 CANTERBURY CHRIST CHURCH UNIVERSITY COLLEGE





MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE GOVERNING BODY HELD ON


30 SEPTEMBER 1999 AT 2.15PM IN THE BOARD ROOM








Present:	Dr H J Bragg (Chairman), Principal, Mr P Abbotts, Mr R Bristow,          Mr D Dorman, Mrs U Fuller, Mr P Garner, Professor A M Hay,              Dr D Hayes, Mr P Hermitage, Mr J Lissaman, the Lord Mayor,      Professor L Marsh, Mrs C Spencer, Sir William Taylor, the Reverend               Canon E R Turner.





In attendance:	College Secretary and Clerk to the Governing Body


	Dr C L Bounds  	(Assistant Principal (Academic))


	Mr H R Clayton 	(Assistant Principal (Business))


	Mr A Ironside	(Chief Executive - Salomons)


	Ms L A Hinde     	(Committee Officer)





By invitation:	Ms P Kimber		(Director of External Relations)


	 Mr S McAuliffe	(1998/99 Students’ Union President - for item 7)











UNRESERVED





184.	Opening Prayers





	Opening Prayers were led by the Reverend Brian Kelly, Dean of Chapel.








185.	Apologies for Absence





	An apology for absence was received from Mr E R P Boorman, the Bishop of Dover, the Reverend Canon J R Hall, Mr N Henwood, Mr R Loder-Symonds, Lady Reid, Councillor Ridings, Professor J F J Todd.








186.	Declarations of Interest





There were none.





NOTED








187.	Chairman’s Communications	





The Chairman welcomed Governors to this, his first meeting as Chairman.  He thanked them all for their good wishes and looked forward to a successful year.





NOTED





188.	Membership





(a)	Members of the Governing Body joined the Chairman in extending a warm welcome to two new members:





(i)	Stephen Venner, Bishop in Canterbury/Bishop of Dover who will serve on the Governing Body as an appointee of the Archbishop of Canterbury.  Bishop Venner was unable to attend the meeting on this occasion and had tendered an apology.  Governors looked forward to seeing him at future meetings;





(ii)	Mr Paul Garner, the new Student Governor, who would serve for the coming year.





NOTED





(b)	Members of the Governing Body noted the appointment of                 Mrs Ursula Fuller as the second Governor member of the Health and Safety Committee (Governing Body minute 164(b)iv refers).





	NOTED





189.	Unreserved Minutes of the Meeting of the Governing Body held on              6 July 1999





	The Governing Body received the Unreserved Minutes of the meeting of the Governing Body held on 6 July 1999





�	RESOLVED





	That these Minutes be signed as an accurate record of the proceedings of that day.








190.	Matters Arising





Minute 171 (a) - Dover Road Campus





At its July meeting, the Governing Body had confirmed a recommendation of the Finance and General Purposes Committee that the College should withdraw its Planning Application and that the Principal be given discretion to move that matter forward in negotiation with the Local Authority and other interested parties.  Governors noted that further talks had taken place and, in the light of those discussions, the College’s Planning Application had not been withdrawn.  





RESOLVED 


�


That the Governing Body endorsed the decision not to withdraw the College’s Planning Application in regard to the Dover Road Campus development.








191.	Principal’s Report





The Governing Body received Paper N1, being a report of the Principal and in this connection:





(a)	Student Numbers





Governors noted that student numbers for the new academic session indicated that the proportion of mature students was declining.  This was possibly due to the recent changed arrangements regarding tuition fees.  The Governing Body further noted that the College was attracting an increasing number of younger students and this was putting additional pressure on College residential accommodation.  





The Lord Mayor and the Students’ Union President had met with new students and the feedback they had received indicated that people had been attracted to the College because of the high standard of course on offer.   Additionally, Mr Abbotts stated that a surprising number of his departments’ 300+ new students had been attracted by the information contained on the College web site.  The quality of the web site was excellent and this could be a significant factor in recruitment.





The Governing Body discussed the availability of statistics regarding the payment of tuition fees and in this regard it was





�RESOLVED





That the Assistant Principal (Business) should investigate the feasibility of providing statistics to detail the percentage of students paying full fees, the percentage paying part fees and those paying nothing.








