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THE UNIVERSITY OF LANCASTER 
 
 

Minutes of a meeting of the Council 
held on 10 February 2006 

 
 
 

PRESENT:  Chancellor, Mr B. M. Gray (in the chair), Vice-Chancellor, Dr L. 
J. Banton, Mr D. Branch, Mr D. Brockbank, Councillor A. C. Bryning, 
Professor A. G. Chetwynd, Mr A. Dick, Mr P. R. Elliott, Mr M. Hart, 
Professor S. Henig, Mr G. Johnson, Professor M. W. Kirby, Dr M. M. Lee, Mr 
S. A. J. Leyton, Ms E. Lomax, Mr G. Middlebrook, Mr H. Morris, Ms S. 
Palmer, Ms V. Robertshaw, Mr K. Royales, Professor A. Siewierska, 
Professor D. B. Smith. 
 
 
IN ATTENDANCE:  Miss F. M. Aiken, Professor C. L. Cooper, Mr J. D’Souza, 
Mr J. Hadfield, Mr S. Hogarth, Mrs M. E. McClintock, Professor R. D. 
McKinlay, Professor T. J. McMillan, Mr R. O’Brien, Ms P. Rowell, Professor 
M. M. Smyth, Mr M. Swindlehurst, Ms V. Tyrrell. 
 
 
APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE:  Mr J. C. Dunning, Mr R. Emslie, Mr A. C. Neal, 
Professor C. C. Park, Ms C. Smith, Professor K. J. Stringer, Mr R. Turner. 
 
 
 

CO.06/01 Welcome to new members 
 

The Pro-Chancellor, on behalf of the Council, welcomed the following new 
members to the meeting: 
 

Ms E. Lomax 
Ms S. Palmer 
Ms C. Smith. 

 
He also welcomed Professor Stanley Henig in his new capacity as Deputy 
Pro-Chancellor, and the Chancellor, Sir Christian Bonington, to the 
meeting. 
 
 



CO.06/02 Thanks to retiring members 
 

The Pro-Chancellor, on behalf of the Council, thanked the following for 
their services to the Council: 
 
(a) Mr Michael Hart, for his wise and thoughtful contribution to the 

business of the Council, and for his chairmanship of the Audit 
Committee; 

(b) Mrs Claire Hensman, for her work as Deputy Pro-Chancellor, 
particularly in relation to student affairs.  Mrs Hensman has been 
reappointed as a member of the Court. 

 
 

CO.06/03 Presentation by the Dean of Science and Technology 
 

Document:  AR/2006/63 
 
The Dean of Science and Technology, Professor Mary Smyth, indicated the 
range of activity in eleven entities within the faculty:  nine departments, 
plus the Lancaster Environment Centre and InfoLab21, to which would 
now be added the Centre for Medical Education. 
 
The faculty undertook research into a variety of beautiful and complex 
systems, including a range of topics under the general headings of 
environment, information and communication technologies, the physical 
universe, and health and disease.  InfoLab21 was a research and 
knowledge transfer centre, and the Lancaster Environment Centre 
encompassed work of both the university and the Centre for Ecology and 
Hydrology.  Work on nano-science and technology was also taking place.  
The benefits of the new faculty were being shown in the increase of 
interaction between diverse areas. 
 
An analysis of the faculty’s income showed that over half of the £32.7 
million came from QR or research grant income, and the faculty 
contributed 60% of the university’s total research income in 2004-05.  
Research overheads had increased in recent years and were predicted to 
rise further, but a breakdown of the funding sources showed a continuing 
reliance on the research councils and the European Union. 
 
