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     Kingston University London  
 
MINUTES                                                                                      
BOARD OF GOVERNORS  

 
 

MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE BOARD OF GOVERNORS HELD ON 
 WEDNESDAY 23rd NOVEMBER 2011 in TH102/103, PENRHYN ROAD  

 
 
Present: 
 
Roderic Lyne (Chair), Ann Allen, Chris Brooks, David Carter, Stephen Cooksey, James 
Denholm-Price, Chris Dingle, Bruce Fraser, Robert Green, Lesley Granger, Frank 
Kennedy, Neil MacIntosh, Nona McDuff, Sunitha Narendran, Sue Rimmer, John Ripley 
and Julius Weinberg.  

 
 

In attendance: 
 

Deputy Vice-Chancellor, Pro Vice-Chancellor (Corporate Affairs) & University Secretary, 
Pro Vice-Chancellor (Research & Enterprise), Pro Vice-Chancellor (Academic Support & 
Student Services), Finance Director, Head of Secretariat and Minuting Clerk  
 
 
The Chair noted the new structure of the agenda, which grouped items under specific 
headings.   
 
 

Formal Matters 
 
98.0 Election of Chair and Vice-Chair 
 (Paper BG 139/11) 
 

98.1 The Pro Vice-Chancellor (Corporate Affairs) & University Secretary took the 
chair and explained that the University’s Articles of Government required the 
election of a Chair and Vice-Chair at the first Board meeting each year 
following the 20th of November.  

 
98.2 It was proposed that Roderic Lyne and Lesley Granger should be re-

appointed as Chair and Vice-Chair respectively for a further year.  The Board 
endorsed the proposal.        

 
It was resolved that 

  
Roderic Lyne be re-elected as Chair and Lesley Granger be re-elected as Vice-
Chair for the period from 21st November 2011 to 20th November 2012  

 
Roderic Lyne took the Chair for the remainder of the meeting.  
 
The Chair welcomed the Head of Secretariat to her first Board meeting. 
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99.0 Apologies for absence 
   

Apologies for absence were received from Sara Drake, Peter Kopelman and Derek 
Osbourne   
 
 

Item 3.1 Appointment of Members to the Board was considered next in order that the 
Board could be properly constituted.   
 
100.0 Appointment of Members to the Board 
 (Paper BG 141/11) 
 

100.1 The Chair reported  that the terms of office of Sara Drake, Peter Kopelman 
and Derek Osbourne had expired on 20th November.  The Nominations & 
Governance Committee had recommended that Sara Drake and Derek 
Osbourne be appointed for a further and final year and that Peter Kopelman 
be appointed for a further three-year term.  

 
100.2 Following the expiry of the terms of office of the Academic Board nominated 

members, George Alexandrou and Clarissa Wilks, the Nominations & 
Governance Committee had recommended that James Denholm-Price and 
Sunitha Narendran be appointed to the Board as the Academic Board 
nominees for a three year term. 

 
It was resolved that 
 
Sara Drake be appointed for a further and final year with effect from 21 
November 2011 until 20 November 2012 
 
Peter Kopelman be appointed for a further three years with effect from 21 
November 2011 until 20 November 2014 
 
Derek Osbourne be appointed for a further and final year with effect from 21 
November 2011 until 20 November 2012 
 
James Denholm-Price be appointed for a three year term with effect from 21 
November 2011 until 20 November 2014  
 
Sunitha Narendran be appointed for a three year term with effect from 21 
November 2011 until 20 November 2014  

 
 
101.0 Announcements 
 

101.1 It was noted that the Board’s Away Day was scheduled for Wednesday 14th 
December.  However, it appeared that this was not the optimum date for 
most members and it was suggested that, in order to ensure high 
attendance, this event be postponed until later in the academic year.  The 
main topic planned for discussion at the Away Day was the emerging 
Strategic Plan, which was due to be presented to the Board formally in 
January 2012.  Following extensive consultation, the draft Strategy was now 
well advanced and further prolonged consideration was therefore not 
considered to be critical to its completion.  However, it was suggested that, 
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following circulation of the latest iteration by the Vice-Chancellor, any Board 
member who wished to comment should advise the Secretariat accordingly.  
Should the demand exist, another informal Strategy Group meeting could be 
arranged for further discussion.  It was proposed that the Away Day should 
be re-scheduled to take place on 16th May 2012, after the formal Board 
meeting that day.  The Board agreed with this proposal.   

 
101.2 It was noted that a dinner was being arranged for the Board of Governors to 

take place at Dorich House, on either 30th or 31st January 2012, whichever 
date proved to be more popular.  The dinner which was planned for 8th or 9th 
May would be re-scheduled in the event the Away Day was held on 16th May.  