(b)	Annual Operating Statement 1999/2000





The Governing Body received a copy of the College’s annual Operating Statement for 1999/2000 as submitted to HEFCE.   This document was drawn from the approved Strategic Plan 1999-2003.





	NOTED








(c)	College Budget





	The Governing Body noted that it would receive a report regarding the College budget at its December meeting.  The External Auditors had yet to examine the Accounts but, subject to the completion of the Audit, it was anticipated that the surplus would be in the region of £750,000. 





	NOTED








(d)	HEFCE/TTA Circulars





	The Principal commented  that a number of different bids for funding were currently being submitted by the College.  Governors noted that each submission involved a considerable amount of time and effort to prepare, but this work was essential if the College was to draw in HEFCE and TTA monies beyond Core Funding.





	NOTED








(e)	College Open Day





The Governing Body noted that the College’s first Open Day held on                    18 September 1999,  had attracted in excess of 1000 visitors to the College.  There had been one or two areas of the College where members of staff had spent a large amount of time and effort preparing for the event, yet had received only a few visitors. Governors noted that this was regrettable and that lessons would be learnt from such experiences and addressed next time. 





NOTED








(f)	Meeting with Staff Governors





	The Governing Body noted the Principal and the Clerk had met with the elected Staff Governors to review the Staff Governors’ report        - Paper M155 received by Governors on 6 July 1999.  This report had been submitted to the last meeting but there had been insufficient time to review it fully.  Mr Dorman stated that he was happy with what had been discussed and Dr Hayes commented that the report had been well received by members of the College.  Dr Hayes commented that the Bett Report had identified weaknesses in institutions’ Equal Opportunities Policies and that this was something common throughout Higher Education.  It was noted that the College does have an Equal Opportunities Policy and that there was an Equal Opportunities Committee within the Governing Body structure.





	NOTED








(g)	HEFCE Audit Visit





	The Principal advised members of the Governing Body that the College had recently received a visit from a HEFCE auditor.  The scope of the visit had included a focus on governance - relating to the Governing Body and how it operates - and on auditing financial procedures and financial management and propriety.  The Auditor had provided a verbal report at the end of the visit and had been particularly complimentary of the work on governance.  There would be one formal recommendation arising from the review.  A full written report was awaited and would be brought to the Governing Body in due course.





	NOTED





(h)	Meeting with the Students’ Union Officers





	[Mr S McAuliffe, President of the Students’ Union for the Session 1998/99, was invited to join the meeting for this item.]	





The Principal advised Governors that, together with several of his colleagues, he had met with both outgoing and incoming Students’ Union Officers to discuss the Students’ Union President’s Report 1998/99 (Paper M152).  Governors received a report of the meeting including a statement of agreed actions.  The Governing Body noted, in particular, that the Student Building Management Committee would be asked to consider how a better balance could be achieved between the College and the Students’ Union in relation to the management of the Student Building.   





One of the Students’ Union’s main issues of concern had been  funding.  The SMT had reviewed the current financial situation and proposed that the Students’ Union be granted a single additional sum of money, not exceeding £10,000.  The Students’ Union would be invited to bring forward their proposals of how best that money could be spent. 





Both the incoming and outgoing Students’ Union Presidents commented upon the meeting and Governors noted in particular:





that the Students’ Union wished to establish a development unit to assist those students who wished to broaden their experience by working within and with the community;





that the regular replacement of mini buses was very expensive given that the cost of a new mini bus was almost £30,000;





that the Students’ Union would like to establish an additional sabbatical officer post to alleviate some of the current work pressures;





that the Students’ Union wished to develop some of its key plans, both independently and with a variety of other organisations, in an attempt to broaden the student experience.    The Students’ Union wanted an additional annual increase of £50,000 to the block grant to meet the cost of some of the  proposed improvements.





The Principal commented that he was not surprised that the Students’ Union had suggested an increase of a higher figure, however there was a need to meet the Governor’s stated target of a 3% surplus: any increase would need to be considered within that financial position.  It was the view of the SMT that an allocation of an additional single payment, not in excess of £10,000, might be affordable at this time.  He commented that there was still some work to be done, particularly with regard to the Students’ Union proposal for a Student Development Unit.





