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THE UNIVERSITY OF LANCASTER 
 
 

Minutes of a meeting of the Council 
held on 28 April 2006 

 
 

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

CO.06/32 Estates master plan 
 

Prior to the meeting, members of the Council received a 
presentation by the Director of Estates about the evolving estates 
master plan, in order to inform future discussion of specific 
projects. 

 
 
CO.06/33 Minutes:  24 March 2006 
 

Document:  AR/2006/266 
 
THE COUNCIL RESOLVED to approve the minutes of the meeting held 
on 24 March 2006. 
 
 



CO.06/34 Matters arising:  rolling schedule of business 
 

Documents:  AR/2006/267; AR/2006/268 
 
THE COUNCIL RESOLVED to receive and note the record of matters 
arising and the rolling schedule of business. 

 
 
CO.06/35 Vice-Chancellor’s report 
 

Document:  VC/06/R038 
 
The Vice-Chancellor drew particular attention to the following 
items of business: 
 
(a) the gift of up to £450,000 from Help the Hospices for a chair 

in hospice studies within the Institute for Health Research; 
(b) the clear position by Lancaster about its support for the 

continuation of RAE 2008, including his own statement in 
the Times Higher.  Work on a range of metric models was 
under way in the sector, and Professors Chetwynd and 
Diggle had shown the sensitivity of the result in relation to 
the variables used.  An important message for government 
was that the fine detail of any metric system would greatly 
affect its impact; 

(c) his recent successful visit to China, including both to alumni 
and for the purposes of additional academic linkages 
outside the social sciences; 

(d) the actions the university was taking to resolve the issues 
raised by the Quality Assurance Agency about a Foundation 
degree in Management (Business) taught at two colleges via 
Edge Hill College; 

(e) the discussion that was in hand about the impact of the AUT 
strike short of a strike on student assessment, both at the 
University Management Advisory Group and at Senate, and 
what steps the university might take to mitigate these 
effects.  In the meanwhile the advice to students was to 
continue to work for their examinations as normal. 

 
The Director of Finance and Resources, at the request of the Vice-
Chancellor, made a brief presentation about the growth of the 
payroll and remuneration at Lancaster in the period 2002-03 to 
2004-05.  The overall increase just exceeded 30%, of which 11% 
was research posts, 7% new posts, and 13% was a mixture of pay 
awards and incremental drift.  While everyone had received at 
least 9% to 10%, an analysis of minimum, median and maximum 
increases showed the largest maximum increases had been to 
academic, and especially professorial, staff, including market-
related salaries.  The median increase (for pay rises, plus 



increments, plus promotions) for academic staff was in the region 
of 16% to 18%.  There was thus a wide variation in the 
experiences of different categories of staff. 
 
THE COUNCIL RESOLVED to receive and note the Vice-Chancellor’s 
report and the additional comments upon it. 
 
 

CO.06/36 Strategic plan, 2006-11 
 

Document:  AR/2006/277 
 
The Vice-Chancellor indicated that the process of determining the 
content of the plan would culminate at the June meeting of the 
Council, and drew attention to the questions prepared by the 
Deputy Vice-Chancellor as a starting point for the consideration of 
the current draft. 
 
A range of detailed points were made, and others were promised.  
The following general points were amongst those made. 
 
(a) The document was primarily designed for internal use, but 

was also intended to be forward-looking for the purposes of 
external marketing. 

 
(b) The linkages between the proposed plan and the strategies 

that underpinned it should be made more explicit e.g. 
finance, estates. 

 
(c) More clarity was needed on the relationship between 

student-centred learning and the research focus of the 
university, and the evidence of how the balance between 
these is managed at the level of the institution and of 
individual members of staff. 

 
(d) There might be more analysis of current weaknesses, and 

how these were to be addressed, as well as the priorities 
being set for the use of resources. 

 
(e) The plan might be more explicit about the intention not to 

prepare students for the immediate needs of the market but 
to equip them with the skills that would enable them to 
adapt to the changing market, as a result of the Lancaster 
learning experience. 

 
(f) The level of detail in particular sections needed to be 

carefully assessed and made more consistent, and the 
extent to which other cognate policies were relied upon 
underneath the plan should be made more explicit. 



(g) Each thematic page should be free-standing, while at the 
same time making reference back to the previous plan and 
to the related key performance indicators. 

 
(h) Consideration should be given to establishing how the 

Council in 2011 would be enabled to assess whether the 
university had succeeded in the targets it had set. 

 
(i) The key performance indicators might be put in an order of 

priority, marked for their minimum thresholds at which 
they could be regarded as having been satisfied, and 
accompanied by a statement of how progress would be 
monitored.  The inclusion of an executive summary might 
be considered. 

 
The Pro-Chancellor, summing up the discussion, noted that the 
Council liked the plan and considered its brevity a strength, but 
wished to see it being made tighter, with the linkages to 
supporting documents clearly shown, as well as an indication of 
the starting point for the plan, its future direction, and the 
improvements it was expected to encompass. 
 