 
 
102.0 Conflicts of Interest 
 (Paper BG 140/11)   
 

102.1 The Pro Vice-Chancellor (Corporate Affairs) & University Secretary noted 
that paper BG 140/11 was a reminder to the Board of the need to declare 
any conflicts of interest, as reinforcement of the arrangements in place.  It 
was confirmed that the Secretariat maintained a Register of Interests which 
was updated on an annual basis.  No conflict of interest was declared by any 
member of the Board.  The Chair stated that the meeting would therefore 
proceed on the basis that there were no conflicts of interest.       

 
 
103.0 Minutes of the Board of Governors Meeting held on 21st September 2011  
 

103.1  The Minutes were approved.    
 
 
104.0  Matters Arising / Action Grid   

 
Matters arising were considered in conjunction with the action grid. 
 
104.1 Action 07/11 – Role of professorial fellowship: 
 
 It was reported that the professorial fellowship had been removed from the 

Academic Board.  It had been agreed that the single title of Professor would 
be retained, with a number of different routes to attain this level.  

 
104.2 There were no other matters arising which were not included on the agenda 

or the action grid.  
 
 

Board Business 
 
105.0 Progress report on the Board Effectiveness Review 
 

105.1 The Chair of the re-named Nominations and Governance Committee noted 
that the process for the Board Effectiveness Review had now formally closed 
and the implementation plan had been transferred to this Committee.  At its 
meeting on 27th October it had been agreed that the Committee would meet 
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three times per annum, ahead of Board of Governors’ meetings in order to 
carry out and monitor the agreed actions, with the support of the Secretariat.     

 
105.2 The Board was being asked to approve the Terms of Reference of the 

Finance Committee, Nominations & Governance Committee and newly 
named People Committee, which combined the Employment & Diversity and 
Remuneration Committees.  The revised Terms of Reference had been 
extensively discussed by all the respective committees.  It was noted that a 
further amendment would be added to the Finance Committee terms in the 
New Year which would be reported to the Board in due course.  It was noted 
that the Audit Committee Terms of Reference were still under review and 
would be completed early in 2012.     

 
105.3 It had been agreed that the People Committee would be chaired by Neil 

MacIntosh (for all HR business) with Roderic Lyne chairing the remuneration 
component, to satisfy the requirement that remuneration matters were the 
responsibility of the Chair of the Board.  It was also agreed that, since the 
People Committee was responsible for equality and diversity matters relating 
to students as well as staff, the KUSU President would be invited to attend 
for agenda items on equality and diversity.     

 
105.4 The Board was also asked to approve the Terms of Reference of the Partner 

Governor (formerly referred to as Lead Governor) initiative which had been 
introduced as a result of the Effectiveness Review.  The framework, aims 
and procedure relating to this initiative were fully explained in the Terms of 
Reference, attached as Annex 4.  It was proposed to carry out a pilot project 
for one year and the suggested areas to be covered were listed in Annex B.  
It was noted that governors were welcome to suggest alternative areas, 
including the possible inclusion of another faculty in addition to SEC.  
Volunteers were being sought for the pilot project.  It was acknowledged that 
this was an experimental arrangement and that governors’ participation 
would vary according to individuals’ availability.  It was important to 
recognise the distinction between the role of Partner Governor and those 
governors who already had relationships with areas of the University, such 
as Committee Chairs.   

 
105.5 It was noted that there was some ambiguity around the term ‘Chair’ within 

the Committees’ Terms of Reference, which would be clarified.  The Board 
approved the Terms of Reference for the Finance, Nominations & 
Governance and People Committees and the Partner Governor initiative.   

 
105.6 The Board discussed the proposed topics for presentation at future Board 

meetings, listed under Annex C and whether any other topics should be 
included.  It was suggested that it would be useful to include a presentation 
from KUSU focusing on those issues which were of particular significance to 
students.  Employment services and employability were increasingly 
important areas, particularly in the light of the current environment, and it 
was agreed that presentations on these issues would be included sooner 
rather than later.  In the light of the importance of these areas, it was 
suggested that it would be helpful to involve Partner Governors in each of the 
areas, depending on the number of volunteers received.  It was agreed that 
one or two presentations would be incorporated into the May Board meeting 
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and proposed Away Day and further presentations would be included in the 
programme for the rest of the year.   

 
105.7 It was agreed that, as discussed earlier, the Away Day scheduled for 14th 

December would be cancelled.  An alternative date was proposed for 16th 
May 2012, immediately after the formal Board meeting scheduled for that 
morning.  In the light of this proposal, it was agreed that the provisional dates 
for dinners at Dorich House on 8th or 9th May would be re-scheduled.   

 
105.8 The Board discussed Board and Committee membership.  It was noted that 

an ex Vice-Chancellor had not yet been found.  Other potential candidates 
were being considered and a further report would be made in due course.  
The Chair reported that an individual who had been appointed to the Board 
and Audit Committee in November 2009 but who had to resign shortly 
afterwards due to work commitments abroad, had expressed an interest in 
re-joining the Board.  It was noted that this candidate was well-qualified and 
had already undergone the process of selection, which would save on the 
expense and time of going through a further bureaucratic procedure.  The 
Chair of the Nominations & Governance Committee was due to meet with the 
candidate and would report to the Board accordingly.                

