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NOTICES

Calendar

4 February, Tuesday. Discussion at 2 p.m. in the Senate-House (see below).
9 February, Sunday. Preacher before the University at 11.15 a.m., The Reverend Professor D. A. Wilkinson, F, Principal
of St John’s College in the University of Durham.
13 February, Thursday. Lent Term divides.
18 February, Tuesday. Discussion at 2 p.m. in the Senate-House.
22 February, Saturday. Congregation of the Regent House at 2 p.m.

Notice of a Discussion on Tuesday, 4 February 2014

The Vice-Chancellor invites those qualified under the regulations for Discussions (Statutes and Ordinances, p. 103) to
attend a Discussion in the Senate-House, on Tuesday, 4 February 2014, at 2 p.m., for the discussion of:

1. Report of the General Board, dated 3 January 2014, on the establishment of a Readership in Corporate Law (Reporter,
6333,2013-14, p. 287).

Preachers before the University in 2014-15

The following persons have been appointed in the manner prescribed by Ordinance to preach before the University during
the academical year 2014-15.
Michaelmas Term

19 October 2014 The Right Reverend Dom Aidan Bellenger, of Jesus College, The Abbot of Downside

2 November 2014  The Reverend Dr Judith Maltby, of Newnham and Wolfson Colleges, Reader in Church History,
University of Oxford (Lady Margaret’s Preacher at Commemoration of Benefactors)

Lent Term

1 February 2015 Janet Scott, of Murray Edwards College and Homerton College, formerly Director of Studies in
Theology and Religious Studies at Homerton College, of The Religious Society of Friends

1 March 2015 The Reverend Professor Mark Mclntosh, Van Mildert Canon Professor of Divinity, University
of Durham (Hulsean Preacher)

Easter Term
10 May 2015 The Reverend Dr Sam Wells, Vicar of St Martin-in-the-Fields, London

24 May 2015 Mr Anthony O’Mahony, Reader in Theology and the History of Christianity, Heythrop College,
University of London (Ramsden Preacher)

University Sermons are delivered in Great St Mary’s, the University Church, at 11.15 a.m. on the Sundays stated.
Members of the University are reminded that they should wear academical dress when attending University Sermons. All
are welcome and those present are invited to take refreshments with the Preacher at Michaelhouse after each Sermon.

Review of the governance and management arrangements for sport within the
University, November 2013: Notice in response to remarks made in Discussion

27 January 2014

The Council has received the remarks made at the Discussion on 21 January 2014 (p. 343) concerning the above
consultative report (see the Council’s Notice dated 2 December 2013 (Reporter, 6238, 2013—14, p. 139), and the full
report at http://www.admin.cam.ac.uk/reporter/2013-14/weekly/6328/SportReview.pdf).

The review committee which prepared the report will consider the remarks, together with other comments received
during the consultation period, and will take them into account when putting forward final recommendations to the
Council, with a view to the publication of a Report in March 2014.

Report of the Council on the construction of a new annexe building to the
Department of Engineering’s Electrical Engineering Division building (CAPE) at
West Cambridge: Notice in response to remarks made in Discussion

27 January 2014

The Council has received the remarks made at the Discussion on 21 January 2014 (p. 343) concerning the above Report
(Reporter, 6332, 2013-14, p. 254).

Council notes Professor Dowling’s comments in support of the proposals and is submitting a Grace (Grace 2, p. 338)
to the Regent House for the approval of the recommendations of the Report.
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Second-Stage Report of the Council on the construction of a new annexe building
for the Department of Engineering at Scroope Terrace: Notice in response to
remarks made in Discussion

27 January 2014

The Council has received the remarks made at the Discussion on 21 January 2014 (p. 343) concerning the above Report
(Reporter, 6332,2013-14, p. 256).

Council notes Professor Dowling’s support for the proposals and is submitting a Grace (Grace 3, p. 338) to the Regent
House for the approval of the recommendations of the Report.

Fitness to Practise of students of Veterinary Medicine

27 January 2014

The Council and the General Board have received a proposal from the Faculty Boards of Biology and Veterinary Medicine
to amend the Procedures to Determine Fitness for Veterinary Practice of Preclinical and Clinical Veterinary Students
(Statutes and Ordinances, p. 220).

