to the fore.   It was agreed that the University Secretary would give this further consideration and would include this minor amendment if it was deemed appropriate.  

	
	
	
	

	
	
	ii.
	The final draft, once approved by Court, would be submitted to the Privy Council for approval.  Should the Privy Council require any material change, the draft SI would be resubmitted to Court for approval.   

	
	
	
	

	09.54
	Agreed
	i.
	The distinction between appointed and co-opted governors should be removed.

	
	
	
	

	
	
	ii.
	An explicit reference to the responsibilities of governors as charity trustees should be included, if this was deemed to be appropriate.

	
	
	
	

	
	
	ii.
	To approve the draft Statutory Instrument for submission to the Privy Council subject to any amendments which were not material, or such amendments as required or recommended by the Privy Council.


Court Evaluation Working Group’s Report on Court’s Performance 2008-09

	09.55
	Considered
	
	Document UC09/26, the Court Evaluation Working Group’s report on Court’s performance for 2008/09. 

	
	
	
	

	09.56
	Discussion
	i.
	The Chair reminded Court that at its meeting in March 2009 it agreed that, in preparation for its five yearly formal review of performance, it would be sensible to consider the process for doing this.  A small steering group of Court members had been set up to review current best practice, to make recommendations regarding the evaluation process to be used and to oversee the implementation of the review. The working group had concluded that Court should return to using a questionnaire to support the conduct its formal review.  
Court agreed that the use of a questionnaire was an effective way of assessing Court’s performance.  It was noted that in light of some of the responses, certain questions would be re-visited to improve clarity as the questionnaire was developed for future use.  It was also suggested that it would be useful to review the five point rating scale.  
[Secretary’s note: HEFCE is planning to fund a piece of work which will look at methods used for reviewing the effectiveness of governing bodies and will develop a pilot.]

	
	
	
	

	
	
	ii.
	The following points emerged from Court’s discussion of the Working Group’s suggestions as detailed in appendix 4 of the report.   

	
	
	
	

	
	
	a. 
	While it was acknowledged that Court received sufficient key information used to assess the University’s reputational standing, it might be useful to receive a composite summary of this once a year.

	
	
	
	

	
	
	b. 
	The corporate strategy should be the subject of a brief annual review at Court’s Away Day to ensure its continued relevance in light of prevailing circumstances. 

	
	
	
	

	
	
	c. 
	Court noted the recommendation that the method of recruiting governors should be kept under review to address skills mix, diversity and experience and concluded that its influence over this was dependent to a certain extent upon the response elicited when advertising for governors.  However, it was suggested that it might be useful to ascertain if there was any research available which the University could draw on with regard to the methodology used to promote diversity when advertising for non-executive board members in the public sector and to report back to Court.   It was agreed that the court membership Committee would discuss the recruitment process for governors at its next meeting.

	
	
	
	

	
	
	d. 
	It was agreed that if any governors who given one or more ratings of 1 in response to any of the areas in the questionnaire still felt their concerns had not been addressed by the recommendations and responses set out in the report, they should contact the Chair of Court.

	
	
	
	

	09.57
	Agreed
	
	To accept the recommendations detailed in appendix 4 of the Court Evaluation Working Group’s report subject to the above comments.    


Review of Standing Committees’ Performance and Terms of Reference

Audit Committee

	09.58
	Considered
	
	Document UC09/27, a review of the work undertaken by the Audit Committee to achieve its objectives for 2008/09. 

	
	
	
	

	09.59
	Noted
	
	The Audit Committee had reviewed its terms of reference and had concluded that no amendments were necessary in light of the comprehensive review undertaken the previous year following the publication of the CUC Handbook for Audit Committee Members.


Finance & General Purposes Committee

	09.60
	Considered
	
	Document UC09/28 a review of the work undertaken by the Finance & General Purposes Committee to achieve its objectives for 2008/09.  

	
	
	
	

	09.61
	Noted
	
	The Finance & General Purposes Committee had reviewed its terms of reference and had proposed some amendments for Court’s approval.  The amendments had resulted in a more structured set of terms of reference and had also re-prioritised some of the Committee’s responsibilities, for example its oversight of the development of the estates strategy.  

	
	
	
	

	09.62
	Agreed
	
	To accept the amendments to the Finance & General Purposes Committee’s terms of reference.


Health & Safety Committee

	09.63
	Considered
	
	Document UC09/29, a review of the work undertaken by the Health and Safety Committee to achieve its objectives for 2008/09. 

	
	
	
	

	09.64
	Noted
	
	The Health and Safety Committee had reviewed its terms of reference to ensure that these aligned with the responsibilities outlined in the CUC Guide for Members of Higher Education Governing Bodies in the UK.  In light of this, the Committee proposed that its terms of reference should include a reference to the Committee’s responsibility to satisfy itself that appropriate occupational health arrangements were in place.