 
It was resolved that 
 
The Board approve the Terms of Reference for the Finance, Nominations & 
Governance and People Committees, and for the Partner Governor initiative   
 

Action: Presentations at Board meetings in 2012 to include KUSU and Employability / Employment 
Services [Pro Vice-Chancellor Academic Support & Student Services / Secretariat] 
 
Up to two presentations to be included at the Board Away Day on 16th May 2012 
[Secretariat] 
 
Governors’ dinner to be re-scheduled from May to June 2012  [Secretariat] 
 

 

Strategy 
 
106.0 Vice-Chancellor’s Report 
 (Paper BG 143/11) 
 
 Strategy: 
 

106.1 The Vice-Chancellor reported that there had been extensive consultation on 
the developing strategy across the University, including a number of open 
meetings, with general agreement over the direction being taken.  The main 
issues to note were: 

 
- The wording relating to widening participation would be revised.  It was 

noted that the University’s commitment to widening participation would 
continue;   

- Some concern had been expressed over the explicit statement that all 
academic staff should be actively engaged in research; 

- Performance management would be more actively utilised amongst 
academic staff. 
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 It was noted that the developing Strategy was deliberately ambitious and 

would need careful management of expectations.  It was anticipated that 
75% of the initiatives within the Strategy would be successful.  The 
consultation process continued and governors were invited to submit any 
comments or suggestions to the Vice-Chancellor.   

   
 
Student numbers and Application Cycle:  
 
106.2 It was reported that applications were down across the sector. Accurate 

comparative data was difficult to collect as analysis of figures was not 
normally carried out at this time of the year.  In general terms, it appeared 
that figures were down on 2010 particularly in post-1992 institutions, 
although there was not much change within the Russell Group.  Kingston’s 
figures were generally in line with its London-based comparators.  Although it 
was difficult to form firm conclusions, it would appear that applications were 
lower in the Social Sciences.  It was expected that there would be a decline 
in numbers at Kingston due to the removal of AAB students from student 
number control.  The University was carrying out a model based on a 
substantial fall in numbers, although this was not considered to be a likely 
outcome.  However, it was difficult to predict the final outcome at this stage in 
the cycle. It was noted that if the University wished to raise the quality of 
applications it would not be able to correct numbers through clearing, which 
increased the level of risk given the external environment.  The difficulty of 
managing the three-year student application cycle against the annual income 
cycle was noted.   

  
  
 Rose Theatre:  
 
 106.3 It was agreed that this minute be confidential  
 
 (See confidential minutes attached) 
 
 

Review of IS/IT: 
 
106.4 Following the external review of IS/IT a report had been received which 

suggested a number of recommendations to improve delivery, some of which 
had already been implemented.  The process to recruit an interim head of IT 
was underway.  Issues had arisen relating to a new Resource Allocation 
Methodology.  It was noted that several of the recent systems failures were 
the result of under-investment and problems caused by out-of-date 
equipment.   

 
Faculty Re-organisation: 
 
106.5 The departure of Simon Ofield-Kerr from the Faculty of Art, Design and 

Architecture had provided an opportunity to consider re-structuring the 
faculties.  Following consideration of various options by the SMT, the 
conclusion was that there were no valid business reasons for a major re-
organisation at this time.  It was also agreed that lessons could be learnt from 
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the development of the SEC faculty before any major re-structuring was 
considered.  It was noted that some areas would be reviewed, e.g. the 
location of Education, and Film & Digital Media studies.  Consideration would 
also be given to branding and the perception of the Faculty to the external 
world.  In the meantime the process for the recruitment of a new Dean would 
be initiated.         

 
Promotion Criteria: 
 
106.6 The Academic Board had reviewed the existing promotion criteria and had 

agreed that there should be a number of routes to promotion to Professor.  It 
was noted that this review aligned promotion with the developing strategy 
and objectives, particularly relating to research.   

 
NHS Tender: 
 
106.7 It was reported that the joint faculty of Health and Social Care Sciences had 

put together and submitted a tender for nursing and physiotherapy contracts 
and the University awaited the outcome.   

 
Visit by BIS: 
 
106.8 The Vice-Chancellor reported on the recent visit to the University by Martin 

Williams, the Director of HE Policy at the Department of Business 
Information & Skills (BIS).  Attention had been drawn by the University to the 
way statistics were collected which disadvantaged universities like Kingston, 
where successful students who did not follow traditional routes to 
employment, such as Design students, subsequently had difficulty in finding 
work.  It was agreed that the University’s reasoning would be supported by 
the presentation of case studies and collection of appropriate statistics.  It 
was important that students should fully understand the nature and issues 
around employment well ahead of graduation and leaving the University and 
it was agreed that this matter needed to be addressed.  It was also important 
to improve connections with alumni, in terms of support to the University 
through internships and placements.  It was noted that there were no current 
plans in the short-term to move to a post (A-level) qualifying application 
system.  