The changes proposed bring the procedures into line with the revised Procedures to Determine Fitness to Practise of
Preclinical and Clinical Medical Students that were approved by Grace 4 of 17 July 2013 (Reporter, 6316, 201213,
pp. 715 and 760), by merging the processes for the consideration of health matters and those relating to conduct and by
ensuring a clear delineation between the different stages in the process (investigation, adjudication, and appeal).

The Council, on the recommendation of the General Board, has agreed to submit a Grace to the Regent House (Grace 1,
p. 338) for the approval of the procedures as set out in Annex 1 to this Notice. Subject to the approval of the Grace, the
General Board have approved consequential changes to regulations as set out in Annex 2.

ANNEX 1

PROCEDURES TO DETERMINE FITNESS TO PRACTISE OF PRECLINICAL
AND CLINICAL VETERINARY STUDENTS

Introduction

1. The Royal College of Veterinary Surgeons (RCVS) has a duty to ensure that veterinary students are fit
to practise veterinary medicine when they apply for registration. The following regulations shall govern the
procedures in the University to ensure that preclinical and clinical veterinary students are fit to practise
veterinary medicine.

2. There shall be a Veterinary Students Register, which shall be maintained by the Faculty Boards of
Biology and Veterinary Medicine through a Veterinary Fitness to Practise Committee (VFTP Committee).

3. Any person or body may refer any matter which gives a cause for concern about a veterinary student’s
fitness to practise to the VFTP Committee in accordance with these procedures.

4. Where the VFTP Committee considers that there is a question to be determined concerning the fitness
to practise of a veterinary student, the VFTP Committee shall appoint an Investigator who shall report to the
VFTP Committee. Having considered the Investigator’s report, the VFTP Committee may refer the matter to
a Fitness to Practise Adjudication Panel (VFTP Adjudication Panel) to consider whether the student is fit to
practise veterinary medicine or whether to impose sanctions (which include formal warnings, conditions and
suspension, or removal from the Veterinary Students Register).

5. A veterinary student shall, if required to do so, attend meetings and/or hearings with the VFTP
Committee, an Investigator, and a VFTP Adjudication Panel. A veterinary student and the VFTP Committee
may appeal to a Fitness to Practise Appeal Panel (VFTP Appeal Panel) on grounds specified in these
procedures.

6. Fitness to practise issues can arise from a student’s conduct, health, or performance. Veterinary students
have a responsibility to report any illness or disability that may affect their fitness to practise to their Senior
Tutor or Director of Studies and, as appropriate, to the Director of Teaching in the Faculty of Veterinary
Medicine or the Director of Education (Biological Sciences) in the Faculty of Biology.

7. The University also has a duty to support its veterinary students. The Medical and Veterinary Student
Progress Panel (MVSPP) monitors the academic performance and progress of preclinical and clinical
veterinary students, including issues relating to ill health and any other cause for concern which does not
merit a referral to the VFTP Committee.

8. A student who wishes to remain on the Veterinary Students Register will be expected to co-operate with
obtaining such reports from the University’s Occupational Health Service and/or other experts as may be
deemed necessary.
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9. When applying for registration with the Royal College of Veterinary Surgeons (RCVS) veterinary
students will be required to inform the RCVS of the details of any referral to the VFTP Committee and any
and all matters that might have a bearing on his or her fitness to practise.

THE COMPOSITION, ROLES, AND DUTIES OF THE FITNESS TO PRACTISE BODIES

Fitness to Practise Committee (VFTP Committee)

10. The VFTP Committee shall comprise a minimum of three members:

(a) a Chair appointed by the Faculty Board of Veterinary Medicine who shall be a practising veterinary
surgeon;

(b) one member appointed by the Faculty Board of Veterinary Medicine who shall be a practising
veterinary surgeon; and

(¢) one member appointed by the Faculty Board of Biology who shall be a member of the Regent House
and not normally a registered veterinary surgeon.

11. No member of the VETP Committee shall have had any material involvement or interest in respect of
each individual case before the VFTP Committee. All members of the VFTP Committee shall be required to
make a declaration of interest in the case.

12. Members of the VFTP Committee shall be appointed in the Michaelmas Term to serve for three years
from 1 January following their appointment.