	
	
	
	

	09.65
	Agreed
	
	To accept the amendments to the Health and Safety Committee’s terms of reference.


Remuneration Committee

	09.66
	Considered
	
	Document UC09/30, a review of the work undertaken by the Remuneration Committee to achieve its objectives for 2008/09. 

	
	
	
	

	09.67
	Discussion
	i.
	Court referred to the proposal to delete the explicit reference to determining conditions of service of the Principal and other members of the Executive from the Committee’s terms of reference.  Court expressed a view that oversight of the terms and conditions of service for the Principal and other senior management staff should fall within the remit of one of the standing committees, and that the Remuneration Committee would appear to be the most appropriate forum.      
(Note: Given the role of Search Committee in respect of the terms and conditions of the Principal, the terms of reference of the Remuneration Committee would have to reflect the interface between the two bodies.) 

	
	
	
	

	
	
	ii.
	Court noted the Remuneration Committee’s proposal that the responsibility for reviewing the process used for determining succession planning for the Executive and the Principal be removed from its terms of reference.  The Committee Chair advised that the Committee had considered this at length and had concluded that as succession planning could constitute a reputational risk it should be reviewed systematically as part of the review of the University’s risk register; accordingly it might belong more properly within the Audit Committee’s remit.  Whilst acknowledging that the Audit Committee had a responsibility to review process around succession planning, the Chair of the Audit Committee noted that its role did not include oversight of the outcome of the process.  The University Secretary advised that the concept of succession planning was not well developed in the HE sector.  Current research indicated that the HE sector tended to look outwards when refreshing senior management teams.  It was suggested, therefore, that the Remuneration Committee might examine the findings of current research and formulate a view as to how the issue should be taken forward.      

	
	
	
	

	09.68
	Agreed
	
	Court should defer approving changes to the Remuneration Committee’s terms of reference until it had been determined which standing committee should assume the responsibility for the oversight of the terms and conditions of service of the Principal and other senior management posts.     


Staff Policy Committee

	09.69
	Considered
	
	Document UC09/31, a review of the work undertaken by the Staff Policy Committee to achieve its objectives for 2008/09. 

	
	
	
	

	09.70
	Noted
	i.
	The Staff Policy Committee had reviewed its terms of reference and had proposed some minor amendments for Court’s approval.  The Committee also proposed that the Director of Organisational Development should be a member of the Committee rather than being in attendance.  

	
	
	
	

	
	
	ii.
	The University Secretary advised that following further consultation with the Chair of the Committee, it was proposed that one of the PVCs and one of the Deans be included in the membership of the Committee as a way of ensuring good strategic alignment with the delivery of the People Strategy.  It was agreed that input from a PVC and a Dean would add to the breadth of debate within the Committee.  However, the Court concluded that it would maintain the current balance between non-executive and executive members.

	
	
	
	

	
	
	iii.
	Reference was made to the statement in the terms of reference that the Committee would receive information in respect of a case where individual members of staff were issued with a notice of redundancy to verify that the correct procedure had been followed.  It was suggested that in order to fulfil this responsibility, the Committee would need to receive the information before the issue of a notice of redundancy. Court was advised that there was a statutory framework governing the nature of consultations with individual members of staff.  The Chair of the Committee would be consulted and confirmation of the procedure used would be reported to the next committee meeting. 

	
	
	
	

	09.71
	Agreed
	i.
	To accept the amendments to the Staff Policy Committee’s terms of reference.

	
	
	
	

	
	
	ii.
	The Director of Organisational Development should be a member of the Staff Policy Committee.  


Standing Committee Reports to Court

Audit Committee

	09.72
	Noted
	
	Document UC09/32, a report on the substantive issues of business discussed at the Audit Committee meetings on 29 September and 17 November 2009.  


Finance & General Purposes Committee Report

	09.73
	Noted
	
	Document UC09/33, a report on the substantive issues of business discussed at the Finance & General Purposes Committee meeting on 10 November 2009.  


Health & Safety Committee

	09.74
	Noted
	
	Document UC09/34, a report on the substantive issues of business discussed at the Health & Safety Committee meeting on 21 October 2009.  


Remuneration Committee Annual Report 

	09.75
	Noted
	
	Document UC09/35, the Remuneration Committee’s annual report for 2008/09.     


Staff Policy Committee

	09.76
	Noted
	
	Document UC09/36, a report on the substantive issues of business discussed at the Staff Policy Committee meeting on 28 October 2009.  


Revised Performance Development Scheme

	09.77
	Considered
	
	Document UC09/36a, the revised performance development scheme.     

	
	
	
	

	09.78
	Noted
	i.
	The revised performance development scheme had been agreed with the Executive Board, the Staff Policy Committee and the unions.