 
 
107.0 Monitoring the current Strategic Plan  
 (Paper BG 144/11) 

 
107.1 The Head of Planning presented Paper BG 144/11, which comprised three 

documents – the Review of Progress 2011; Implementation of the current 
Strategic Plan; and the Strategic Risk Register.  The Review of Progress 
which included the University’s KPIs was produced annually and contained a 
high level of detail.     

 
107.2 The Board considered the KPIs in turn.   
 

Student Numbers - whilst showing significant growth particularly on 
undergraduate numbers, this KPI was still below target. 
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Widening Participation - this had never achieved the benchmark figure, but 
although the position looked poor the numbers were in fact quite strong.  
 
Progressions to Degree Awards – this was based on a complex calculation 
carried out by HEFCE.  The figures for this KPI had improved, but were still 
below the benchmark. 
 
Employment – there was a 2% improvement in the figures, but despite the 
gap narrowing, this KPI was still below the benchmark.  There was some 
local variation, with Health & Social Care Sciences achieving 100%.  
Although the University was in a low position within its group of comparator 
institutions, it was noted that a small percentage rise would make a 
significant difference.  For example, whilst at 85% the University was in the 
lower third, a difference of 5% up to 90% would move it into the top two-
thirds.  The figure of 5% represented 120 students, which was considered to 
be achievable.           
 
Research Grant and contract income – this area had shown a significant 
increase.  It was noted that targets were set through the Research 
Committee.   
 
Staff engagement – the previous staff KPI had been based on the Staff / 
Student Ratio, which had been considered ineffective and an indicator based 
on staff engagement grouping areas such as satisfaction and motivation had 
recently been introduced, which was measured through the staff survey.   
 
Historic cost surplus as percentage of turnover & Cash generated from 
operations – it was noted that the two Financial KPIs remained strong.  The 
target surplus to date had been 2% of teaching fees and funding.  It was 
planned to move to a 5% target for the period ahead.   
 
Estates investment – this KPI was introduced last year; estates investment 
was higher than the benchmark, but the quality of the estate remained below 
benchmark. 
     

107.3 It was noted that mitigating actions would be developed, particularly for those 
areas which were under-performing – Employability and the National Student 
Survey.  Agenda setting would be reviewed in order to formally include KPIs, 
where actions and mitigation showed the risks that were being addressed.  It 
was important to understand that KPIs were specific indicators for measuring 
targets, rather than aspirations. 

 
107.4 It was clear from the KPI document that it was important to review the 

existing indicators, as part of the developing Strategic Plan, particularly in 
view of the increasingly uncertain environment.  It was agreed that the 
Nominations and Governance Committee would review the current list of 
KPIs and performance analysis, assess and identify appropriate KPIs for 
future use and ensure they were addressed correctly.  A draft set of revised 
KPIs would be developed and presented to the Board for consideration in 
early 2012.   

 
107.5 It was also noted that a paper on the handling of risk would be drawn up for 

the January 2012 Board meeting.       
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107.6 The Board considered the Risk Register, in particular those areas which 

were identified as higher risk and marked in red.   
 
 Risk 2 – Overseas Business Development Plan  
 
 It was noted that the University had experienced a drop in the Indian and 

Korean markets, which had been mitigated to some extent by increased 
recruitment from Norway and the USA.  The adverse impact of the revised 
regulations imposed by the UK Border Agency was noted.  It was likely that 
these regulations would remain in place and would have a further financial 
impact in the future. The current cost to the University was estimated at 
approximately £500k.  It was noted that the University’s overseas recruitment 
was fairly evenly balanced in comparison with other HEIs, so the impact was 
comparatively less significant.       

 
 Risk 8 – NHS Contract 
 
 As mentioned earlier, the Faculty of Health & Social Care Sciences had 

submitted a tender for nursing and physiotherapy teaching contracts.  The 
University would be notified of the outcome of the tender in January 2012.   

 
 Risk 9 – Higher fee levels deter students 
 
 This issue had already been discussed as part of the Vice-Chancellor’s 

Report. 
 
 Risk 22 – Employability 
 Risk 23 – Insufficient resources for Careers & Employability Services 
 
 The Pro Vice-Chancellor, Academic Support & Student Services reported 

that a new Head of Career & Employability Services had been appointed.  
The career & employability service was being more directly aligned with the 
faculties.  It was agreed that this area was under-resourced and it would be 
necessary to double existing resources by appointing a further three people 
in order to provide a better service.  It was planned that this matter would be 
addressed in the spring of 2012.  The Vice-Chancellor noted that two key 
actions were being put in place to improve this area – the academic 
framework was being reviewed, and the new strategy would include greater 
focus on student placements.  It was noted that it would be valuable to 
ensure that the appropriate KPIs were in place to monitor employability 
services.    