The teaching profile was premised on high quality, with teachers who 
were experts in their fields and teaching that was research-informed.  
There were links to business and industry where relevant, and project-
based teaching took place in all areas.  There were recruitment issues for 
undergraduate admissions, which showed variability across the faculty, 
but overall the drop in applications for admission in October 2006 was 
lower than the rest of the university at 3%.  Measures in place to improve 
recruitment including updating of courses, better publicity and 
recruitment networks, the establishment of a faculty schools’ 
partnerships officer, a variety of open, taster and visit days, outreach in 



schools and active communication with applicants.  There was a wide 
range of masters programmes, and new ones were being created to match 
employer need to student demand, as well as for continuing professional 
development.  The masters programmes prepared students for doctoral 
research, and the faculty was a major contributor to the university’s 
research student cohort. 
 
The faculty was in the process of developing partnerships, from pairs of 
colleagues to major trans-institutional collaborations such as the N8 and 
the Cockcroft Institute.  Many were based on the EU, from single pairs to 
networks of excellence, and the faculty was playing its full part in the 
development of overseas collaborative provision in teaching.  
Partnerships with industry included not only contracts with major 
international companies but also small and medium enterprises, and a 
variety of studentships, student placements and a graduate academy were 
offered. 
 
In answer to questions, the Council was told: 
 
(a) that while fixed-term contracts were appropriate for early career 

staff, or staff who were also part-time research students, there 
were colleagues involved in areas of such specialised skill and 
expertise that they could not easily move to other groups.  The 
Dean believed the last category should be transferred to indefinite 
contracts; 

(b) the direct reporting line to the Dean, at twelve persons, was 
manageable; 

(c) the students’ level of numeracy for subjects such as physics or 
engineering where a high level of mathematical commitment was 
required would always be a difficult issue, and there was a debate 
about whether to give them remedial teaching or to modify the 
curriculum to accommodate their levels of ability. 

 
THE COUNCIL RESOLVED to receive the report of the Dean of Science and 
Technology and to thank her for it. 
 
 

CO.06/04 Minutes:  2 December 2005 
 

Document:  AR/2006/66 
 
The Council confirmed the minutes of the meeting held on 2 December 
2005. 



CO.06/05 Matters arising:  rolling schedule of business 
 

Documents:  AR/2006/64; AR/2006/65 
 
The Council received and noted: 
 
(a) the report on matters arising; 
(b) the rolling schedule of business. 
 
 

CO.06/06 Senior university appointments 
 

Document:  AR/2006/61 
 
THE COUNCIL RESOLVED: 
 
(i) to note the appointment of Professor Stanley Henig as Deputy Pro-

Chancellor for the period 29 January 2006 to the day of the annual 
meeting of the Court in 2011; 

(ii) to approve the appointment of Mr John Hadfield as chairman of the 
Audit Committee for the period 1 March 2006 to 28 February 
2009; 

(iii) to approve the appointment of Professor Amanda Chetwynd as 
Pro-Vice-Chancellor for Colleges and the Student Experience for 
the period 1 January 2006 to 31 July 2010. 

 
 

CO.06/07 Vice-Chancellor’s report 
 

Document:  VC/06/R008 
 
The Vice-Chancellor noted that, in both personal and institutional terms, 
the current report represented a high water mark of achievement that 
was unlikely to be often repeated.  The gift from the Bowland Trust was of 
a kind not often seen by universities and so should be celebrated and used 
carefully, and the university was also glad to have completed the 
arrangements for the deposit of the Hesketh collection of rare books in 
the University Library.  Professor Anne Garden would take up her post as 
Director of the Centre for Medical Education on 4 April 2006, and 
Lancaster could expect fifty Liverpool medical undergraduates from 
October 2006.  The current negotiations with Sunway University College 
represented part of an international strategy for the university that was 
focussed on sustainable developments, and it was hoped to sign off the 
agreement later in the year.  The Management School’s MBA had been 
placed as thirtieth out of a hundred in a recent Financial Times league 
table; since the course was part only of the School’s provision, this was a 
particular achievement, alongside the recent award of the National 
Leadership Academy with the universities of Leeds and Liverpool. 
 