13. The Faculty Boards of Veterinary Medicine and Biology shall in addition jointly maintain a Veterinary
Fitness to Practise Support Panel (VETP Support Panel). Every three years in the Michaelmas Term, or as
necessary:

(a) the Faculty Board of Veterinary Medicine shall appoint to the VFTP Support Panel at least six members

qualifying for appointment to the VFTP Committee under Regulation 10(b);

(b) the Faculty Board of Biology shall appoint to the VFTP Support Panel at least six members of the
Regent House qualifying for appointment to the VFTP Committee under Regulation 10(c).

14. In the event of a member of the VFTP Committee appointed under Regulations 10(«) or 10(b) having

a conflict of interest in any case, a replacement member qualifying for appointment to the VFTP Committee
under those regulations shall be appointed from the VFTP Support Panel for the purposes of the case in
question by the Chair of the Faculty Board of Veterinary Medicine.

15. In the event of a member of the VFTP Committee appointed under Regulation 10(c) having a conflict
of interest in any case, a replacement member qualifying for appointment to the VFTP Committee under that
regulation shall be appointed from the VFTP Support Panel for the purposes of the case in question by the
Chair of the Faculty Board of Biology.

16. The Faculty Board of Veterinary Medicine shall appoint a person to be Secretary to the VFTP Committee.

17. The VFTP Committee may co-opt a maximum of two members to the VFTP Committee from the
VFTP Support Panel or elsewhere and may require such reports to be prepared as it considers necessary.

18. The duties of the VFTP Committee shall be:

(a) to maintain the Veterinary Students Register on behalf of the Faculty Boards of Biology and of

Veterinary Medicine;

(b) to produce and keep under review a code of conduct to be observed by veterinary students;

(c¢) to consider all expressions of concern about a veterinary student’s fitness to practise and, if appropriate,
to appoint an Investigator from the VFTP Support Panel who shall have discretion to investigate any
issues relating to the student’s fitness to practise medicine;

(d) to consider an Investigator’s report, make recommendations and, if appropriate, refer a veterinary
student to a VFTP Adjudication Panel;

(e) to keep under review these Fitness to Practise procedures and to recommend changes to the Faculty
Boards of Biology and Veterinary Medicine, who shall report such changes to the University for
approval.

19. The VFTP Committee shall meet at least once a year in the Michaelmas Term and whenever there is
any business to consider. Three members shall constitute a quorum. The Chair shall have a casting vote, if
necessary. In the absence of the Chair for a meeting of the VFTP Committee, the member appointed under
Regulation 10(h) may become Chair for that meeting, or the meeting may be adjourned.

20. The VFTP Committee shall submit the minutes of its meetings to the Faculty Boards of Biology and
of Veterinary Medicine and to the Veterinary Education Committee.
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Fitness to Practise Adjudication Panel (VFTP Adjudication Panel)

21. A VFTP Adjudication Panel shall comprise a Chair and two other members, all of whom shall be
appointed by the Registrary from the VETP Support Panel as soon as practicable after she or he has been
notified (by the Secretary to the VFTP Committee) that a case has been referred to a VETP Adjudication
Panel. The Chair shall be a practising registered veterinary practitioner.

22. The three members of a VFTP Adjudication Panel shall constitute the quorum for a hearing of the
VFTP Adjudication Panel at which a veterinary student’s fitness to practise is determined. The Chair shall
have a casting vote, if necessary.

23. A VFTP Adjudication Panel shall decide whether a veterinary student is fit to practise medicine and
should remain on the Veterinary Students Register and/or should be subject to sanctions.

24. No member of a VFTP Adjudication Panel shall have had any material involvement or interest in the
case. All members of a VFTP Adjudication Panel shall be required to make a declaration of interest in respect
of the case. A replacement member shall be appointed by the Registrary from the VFTP Support Panel in the
event of a conflict of interest.

25. A VFTP Adjudication Panel may require such reports to be prepared as it considers necessary.

26. The Secretary of the veterinary student’s Faculty Board, or his or her nominated deputy, shall serve as
Secretary to a VFTP Adjudication Panel. For the purpose of these regulations, preclinical students are
assigned to the Faculty of Biology and clinical students to the Faculty of Veterinary Medicine.

Fitness to Practise Appeal Panel (VFTP Appeal Panel)

27. An Appeal Panel shall be appointed to consider an appeal which is made by a veterinary student or by
the VFTP Committee in respect of a decision of a VFTP Adjudication Panel.