 
Action: Paper on Handling of Risk to Board in January 2012  

[Chair, Audit Committee / Finance Director] 
 

KPIs to be reviewed by the Nominations & Governance Committee ahead of 
presentation to the Board in early 2012 [Secretariat]  

 
 

108.0 Annual Monitoring Statement 2010-11  
 

108.1 The Annual Monitoring Statement was required to be submitted to HEFCE as 
part of the Accountability Return in December, and it was important that the 
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information in the Statement was accurate.  It was noted that the forthcoming 
changes to the funding mechanism would have a significant impact on the 
Statement.       

 
 

Finance 
  
109.0 Approval of Financial Statements for year ended 31st July 2011 on the 

recommendation of the Finance Committee   
 (Paper BG 146/11) 
 

109.1 The Financial Statements had been considered in detail by the Audit and 
Finance Committees at their recent meetings.  Both Committees endorsed 
the Financial Statements and recommended them for Board approval   

 
It was resolved 
 
That the Board approve the Financial Statements for the year ended 31st July 2011 
on the recommendation of the Finance Committee 
   

 
110.0 Approval of the Financial Plan 2011 and HEFCE Financial Forecast on the 

recommendation of the Finance Committee  
(Paper BG 147/11) 

 
110.1 The Chair of the Finance Committee noted that a budgeted surplus of £1.5m 

had been approved by the Finance Committee in June 2011.  The Board was 
being asked to specifically consider four issues: 

 
- The positive variance in historical numbers 
- The bridge between the actual figures 2010/11 and the budget 2011/12   
- The October forecast of the outturn for 2011/12 
- The one-year forecast submission to HEFCE In December 

 
110.2 It was noted that a long-term forecast would need to be submitted to HEFCE 

in June 2012.  HEFCE had been urged by a number of HEIs to delay the 
long-term forecast until July to align more appropriately with the information 
available at the end of the financial year, and the flow of Board and 
Committee work.  However, this proposition had not been accepted.  A long-
term forecast would be presented to the Finance Committee meeting in April, 
ahead of the June submission.  The submission in December was a 
straightforward forecast for one year.  

 
110.3 Underspends in previous years had resulted in higher surpluses than 

budgeted.  The future intention was to achieve an outturn as close as 
possible to the projected surplus of £1.5m.  It was noted that there was a 
higher possibility of achieving under rather than over the target figure. 

 
110.4 The Financial Plan included the University’s best estimate of reduced student 

numbers.  However, it was impossible to predict the reduction accurately, or 
whether there might be a major collapse in figures.  It was noted that 
reduced numbers would present a greater problem in the next few years.   
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110.5 The Finance Director stated that £5m cost savings out of the £9m target 
reduction were built into the budget.  The remaining £4m savings would need 
to be identified.  He noted that the overall reduction related largely to the 
treasury cutbacks, resulting in £8m reduction in HEFCE funding.  It was also 
noted that the £5m cost of fitting-out the new Business School at Kingston 
Hill was included in the budget and was not classed as capital expenditure.   

 
110.6 It was noted that a number of budgetary adjustments would need to be 

made, as part of the normal course of University business, whilst looking to 
achieve the target of £1.5m surplus.  However, with income fixed for this year 
this was considered to be a manageable position.  Difficulties were 
anticipated in future years when income would be less certain.   

 
110.7 It would be necessary to have in place alternative plans in the event of future 

difficulties.  It was noted that the University was seeking to apply more rigid 
forecasting and reduced variances in future.  Alternative plans were being 
developed to deal with various scenarios and would be brought to the Board 
in due course.                     

 
Action: Plans for dealing with various scenarios to Board in 2012 [Finance Director] 

 
 

111.0 Going Concern Review  
(Paper BG 146A/11) 
 
111.1 A briefing note was circulated with regard to the Going Concern review.  It 

was noted that the Board was required to confirm the going concern status of 
the University for a one-year period going forward, effective from the date of 
approval of the Financial Statements.   

 
111.2 The Income & Expenditure chart in the Financial Plan showed the forecast 

for the coming year, which indicated that the University was in a strong 
financial position, with substantial cash reserves and no indication of risk to 
funding this year.   

 
111.3 It was noted that the Going Concern Review needed the endorsement of all 

Board members.  Therefore, it was suggested that any member who 
expressed concern over this issue should discuss the matter further with the 
Chair of the Finance Committee and the Finance Director.  

 
111.4 It was confirmed that the Going Concern Review related only to the current 

year.  Whilst it was anticipated that there might be uncertainties in future 
years, this did not affect the position for the Going Concern statement which 
represented the Board’s obligation only for the twelve-month period from 
November 2011 to November 2012.   