THE COUNCIL RESOLVED to receive and note the Vice-Chancellor’s report. 
 
 

CO.06/08 LUSU President’s report 
 

The President of the LU Students’ Union, Mr Branch, drew attention to his 
written report and especially to the new officer training and the 
forthcoming discussions about Phase 4 of the students’ residential 
accommodation project. 
 
In response to a question, the Council was told that the LUSU campaign 
for safer student drinking would take place in Week 9 of the Lent Term. 
 
THE COUNCIL RESOLVED to receive and note the report. 
 
 

CO.06/09 Corporate governance 
 

Documents:  AR/2006/74; VC/06/R012; VC/06/R006; AR/2006/68; 
AR/2006/69 
 
The University Secretary reminded the Council that it had agreed on 2 
December it was minded to accept the set of recommendations placed 
before it by its Working Party.  The Senate and the Court had 
subsequently discussed these recommendations and their views were set 
out in documents before the Council. 
 
At the annual general meeting of the Lancaster Alumni Association on 28 
January the issue of election direct to the Council had been raised, and 
then discussed by the Working Party on 31 January.  The Working Party 
remained sympathetic to the inclusion of  alumni in the membership of 
the Council and was willing to instruct the Nominations Committee that 
this was highly desirable. 
 
Ms Lomax, appointed by LUA to the Council, stated her belief that Council 
could and should accommodate a specific LUA representative.  Of the 
categories of university membership listed in Statute 2, only the 
graduates of the university were not included in the membership of the 
Council or the Senate.  The university’s graduates had transformed the 
sub-region, and their membership of the university could enhance the 
conduct of the Council’s business.  The direct election of a City Council 
member to the university’s Council was correct, but breached the 
intention not to have such direct appointments by outside bodies.  
Including the alumni explicitly in the membership of the Council would 
increase the number of people being actively involved with the university 
and increase the diversity of Council membership. 
 



The Pro-Chancellor and the Vice-Chancellor drew attention to the extent 
of alumni involvement already on the Council, and reminded the Council 
that, barring three posts explicitly excluded from that rubric, no member 
of Council was a representative of any body that appointed them.  
Members of the Council suggested that the compromises available on this 
issue were appropriate and that the Council should move forward on this 
matter. 
 
The Chancellor pointed to the reasonableness of the position open to the 
Council and supported the recommendations laid before the Council by its 
Working Party, including the removal of the Chancellor ex officio from the 
Council’s membership. 
 
After discussion of the presentation of several motions, THE COUNCIL 

RESOLVED: 
 
(i) to note the reports of the discussions by the Senate and the Court; 
(ii) (on a show of hands) not to approve a motion, proposed by 

Ms Lomax and seconded by Professor Smith, that a lay alumni 
representative should be elected by the total body of the alumni to 
Council, by means yet to be determined, and the number of 
appointed persons be reduced from eleven to ten; 

(iii) (on a show of hands) not to approve a motion, proposed by 
Ms Lomax and seconded by Professor Siewierska, that a lay alumni 
representative should be appointed by the Nominations 
Committee and the number of appointed persons be reduced from 
eleven to ten; 

(iv) (on a show of hands) to approve the recommendation of the 
Working Party that a new sub-clause (iv) should be added to 
Recommendation 1.2.6 as follows:  ‘(iv) take into account the 
desirability of including alumni within the membership of Council 
and, all other things being equal, give preference to alumni’; 

(v) (on a show of hands and nem. con.) and subject to the 
incorporation of (iv) above, to approve the recommendations of 
the Council’s Working Party as set out in VC/06/R012. 

 
The University Secretary, turning to the Draft Special Resolution, reported 
that the Privy Council had informally advised her that its officers saw no 
problem with Lancaster’s recommendations.  In the meanwhile the 
Department for Education and Skills had published advice about how 
universities, if they wished to do so, could take advantage of the proposed 
deregulation by the Privy Council of aspects of institutions’ instruments of 
governance.  She indicated, however, that the Working Party had already 
discussed the form in which it wished its recommendations to be placed 
before the Privy Council and, at its most recent meeting on 31 January, 
had agreed it did not wish to vary that position. 
 