The Vice-Chancellor drew attention to the final diagram that 
showed the relationship of the plan to its major supporting 
policies, and the means to set operational objectives.  The points 
made by Council members, and those by the Academic Planning 
Committee on 21 April, would be included in the draft, and any 
contradictions resolved.  The edited version would be seen by the 
Senate, and re-edited for Council in June, for publication in 
September.  Open meetings would also be held at faculty and 
institutional level about it. 
 
THE COUNCIL RESOLVED to receive and note the draft plan and the 
comments made in discussion. 
 
 

CO.06/37 Pay framework agreement 
 

Documents:  VC/06/R040 and Appendices A to C; AR/2006/269 
 
The University Secretary drew attention to the tabled version of 
Appendix B, which was the correct and most recently updated 
version. 
 
She indicated that the present set of documents was the 
culmination of three years’ work, led by Mr Alan Whitaker.  
Lancaster had taken a slightly different route from other 
institutions of higher education, and had sought to create a 
package of improvements to pay and conditions that were 



underpinned by the job evaluation process, rather than separate 
the two.  The university and the trade unions had worked together, 
including compromises on both sides, to enable the university to 
treat staff more equitably, using job evaluation, to implement 
improved terms and conditions of service and harmonise them 
across functional groups, and to simplify processes.  The outcome 
would protect the university against equal pay claims and would 
use structures that suited its own needs and culture while sitting 
within a national framework.  Nevertheless, there would be 
significant changes in culture, the importance of which should not 
be underplayed. 
 
While the cost was substantial, it was not spread evenly amongst 
all staff.  About 2,200 staff were white-circled, and they would 
move to an equivalent point or one immediately above; 226 would 
be green-circled i.e. those whose current salary was lower then it 
should be, and they would move to the next higher grade on 
1 August 2006; and 74 were red-circled, where the salary was 
higher than justified by job evaluation.  The way in which they 
would be treated was set out in Appendix C, including no 
detriment for at least the first two years.  The new structure was 
expected to assist with the attraction of the best staff, and address 
the perception in the staff survey that the present promotions 
system was not fair.  The new grade structures covered all staff up 
to professorial and equivalent, grade boundaries had been 
determined through job evaluation and each would contain a 
mixture of functional groups.  The most complex area, in which all 
the trade unions had been involved, was grade 6 that included 
senior clerical and technical staff and junior administrative and 
research staff. 
 
The revised Appendix B set out the means by which the improved 
harmonisation of terms and conditions would take place.  Red-
circled staff and the people to whom they reported would be given 
the opportunity to develop their job or their skills, and Staff 
Development and the Staff Learning Centre would have a key role 
in supporting these individuals. 
 
The proposals had been considered by the Human Resources 
Committee and the Finance Committee.  The University Secretary 
asked that her appreciation be placed on record of the work of the 
trade union representatives, Personnel Services and Mr Whitaker.  
The Council was being asked if it was minded to approve the 
proposals, and would receive them again on 16 June after the 
ballots by the trade unions of their members. 
 



The Pro-Chancellor invited the Council to give its approval on the 
terms set out and noted that, while the cost of the exercise, which 
was loaded at the front end of the exercise, was relatively easy to 
calculate, the benefits were harder to work out and would require 
cooperation and hard work. 
 
In discussion the following points were amongst those made: 
 
(a) an attempt should be made to quantify the benefits 

forthwith, rather than rely on a subsequent audit, including 
the savings in all areas; 

(b) there was no guarantee that some retrospective equal pay 
claims might not be made; 

(c) the view of trade union membership, as opposed to their 
officers, could not be ascertained in advance of the ballots 
of members, and there were issues about the extent to 
which members could fully understand the intricacies of 
debates in which they had not themselves been involved.  
The Director of Personnel Services would write to all staff 
after the current meeting, and there was an assumption that 
the negotiating team as a whole would recommend 
acceptance of the overall package, while not regarding the 
result as a foregone conclusion; 

(d) the relevant changes to contracts would be incorporated 
into staff contracts after confirmation of the terms by 
Council in June. 

 
Two members of the Council raised concerns about the ability of 
the Staff Learning Centre to play its part in the process.  They saw 
it as central to the management of red-circled staff and the people 
to whom they reported but understood it was about to experience 
a major cut in its funding to a level they regarded as making it non-
viable.  The Vice-Chancellor noted that both UMAG and the Budget 
Review Group had acted within the authority vested in them and 
senior managers would take responsibility for the development 
processes related to red-circled staff. 
 
THE COUNCIL RESOLVED: 
 
(i) to agree that it was minded to approve the proposals as set 

out; 
(ii) to approve Appendix A, the tabled version of Appendix B, 

and Appendix C; 
(iii) to refer for discussion by the Human Resources Committee 

the issues of the quantification of benefits and any 
outstanding liability for claims about equal pay; 



(iv) to ask that discussions about the support and development 
of red-circled staff, including by the Staff Learning Centre, 
should take place and a report back to the Council be made; 

(v) to note and congratulate all those involved on the hard 
work and commitment to the negotiations. 

 
 

CO.06/38 Review of present meeting 
 

Members welcomed the lunchtime presentation on the master 
plan by the Director of Estates and suggested that similar 
lunchtime sessions might be arranged. 