 
111.5 The Finance Committee had considered the Going Concern review at its 

meeting in October and endorsed the statement on the basis of the current 
strength of the balance sheet and the information contained within the 
Financial Plan confirming the sustainability of the University for the period in 
question.  Having received reassurance from the Finance Committee, the 
Board endorsed the Going Concern Statement for the period 23 November 
2011 to 22 November 2012.   
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It was resolved that 
 
The Board endorse the Going Concern Statement for the period 23 November 
2011 to 22 November 2012   
 
 

Audit 
 
112.0 Annual Report from the Audit Committee for the year 2010-2011 
 (Paper BG 148/11) 
 

112.1 The Chair of the Audit Committee noted that there were four papers to 
consider relating to audit matters, all of which had been discussed in detail 
by the Audit Committee.   

 
112.2 The Report from the Audit Committee summarised audit work over the 

preceding year.  The important issue for the Board to note was assurance 
that the Board could rely on the adequacy of systems in relation to specific 
areas of the University.  

 
112.3 It was reported that there had been some significant improvement over the 

past year in the quality of systems.  This improvement was manifested in the 
significant reduction of Priority 1 recommendations over recent years, 
culminating in only two Priority 1 recommendations in 2010-11.  Two areas 
had been identified as requiring action - IS/IT and estates, and it was 
confirmed that these areas were being addressed.        

 
112.4 It was noted that although the Audit and Finance Committees were required 

to be formally independent from each other, it was agreed that it would be 
beneficial to both areas to co-ordinate their activities.  This was being 
achieved through attendance at specified committee meetings by the 
respective Chairs.   

 
 
 
113.0 Annual Internal Audit Report for the year ended 31 July 2011 
 (Paper BG 149/11)    

 
113.1 The Board noted the annual Internal Audit Report for the year ended 31 July 

2011, which had been considered in detail by the Audit Committee.  
 
 
114.0 Operational Internal Audit Plan for the year ending 31 July 2012 
 (Paper BG 150/11) 
 

114.1 The Board noted the Operational Internal Audit Plan for the year ending 31 
July 2012, which had been considered in detail by the Audit Committee.   

 
 
115.0 Approval of External Auditors’ Audit Report and Management Letter for the 

year 2010/11 on the recommendation of the Audit Committee  
 (Paper BG 151/11) 
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115.1 The Chair of the Audit Committee reported that all items had been discussed 

in detail by the Audit Committee.  The Report and Management Letter were 
recommended for Board approval, subject to the inclusion in the 
management letter of a report relating to a fraudulent incident, which it was 
confirmed had been addressed.   

 
It was resolved that 

 
The Board approve the External Auditors’ Audit Report and Management Letter for 
the year 2010/11 

 
 

Infrastructure 
 
116.0 Campus Development Plan Phase 2  
 (Paper BG 152/11) 
 

116.1 The Chair noted that there were five decisions requested of the Board, the 
first of which was to ‘approve in principle’ the Campus Development Plan 
Phase 2 (the Plan).  Decision 1 would not entail commitment to expenditure 
at this stage.  It was noted that the Plan allowed for flexibility in terms of 

timing, scope and expenditure, and was intended to allow decisions at 
appropriate stages. 

 
116.2 It was noted that the Estates Committee had overseen the process of 

development of the Plan.  The Committee believed that it represented a 
coherent approach which should be approved in principle, and that there 
should be a robust process for making individual project decisions on the 
basis that work would be carried out as and when finances allowed.  The 
Estates Committee believed it was critical to ensure that the estate was fit for 
purpose, and failure to do so carried the potential risk of an adverse impact 

on the student experience. The KUSU President noted that the condition of 

the estate was increasingly indefensible and if not addressed, could become 
a significant reputational risk.   

 
116.3 The Chair of the Finance Committee stated that, whilst the independent 

members of the Finance Committee endorsed the document and were 
appreciative of the quality of work in putting together the Plan, their view with 

regard to Decision 1 was that they were unable to support it due to the 

breach of parameters in the University’s existing financial strategy.  The 
independent members of the Finance Committee recommended that 
Decision 1 was deferred until the University's new Strategy, update of the 
Financial Strategy, evidence of the new environment on student numbers, 
evidence of availability, term, conditions and cost of borrowing, and further 
information on potential competing demands on the University’s resources 
(such as IT and student residences) were clarified. 

 
116.4 The Vice-Chancellor observed that the University had been in decline over 

recent years and that it was important to halt this trajectory, in part by using 
the surpluses generated to improve the estate.  Whilst it was acknowledged 
that the current environment was uncertain, there would be no full clarity for 
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several years, by which time the University would be further behind its 
competitors if it failed to address this issue.  The Board agreed that there 
was an urgent need to improve the estate, noting that two critical current 
issues were raising the quality of teaching and raising the quality of facilities.  