The University Secretary reported that, after discussion with officers, it 
had been suggested that the terms of office of senior lay members of the 
Council could and should be contained in an Ordinance.  She therefore 
requested Council approval for the deletion of the relevant wording from 
3.2 and 3.3. 
 
THE COUNCIL RESOLVED, nem. con. of those present and voting, to approve 
the Special Resolution as set out in VC/06/R006, subject to the following 
deletions: 
 
Statute 3.2:  the term of office of the Pro-Chancellor 
Statute 3.3:  the term of office of the Deputy Pro-Chancellors. 
 
The University Secretary reported that the Working Party on 31 January 
had had a preliminary discussion about transition arrangements from the 
current to the revised membership of the Council.  The advice of Privy 
Council officers was to achieve the change at one moment and not to 
phase in the moves.  If approval was given to take effect in October 2006, 
the effect of natural retirements would mean that there would be no 
difficulty in effecting a timely and smooth transition.  The Working Party 
had agreed to propose that work should begin forthwith on populating 
the Nominations Committee, so that it could begin a review of the current 
knowledge and skills encompassed in the current Council membership 
and bring back a report. 
 
THE COUNCIL RESOLVED: 
 
(i) to note the oral report of the Working Party’s discussion on 

transition arrangements; 
(ii) to agree a proposal that action be set in hand to populate the 

revised Nominations Committee; 
(iii) to note that the Working Party would remain in position pro tem to 

ensure that the necessary processes continued to operate 
smoothly; 

(iv) to note that the Senate on 22 February 2006 would consider the 
Special Resolution and that it would return to the Council on 
24 March 2006. 

 
 

CO.06/10 Finance 
 

Documents:  FO/06/15; FO/06/16; FO/06/08; AR/2006/70 
 
The Vice-Chancellor briefly introduced the following documents: 
 
(a) Director’s report, and particularly the revised Standard and Poor’s 

rating for Lancaster of A-, upgraded from stable to positive; 



(b) the sustainability framework as submitted to the HEFC(E) in 
January.  He noted the extent to which this document brought out a 
range of interesting data and indicated the scope for a high level 
integration of key performance indicators in the future; 

(c) the management accounts as at 31 December 2005; 
(d) a report of a meeting of the Finance Committee held on 13 January 

2006. 
 
In answer to a question, the Council was told that a reference in the report 
on sustainability to the removal of the cap on home fees by 2011 was 
about anticipating such a debate would take place, rather than a 
statement of university policy. 
 
THE COUNCIL RESOLVED to receive and note items (a) to (d) as set out. 
 
 

CO.06/11 Strategic issues:  global trends 
 

Document:  VC/05/R146 
 
The Vice-Chancellor highlighted the following themes in a presentation on 
global trends in higher education: 
 
(a) the increase in competitiveness, and the need to improve 

benchmarking and understand the changing balance of public and 
private investment in higher education; 

(b) higher education policies in a knowledge society would involve 
more autonomy but also more competition, including the 
possibility of the complete removal of the student numbers cap; an 
increase in consumer sovereignty, the need to provide better 
information to students, the market for institutions being reliant 
on its reputation.  These factors in turn brought about 
asymmetries in the distribution of funds, cost expansions, and 
students’ social stratification.  There was a governmental drive 
towards greater differentiation of roles and missions; 

(c) the newer concept of the growth of universities as part of regional 
economic development, as demonstrated by the OECD.  Lancaster 
contributed hugely to the North West economy and should be 
more assertive about it, including its ability to bring national 
leaders to the sub-region; 