The Governing Body discussed the action plan with regard to Item 3.8 relating to the use of the same mechanism for election of the Students’ Union President as for the Governing Body student representative.  The Clerk indicated that the legislation surrounding this matter might be restrictive (the Education Reform Act 1988) and this matter would have to be further reviewed.  The Instrument and Articles of College Government were currently being revised and this issue could be considered at that time.  A Governor suggested that, should this second proposal be approved, consideration could be given to keeping the post open for a woman. 





A further report would be brought to the Governing Body in due course.





�RESOLVED





(i)	That the Students’ Union President be invited to formulate proposals for projects/ideas to enhance the student experience to a sum of money not exceeding £10,000 in total;





(ii) 	that the ongoing review of the Instrument & Articles of College Government should include a review of the mechanism for the election of the Student Governor.  Consideration should be given to the possibility of including a second Student Governor within the membership of the Governing Body.








The Chairman thanked the Principal for his report.


�


	It was further RESOLVED that Paper N1 be received.











192.	Following a request made to the Chairman of the Governing Body it was 





�RESOLVED





That the order of the published agenda be amended and that item 10 - Development of Higher Education in Thanet - should be taken as the next item.











193.	Development of Higher Education in Thanet





	Declaration of Interest:  Governors noted that the Principal currently served as a member of the Thanet Regeneration Board and the Thanet College Corporation.





The Governing Body received Paper N4 being a report of the Principal regarding proposals for the development of a Higher Education Centre in Thanet.    The Principal and the Assistant Principal (Business) jointly presented an overview of the document and Governors noted in particular: 





 


(a)	 Confidential to the Governing Body





(b)	that it was most important to secure the support of HEFCE in terms of an agreement regarding the allocation of additional student numbers specifically for Thanet.  The College would not know until December 1999 if that support was forthcoming. Governors further noted that the Principal and his colleagues had been in discussion with the Regional officer from HEFCE and had received some helpful advice on this;





(c)	that the timetable for the financial arrangements, legal framework, contracts with other parties, building quotes, etc. was very tight. The proposals for the project had to be finalised before the end of 1999 if the promised support of significant European funding (via Thanet District Council) was to be forthcoming.  There was some concern that, should the project be delayed by a year, other institutions might establish a higher claim on the pool of (HEFCE) funded numbers than this College;





(d)	that the project required the understanding and support of staff to ensure that the development would be a success.  This aspect would be positively addressed over the coming months;





(e)	that one of the key points regarding the scheme would be the level of take up from Thanet and the surrounding areas.  The initial plan was to establish a centre for the delivery of higher education for approximately 1,000 full-time equivalent students (ftes): this level of intake being achieved over a 5 year period;





(f)	that partnerships were critical to the project.  The College would be working with, amongst others, HEFCE, Thanet College, KCC and Thanet District Council (the body which would donate the land, and be the conduit for European funding).  Regional bodies (including SEEDA) were also supportive;





(g)	that further work was still to be undertaken with regard to the range and type of academic provision to be offered.  Dr Robin Bryant had done much work in this area and all of the proposed programmes would need to be considered by the Academic Planning Committee and by Academic Board.  It was intended that a  range of programmes would be offered together with some ‘flagship’ subjects to give the campus an independent identity;





(h)	that the document contained a section dealing with risk analysis.  The quality of provision, and levels of recruitment and retention were key factors, as was financial prudence.





Members of the Governing Body discussed the report at length and noted in particular:





(i)	the quality of the report (Paper N4) which was comprehensive and well presented;





(j)	that the proposals were very much in line with the College’s mission;





(k)	that the College and Governing Body needed very clear strategies setting out expectations and performance requirements for the Thanet Campus in terms of recruitment, expenditure, etc.  It was important that the Thanet development should be seen as an element of the total institutional provision whilst at the same time ‘ring-fencing’ risk wherever possible;





(l)	whilst there were concerns regarding the cost  of the project and, in particular, the deficits anticipated during the early years;  the proposal was expected to show a surplus in Year 5;





(m)	that the Steering Group membership included an observer representative from the Funding Council: this was encouraging.  Governors did note that it was important to reach an understanding with HEFCE regarding such matters as ‘claw back’ in relation to this proposed project: support  and comfort should be sought from the Funding Council beyond simply obtaining funded student numbers;