 
116.5 The Finance Director stated that the University currently had cash resources 

of approximately £90m, of which £37m covered operational needs (i.e. 
excluding contingencies). It would be necessary to adopt a flexible approach, 
addressing possible temporary cash requirements arising from un-forecast 
contingencies and adapting to future changes in student numbers.  
Borrowing capacity within HEFCE’s 4% servicing ratio might extend to 
approximately £15m - £30m, depending on assumptions about cost and 
term.  The HE sector was generally viewed in favourable terms by the banks, 
so borrowing capacity might, subject to conditions at the time, be capable of 
further extension.  However, there were fewer financing options available, 
which could result in higher servicing costs.  Exceeding the 4% servicing 
ratio would also require an approach to HEFCE.  

 
116.6 It was further noted that the Finance Committee did not disagree with the 

principle and rationale of the Plan.  However, it was emphasised that 
expenditure of £75m - £140m over five years would breach the parameters 
of the University’s financial strategy, which were designed to maintain 
financial sustainability. 

 
116.7 The Chair noted that whilst the Board was in favour of the objectives of the 

Plan, it would need to be satisfied that the financial strategy parameters 
would be sustained; this would require some work in terms of how the 
matter was approached, with timing and flexibility being key elements of the 
approach.  The issue of the relationship of the Plan to the financial strategy 
thus needed to be addressed further. The wording around Decision 1 should 
be re-phrased to give greater clarity to the Board’s position of support to the 
direction and further development of the Plan, subject to each proposal 
being submitted to the Board on a case by case basis, taking into account 
the parameters of the University’s financial strategy.  As part of this work, 
the timing of individual projects that would be brought forward for 
consideration by the Board should be re-considered (Decision 3).   

 
116.8 In considering the requested decision relating to improvements to residential 

accommodation (Decision 5), it was noted that it would be necessary to 
include development of student residences in the overall context of the 
University, rather than as separate financial commitments.  This should 
therefore be rolled into the revised wording for Decision 1. 

 
116.9 In summary, the Board recognised the need to improve the condition of the 

University’s estate and supported the direction of CDP 2, noting that: the 
proposals represented a coherent framework within which decisions could be 
made, avoiding development of ad hoc arrangements which could result in 
inappropriate expenditure; individual projects would be developed 
incrementally over time, subject to each proposal being submitted to the 
Board on a case by case basis for approval, within the parameters of the 
University’s financial strategy prevailing at the time; and improvements to 
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existing student residences would be subject to the same approval process, 
on a case by case basis, as non-residential projects. It was noted that the 
Plan was a high-quality and detailed piece of work which provided a useful 

framework and it was important to ensure that the work carried out to date 
would not need to be recreated.     

 
116.10 It was agreed that formal endorsement of the Plan would be deferred, 

subject to suitable revision of the form of wording for the requested 
decisions to reflect the points made during the Board’s discussion.  

 
Action: Revised text relating to the Board’s decisions, based on the points outlined in the 

minutes above, to be circulated for out of committee agreement 
 [Pro Vice-Chancellor (Corporate Affairs) & University Secretary] 

  
Relationship of CDP 2 to the University’s Financial Strategy to be further considered 
[Finance Director and Pro Vice-Chancellor (Corporate Affairs)/University Secretary] 

 
 

116.11 The Board went on to consider the specific project proposal for the Kingston 
Hill connective spaces (Paper BG 152A/11, Decision 2 and Paper 
BG152B/11), which was the first project to be brought forward for decision 
under the CDP 2 framework.  Approval was granted to proceed with the 
design phase, with a commitment of circa £80k. 

 
116.12 Approval was also given for continuing discussions with local authorities and 

others to explore the possibility of a new town centre campus (Decision 4), 
subject to no financial, moral or reputational commitments being made.  It 
was noted that this option looked extremely challenging financially, even on a 
very long-term horizon. It was noted that, in the event of a town centre 
campus becoming a viable option, this would require a substantial level of 
work and would involve decisions around other sites and campuses.   

  
 
117.0 Campus Development Plan Phase 1 Exception Report 
 (Paper BG 153/11) 
 
 It was agreed that this minute be confidential. 
 
 (See Confidential Minutes attached)  
 
 
Post Meeting Note: 
 
Campus Development Plan Phase 2 – Board Decisions: 
 
In relation to the proposals for the Campus Development Plan Phase 2 (Paper BG 152A/11) the 
Board decided to: 
 
1. Support the proposed strategic direction of Campus Development Plan Phase 2, noting that: 

 
a. it provided a coherent framework for decision making as the estate was further 

developed; 
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b. individual projects (including those for student accommodation) would be presented on 

a case by case basis for consideration by the Board; and 

 
c. justification of those projects would be dependent on satisfying not only the objectives 

of the Campus Development Plan but also the prevailing parameters and investment 

criteria of the University’s Financial Strategy (which was in the course of being 

updated). 