	
	
	
	

	
	
	ii.
	It was noted that one of the guiding principles underpinning the scheme stated that the annual review was the culmination of a continuous dialogue which had taken place throughout the year.    In response to a query about whether this might raise unrealistic expectations in respect of the time invested in the process, Court was advised that it was important that performance review was not viewed as an annual exercise, but as an ongoing, constructive engagement between staff and line managers. Regular dialogue was fundamental to the successful implementation of the scheme and would help embed a positive culture change throughout the University. 

	
	
	
	

	09.79
	Agreed
	
	To approve the revised performance development scheme. 


Rewarding Commercial Activity

	09.80
	Considered
	
	Document UC09/36b, the draft policy setting out the arrangements for rewarding staff who engaged in commercial activity.        

	
	
	
	

	09.81
	Noted
	i.
	The draft policy should be viewed in the context of a suite of policies detailing the regulations governing commercial activity.

	
	
	
	

	
	
	ii.
	The reference to the amount of surplus income generated which would normally be retained by the School or department should read 50% and not 60%.

	
	
	
	

	09.82
	Discussion
	i.
	Following detailed discussion, Court sought clarification about the following points:  

	
	
	
	

	
	
	a) 
	a) The draft policy had been the subject of extensive consultation with key stakeholders including the newly appointed Director of Research, Innovation and Enterprise.  The University’s lawyers had also provided advice about the terms of the standard employment contracts governing the generation of commercial income.  

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	b) In response to a query about which categories of staff the policy applied to, Court was advised that it related mainly to academic and research staff as these were the areas which had the most potential for generating commercial income.  However, policy was formulated so as not to exclude support staff.  

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	c) Clarification was sought about the contractual arrangements surrounding commercial activity, in particular in the event of a member of staff who left the University.  Court was advised that the contractual arrangements were contained within the University’s Requirements for the Conduct of Commercial Activities.  

	
	
	
	

	
	
	ii.
	Court stated that it was important that the document was unambiguous in its terms and expressed a view that there were a number of points which required clarification.  The University Secretary pointed out that the document presented to Court was part of a suite of policies and could not be implemented without cross-reference to University’s Requirements for the Conduct of Commercial Activity and the Rewards for Commercialisation Policy.  She suggested that a statement be added to the Rewarding Commercial Activities Policy highlighting that the policy articulated with, and must be read in conjunction with, the two other policies in the suite which set out definitions, processes and contractual arrangements.       

	
	
	
	

	09.83
	Agreed
	
	To accept the policy subject to the inclusion of a statement highlighting that the policy articulated with and must be read in conjunction with the two other policies in the suite, and final legal scrutiny.  
[Secretary’s note: the outcome of the further work undertaken, including legal advice received will be reported as a matter arising at the Court meeting on 25th February 2010.]


Audit Committee Annual Report to 31 July 2009

	09.84
	Considered
	
	Document UC09/37, the Audit Committee draft annual report to 31 July 2009.

	
	
	
	

	09.85
	Noted
	
	The Audit Committee had reviewed and agreed the report at its meeting on 17 November 2009, subject to some minor amendments.

	
	
	
	

	09.86
	Agreed
	
	To approve the Audit Committee draft annual report to 31 July 2009 as presented. 


Carbon Management Programme

	09.87
	Noted
	
	Document UC09/38, a progress report on the activities being undertaken towards the attainment of the University’s carbon management programme.  The Carbon Trust was providing advice and feedback at each stage of the programme.


AOB

	09.88
	Noted
	
	The Chair of Court advised that the Vice-Chair’s term of office on Court would end on 31 July 2010.  It would be necessary to start the process of appointing his successor early in the new year.  The position of Vice-Chair was determined by a vote and only appointed governors were eligible to stand.  The Court Office would organise and oversee the election process.  


Date of next meeting

	09.89
	Noted
	
	The next meeting of Court would be held on Thursday 25th February 2010 at 4.30pm.


Part B: Open Business: For Information Only

Standing Committee Objectives 2009/10

	09.90
	Noted
	
	Document UC09/39, which detailed the agreed objectives for 2009/10 for each of Court’s standing committees. 


Key Dates

	09.91
	Noted
	
	Document UC09/40, a schedule of key dates and events.


Part C: Closed Business: For Discussion.

Minutes of the meeting of the University Court held on 1 October 2009– Closed Business 


	09.92
	Considered
	
	Page 7 of document UC09/13, being the unconfirmed draft minutes of the closed business discussed at the Court meeting held on 1 October 2009.

	
	
	
	

	09.93
	Agreed
	
	The minutes were a correct record of the meeting.


Part D: Closed Business: For Information

Summary of Principal’s Objectives 2009/10

	09.94
	Noted
	
	Document UC09/41, a summary of the Principal’s objectives for 2009/10. 
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