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1.
Background to the Review

There have been longstanding concerns about the effectiveness of the Annual Meeting of Court. Attendance is a small proportion of the membership and recent efforts to make more of the occasion, whilst useful in themselves, seem to mask a more underlying issue about what purpose Court serves and how it benefits the University. The membership of Court is a related issue, and linked closely to both purpose and usefulness. 
Court is formally established in the University Charter as follows:

“There shall be a Court of the University (in this Our Charter called "the Court") which shall, subject to this Our Charter and the Statutes, appoint the Chancellor, the Pro-Chancellors (other than the Senior Pro-Chancellor) and the Treasurer and receive reports on the working of the University.”

The functions of Court are set out in Ordinance IX as follows: 

. To appoint the Chancellor, the Pro-Chancellors (other than the Senior Pro-Chancellor) and the Treasurer. 

i. To elect members of the Council as provided for under Statute XIII. 

ii. To co-opt members of the Court as provided for under Ordinance VIII. 

iii. To discuss any matters relating to the University and convey its opinion thereon to the Council. 

However, these provisions leave the fundamental purpose of Court unclear.

On 18 January 2008, Council approved proposals for a review of the purpose and membership of the University Court. A small review group was established as follows:

Vice-Chancellor (Chair)

Alan Woods

Professor Ken Parsons

In attendance: Ian Cairns, Ron Gray, Jennifer Nutkins, Jon Walker

The aims of the review are to ensure that the University Court serves a useful function for its members and that it contributes to the University’s capacity to achieve its strategy to 2016. 
2.
Conduct of the Review

Plans for the review were discussed at the meeting of Court itself on 15 February 2008. It was agreed that the views of current members would be sought on the effectiveness of Court and potential future arrangements. A postal survey was therefore undertaken and the results are summarised in Annex A. Discussions have also taken place with the Chancellor and Chairman of Council. The views of members of the executive were explored at a meeting on 2 June 2008. The review group has met formally on two occasions (23 June and 3 October 2008). 
Council considered the original draft of this paper on 10 October 2008 and its comments are summarized in minute 08/102. Points made include:

“Council was broadly supportive of the recommendation to modernise the Court by transferring its statutory powers to Council and using the annual meeting as a “showcase” event.  Some members suggested that further thought be given to changing the name from “Court”.”
Council agreed to defer a decision to the next meeting where further consideration would be given to both membership and title.
The proposals have now been reviewed by the Advancement Committee (29 October 2008) and a further meeting was held on 7 November 2008 concerning operational arrangements for 2009. The Advancement Committee concluded that the name Court should be retained for the time being for reasons of continuity. It approved the proposed changes to the membership and statutory powers of Court for recommendation to Council. The operational meeting considered arrangements for the transition between the new and old Court memberships and recommended that, given the time available before the scheduled Court date for 2009 (13 February 2009), the new membership and format should not now be implemented until 2009/10. 
The recommendations made to Council at its previous meeting are set out below, with additional points arising from the recent discussions underlined.
3.
Recommendations for implementation in 2009/10
3.1
The Court should be retained and its purpose clarified as being to provide a vehicle for public relations and communication with key stakeholders which contributes to the University’s capacity to achieve its strategy to 2016. The membership should include decision-makers and influencers, predominately from the region, but with some national contacts. 

3.2
The meetings of Court should provide an opportunity to showcase the work of the University, convey key messages about its development and for networking. The format of the meeting in 2009 2010 and beyond should be reviewed by the executive and by the Advancement Committee and the desirability of an early evening event will be explored. The Advancement Committee should oversee the arrangements for Court in the future.


3.3
The membership should be amended in line with the proposals attached as Annex B. There should continue to be at least 15 Alumni representatives. Staff and student membership has been largely removed in view of the redefinition of the purpose of Court. Selected members of staff and students would be involved, however, depending on the themes of Court communications and events.

3.4
Membership of Court will be managed to ensure the focus is on those with a genuine interest in, and value to, the University. Regular communications throughout the year should be established, some of which might be electronic. Most categories of membership should be for three years in the first instance and continued inclusion of those with limited interaction with the University should be reviewed carefully. Establishment of a common database of University friends and key contacts is desirable to support this development.

3.5
The statutory powers of Court should be transferred to Council at the next available opportunity and reference to Court be removed from the Charter, Statutes and Ordinances (these changes require Privy Council approval and cannot therefore be implemented before the meeting of Court in February 2009). Review of Ordinances such as Ordinance XVII Student Discipline which refer to involvement of Court members in University procedures will required.
3.6
The effectiveness of the above changes should be reviewed by Council in 2012.

October 2008 (revised 11 November 2008)
ANNEX A

Summary of Responses to the Review from Court Members 

It was agreed at the 2008 Court meeting that members would be invited to input into the University’s review. A letter was sent to all members in late May enclosing the minutes of the 2008 meeting and including a pro forma seeking views on the following:

· Current purpose of Court?

· Future purpose of Court?

· What should the membership be?

· Experience of Court and attendance, how could it be made easier to attend?

· Any further comments?

Perhaps surprisingly, 40 responses have been received and these include:

13 Emeritus professors

9 Former Council members (now usually life members)

3 Current Council members

3 School/College reps

3 Professional body reps

Approximately 75% were regular attendees with 6 saying they did not attend at all.

Purpose of Court – Around 75% see communication, briefing and updating stakeholders as the key purpose. Several comment that the information provided helps them to promote and support the University more effectively. Several place particular emphasis on the local dimension and would like to see membership focussed more locally but a few also highlight the importance of national and, in one case, international representation. Other views include:

3 who feel Court was a complete waste of time and should be abolished without replacement 

2 who suggest removal of the statutory powers but retention of the communication function

A few comment on Court being a final authority which could act should Council seriously lose its way and 3 particularly emphasise the importance of retaining these “reserve powers”. A couple seem to confuse the role of Court and Council in governance terms and are keen to increase Court’s involvement in approving strategy. 2 see accountability to local stakeholders as a key dimension. Others feel Court could be used as a fairly informal sounding board providing advice on future plans.

Membership - Around 75% feel reducing the size of Court and focussing membership on those interested in engaging with the University would improve its effectiveness. Various specific and general suggestions are made for changing the membership but these have little commonality other than to remove those with poor attendance/peripheral interest in the University. Several suggest that members who do not attend 3 consecutive meetings without good reason should be dropped.

Format and Organisation of Meetings – there are some interesting suggestions:

· Give earlier notification of timing of meetings (currently notified late in autumn term, though some may not engage until receive papers for meeting) – 1 suggested an evening meeting

· Provide regular news updates between meetings (2 suggested biannual meetings)

· Give opportunity to submit written questions in advance (2)

· Present more on future plans and less on past achievements

· Include more discussion opportunities on topical issues, perhaps in smaller groups

· Offer more opportunities to contribute to the University and use members expertise, e.g. in advancement
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