(d) global networks and research meant that intellectual activity was 
now separate from physical location.  This change had implications 
for the future structure and organisation of the university, 
including greater mobility of students, staff who might be trans-
institutional and dedicated to problems rather than departments, 
and the necessity of collaboration for world-class excellence; 

(e) the rapidly evolving area of commercialisation and business 
development, including the impact of North American concerns 
about the management of research outcomes; 



(f) some key questions for the university to consider, including  the 
organisation of faculty expertise, the relationship between the 
university and its staff, the value that the staff added to the 
university, the need to back winning activity rather than rescue 
losing areas, and the management of mediocre activities, and 
whether the university had the capacity to promote change 
effectively and to present a coherent corporate identity. 

 
The Vice-Chancellor noted that the process of consideration of such 
matters had begun in January at a residential meeting and a report would 
be brought back to the Council. 
 
In answer to questions, the Council was told: 
 
(A) that there had been considerable impetus in the last two to three 

years in building the university’s reputation both at regional and 
national level, and external communication was steadily 
improving; 

(B) issues about future social stratification were complex and more 
difficult for the university to influence directly.  One issue that it 
should consider would be what its mix of disciplines relative to its 
social obligations should be; 

(C) while every university was already subtly different from every 
other, the universities were being invited to make these 
differences more explicit.  Thus Lancaster might define its identity 
as being about international excellence, but around major clusters 
of disciplines rather than comprehensive coverage, and with the 
specific intention to turn ideas into action within the social 
sciences, or ideas into the market place in the natural sciences and 
technology. 

 
THE COUNCIL RESOLVED to receive and note the above report on global 
trends in higher education. 
 
 

CO.06/12 Estates 
 

There were no matters to report or discuss. 
 
 

CO.06/13 Human resources 
 

There were no matters to report or discuss. 
 
 



CO.06/14 Key performance indicators:  alumni and development 
 

Document:  AR/2006/60 
 
The University Secretary indicated that the Alumni Development Office 
was making good progress and received strong support from alumni 
despite not overspending on contacts with them.  Trusts and foundations 
were the main sources of gifts to the university.  The outcome of the bid to 
UUK for infrastructure support to increase the scale of the operation was 
not yet known. 
 
Members noted the strong result in relation to the investment made by 
the university, and the extent to which most funds received were 
earmarked for immediate and specific use. 
 
THE COUNCIL RESOLVED to receive and note the report. 
 
 

CO.06/15 Key institutional risks 
 

Document:  FO/06/14 
 
The University Secretary, in commenting on the schedule of risks, drew 
attention to the risk in relation to the recruitment of Home/EU students 
for October 2006, where the data to be published in a few days’ time 
would show a drop in overall undergraduate applications of about 11%.  
Measures were in place to mitigate the risk and achieve the numbers for 
which the university was contracted. 
 
Another risk that was rising in priority was the cost of the pay framework.  
The Human Resources Committee had reviewed progress to date at its 
meeting on 3 February, and a full report would be made to Council on 24 
March. 
 
In discussion, the following points were amongst those made: 
 
(a) if a risk rose higher in the priority list, this would de facto depress 

the rating of other risks; 
(b) the risk of an international pandemic was part of the risk register 

in the Academic Division, but had not reached the top eight 
institutional risks that were notified to the Council; 

(c) no types of risk were excluded from consideration although 
emergency issues might not fit the same criteria; 

(d) the Audit Committee considered the updated risk register at every 
meeting. 

 
THE COUNCIL RESOLVED to receive and note the report. 
 
 



CO.06/16 Senate:  29 November 2005 and 18 January 2006 
 

Document:  AR/2006/72 
 
THE COUNCIL RESOLVED to receive and note the above report from the 
Senate. 
 
 

CO.06/17 Review of current meeting 
 

Members agreed: 
 
(a) to note that they could return their agendas for recycling if they 

wished; 
(b) to ask that material for presentations included in the agenda be 

reduced to three views per page. 