(n)	that there was some concern as to whether this proposed development would impact adversely upon other development aspirations of the College and whether the fact that European funding was available was pushing the College towards the project. Governors also enquired whether these proposals fitted with the agreed strategic direction of the College.  The Principal advised that the proposals for development of higher education in Thanet were not being driven by the prospect of European funding: the idea for such a project predated the availability of such monies.  The proposals for Thanet did fit well with existing College strategies, which had previously been illustrated on a ‘hub and spokes model’;





(o)	that the support of the staff was paramount to the success of the project;


	


(p)	that there would be a need to give careful consideration to appropriate student study support arrangements for those recruited to programmes designed to extend access;





(q)	that there was some concern that the proposal document did not contain reference to the type of experience that a Church College was hoping to share with students and the community in Thanet.  There was no mention of discussions with local churches or chaplaincy.  The Principal acknowledged that the document should have been more explicit in this regard.  He did believe that, by seeking to pursue this development, the College was fulfilling its mission but accepted that the proposal document needed to demonstrate this more clearly;





(r)	that it was imperative that the high standards enjoyed by students at the Canterbury campus should be maintained in Thanet;





(s)	a concern was registered that the intended scope of provision might be more appropriately delivered via the Further Education sector.  The Principal did not accept that this was so and commented that post-16 education was changing. There were universities where the proportion of FE students was as high as 20% of the total and current Government initiatives clearly urged more engagement at sub-degree level;





 (t)	that further reports would be presented, as appropriate to other Governing Body committees during the current cycle of meetings.





Following these many contributions to the debate it was recognised that, albeit further assurances and clarifications had yet to be sought from various external parties, the Officers of the College needed to know that Governors supported the further development of the Thanet Campus proposals.  On the basis of a vote taken, this support was clearly given.  Moreover, it was





�	RESOLVED	





(i)	That Paper N4 be received;





(ii)	that the Chairman, in consultation with the Principal, should identify a small number of Governors - drawn from various committees of the Governing Body - to serve as a reference and monitoring group at this important stage of development of the Thanet proposal;





(iii)	that over the next 2 months, the further work undertaken by the College Officers should include:-





the close identification of risk, and opportunities of risk sharing with external parties;





seeking to develop ‘ring fencing’ of the Thanet proposal - in areas such as financial procedures and range and quality of provision - so as to protect the standing and reputation of the College overall;





(iv)	that the outline timetable included in Paper N4 be acknowledged and, importantly, that the final commitment to proceed with the Thanet Campus proposal would be established by the Governing Body at its meeting on 7 December 1999.











194.	Current issues affecting Higher Education





	Due to the time constraints of the meeting it was





�	RESOLVED





That the review and analysis of the current issues affecting Higher Education should be held over to another meeting - Paper N2 and Item 8 of the agenda refer.








195.	College of Guidance Studies





	The Governing Body received Paper N3 providing an updating concerning discussions which had taken place with the College of Guidance Studies, Swanley, (COGS) about incorporating its activities into this College.  Governors noted in particular:





(a)	that a Memorandum of Agreement had been prepared and signed by the relevant parties;





(b)	that the Joint Implementation Group, chaired by Professor Bounds, had met earlier in the month and a further meeting was scheduled for 1 October 1999 to take the matter forward;





(c)	that it was important to secure the approval of the Improvement and Development Agency (IDA) with  regard to a September 1999 intake of students for the Diploma in careers Guidance (DCG).  Professor Bounds reported that this approval had now been received.





�RESOLVED





(i)	That Paper N3 be received;





(ii)	that Memorandum of Agreement be noted;





(iii)	that authorisation should be given that work on the proposed merger should continue;





(iv)	that a further report should be received at the next Governing Body meeting.








196.	Effective Financial Management





	Governors received Paper M132 (revised) for information.  The Governing Body had received the Paper at its July meeting and the document had been revised to take account of a small number of comments made.  A synopsis now appeared on the HEFCE Web site.





�	RESOLVED





That Paper M132 revised be received and accepted as the College Effective Financial Management Review Summer Term 1999.











197.	Date of the next meeting





	Governors noted that the next meeting of the Governing Body was to be held on Tuesday 7 December 1999.











198.	Confidential Items





�	RESOLVED





That the following matter be held as confidential to the Governing Body:





Financial matters associated with the Development of Higher Education in Thanet  -  Minute 193.











199.	Any Other Unreserved Business





	There was none.
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