 
2. Approve the progression of an early project - connective spaces at Kingston Hill - and 

associated expenditure of circa £80,000 inclusive of VAT (refers also to Paper BG 125B/11). 

 
3. Note that, subject to satisfying the requirements of (1) above, further projects would be brought 

forward at appropriate stages during 2012 for consideration by the Board. 

 
4. Agree to continue to explore the potential options for a new town centre campus, without 

commitment of any kind, to enable a decision to be made towards the end of 2012; this might 

necessitate further revenue expenditure to assess the feasibility of the options for which 

approval would be sought as required. 

 
 

Other Matters 
 
118.0 Approval of Debt Write-Off 

(Paper BG 154/11) 
 
118.1The Finance Committee had considered the report on debt write-off at its 

meeting on 27th October 2011 and had recommended Board approval of the 
current outstanding debt.  It was noted that the amount of debt was in line 
with average amounts in previous years.  The University processes for debt 
collection were considered to be effective.  However, it would be prudent to 
build additional robustness into the current system, in view of the forthcoming 
changes to funding.  The size of the student loan would be tripled and the 
impact would be exacerbated by the Student Loan Company’s (SLC) revised 
regulations, which involved the introduction of three transfer points from the 
SLC to HEIs.  The most significant potential problem centred around the first 
transfer point in early December.  Students’ liability would be limited to 25% 
of fees if leaving courses by a given date in November, which in turn would 
limit the University’s recovery from the SLC to 25%, affecting surplus 
generation.  Mitigating actions were being developed in response to this 
change in the process. 

 
118.2 The Board approved the write-off of £551,859.24 of debt on the 

recommendation of the Finance Committee.       
 
It was resolved that 
 
The Board approve the write-off of £551,859.24 of debt 

 
 
119.0 Ratification of decisions taken by Chair’s Action 

(Paper BG 155/11) 
 
119.1 The Board ratified the decisions taken by Chair’s Action, listed in the paper. 
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120.0* Health and Safety Update Report 
 (Paper BG 156/11) 
 

120.1 The Board noted the Health and Safety Update Report. 
 
 

Items to note 
 
  
121.0* KUSU’s Financial Statements for the year ended 31 July 2011  
 (Paper BG 157/11) 
 

121.1 The Board noted KUSU’s Financial Statements for the year ended 31 July 
2011. 

 
 
122.0* Finance Report for September 2011 
 (Paper BG 158/11) 
 
 122.1 The Board noted the Finance Report for September 2011  
 
  
123.0 Minutes of the Audit Committee meetings held on 15 September and 21 

October 2011 
 

123.1 The Board noted the minutes of the Audit Committee meetings held on 15 
September and 21 October 2011   

 
 
124.0 Minutes of the Estates Committee meeting held on13 October 2011   
 

124.1 The Board noted the minutes of the Estates Committee meeting held on 13 
October 2011  

 
 
125.0 Minutes of the Finance Committee meeting held on 27 October 2011   
 

125.1 The Board noted the minutes of the Finance Committee meeting held on 27 
October 2011  

 
 
126.0 Draft Minutes of the Nominations Committee meeting held on 27 October 2011   
 

126.1 The Board noted that the minutes of the Nominations Committee meeting 
held on 27 October 2011 would be circulated for the next Board meeting in 
January 2012  

 
 
127.0 Report from the People Committee meeting held on 11 November 2011   
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127.1 The Board noted that the minutes of the People Committee meeting held on 
11 November 2011 would be circulated for the next Board meeting in 
January 2012   

  
 
128.0 Any Other Business 
 

128.1 The difficulty of giving full consideration to the extensive amount of papers 
for today’s meeting was noted.  The difficulty of disposing of confidential 
papers was also noted.  It was agreed that if governors so wished, papers 
could be returned to the Secretariat for confidential disposal.   

 
128.2 It was agreed that, on account of today’s extensive agenda, the presentation 

on Research would be postponed until the next Board meeting in January 
2012, with apologies to the Pro Vice-Chancellor, Research & Enterprise.   

 
128.3 The Chair reiterated the earlier statement that should governors require 

further clarification regarding the developing strategy, they were welcome to 
contact the Vice-Chancellor, and if the need should arise, a further informal 
Strategy Group meeting could be arranged.   

 
128.4 The Head of Secretariat reported on the outcome of the recently held 

Governors’ Appeal hearing, which had upheld the decision of senior 
management.   

 
128.5 There was no other business. 
 

 
129.0 Date of next meeting     
 
 The next meeting of the Board of Governors was on Wednesday 18th January 2012 

in room TH102/103, Town House, Penrhyn Road.     
       

 
There being no further business, the meeting ended at 12.20pm. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

    Ref: Governors\Minutes\BoG 231111(final) 

  

 

  
 