28. The Council of the University shall maintain three panels, panel (@), panel (b), and panel (c), from
which members of an Appeal Panel shall be appointed as follows:

panel (a): persons who are legally qualified or who have had experience of acting in a judicial capacity,
not being members of the Council;

panel (b): members of the Regent House not being members of the VFTP Committee, VFTP Support
Panel, or VFTP Adjudication Panel, or of the Faculties of Biology or Veterinary Medicine;

panel (¢): members of the academic staff of a UK Veterinary School, being practising RCVS-registered
veterinary practitioners, who are not members of the Regent House.

29. The Council shall appoint in the Michaelmas Term each year such number of persons as they shall see
fit to serve as members of each panel for three years from 1 January following their appointment.

30. An Appeal Panel shall consist of three members:

(a) one person designated by the Vice-Chancellor from panel («), who shall be the Chair of the Appeal

Panel;

(b) one drawn by lot from panel (b);

(¢) one drawn by lot from panel (c).

31. No member of an Appeal Panel shall have had any material involvement or interest in the case. All
members of the Appeal Panel shall be required to make a declaration of interest in respect of the case. In the
event of a conflict of interest, an alternative member shall be appointed by the Vice-Chancellor or by lot, as
appropriate.

32. The Registrary, or a person nominated by the Registrary, shall act as Clerk of the Appeal Panel.

33. The three members of the Appeal Panel shall constitute the quorum. The Chair shall have a casting
vote, if necessary.

FITNESS TO PRACTISE PROCEDURES

34. The consideration of whether or not a veterinary student is fit to practise medicine shall take place in
accordance with the following procedures which may comprise of at least three stages, a preliminary
consideration by the VFTP Committee, an investigation, and an adjudication by a VFTP Adjudication Panel,
and may be followed by a final appeal stage.

35. If at any stage the Chair of any of the bodies involved considers that the veterinary student may have
committed an offence under the criminal law or against the discipline of the University, the Chair shall
suspend proceedings and refer the circumstances for consideration by the police or to the University Advocate
under Statute B, VI, as appropriate. In such instances, the body or bodies shall not normally reach a decision
on the student’s fitness to practise until either the police or University Advocate (as appropriate) has confirmed
that it is not intended to institute proceedings against the veterinary student, or, if proceedings are taken, until
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the criminal courts or University Courts (as appropriate) have ruled finally on the matter. Pending the outcome
of any consideration by the police and the criminal courts and/or the University Advocate and the University
Courts, the VFTP Committee and its Chair shall review the student’s status and take any measures under
these procedures which are considered necessary.

36. The VFTP Committee, the Investigator, a VFTP Adjudication Panel, and the Appeal Panel may obtain
legal advice through the Registrary to assist with the performance of their duties under these procedures.

37. Any notification to a veterinary student under these procedures may be sent to the veterinary student’s
University email address.

Preliminary stage involving the Fitness to Practise Committee

38. Any expression of concern that a veterinary student may not be fit to practise medicine shall be made
in writing to the Secretary of the VFTP Committee; it shall show clearly the author’s name and address.
Anonymous referrals shall only be acted upon in exceptional circumstances as the VFTP Committee sees fit,
having regard to the seriousness of the issues raised and the fairness to any individuals mentioned in the
referral. The VFTP Committee may also consider that the identity of individuals, although known to the
VFTP Committee, may need to be withheld or protected in exceptional circumstances.

39. The Secretary of the VFTP Committee shall communicate the expression of concern to the Chair of
the VFTP Committee who may take Chair’s action in respect of any measures which are considered necessary
or appropriate pending consideration by the VFTP Committee.

40. The Secretary of the VFTP Committee shall inform the veterinary student of the details of any
expression of concern and, at the discretion of the Chair of the VFTP Committee, arrange for the student to
attend a meeting of the VFTP Committee. During any meeting with the VFTP Committee, the veterinary
student may be accompanied by a member of the University or other representative chosen by the veterinary
student who shall notify the Secretary of the VFTP Committee two days in advance of any meeting if he/she
will be accompanied and by whom.

41. The Secretary of the VFTP Committee shall inform the veterinary student of the persons appointed to
be members of the VFTP Committee. If the veterinary student has good cause to object to the membership of
the VFTP Committee, he or she shall provide grounds to the Secretary of the VETP Committee in writing
within seven days. In the case of a member appointed under Regulation 10(«) or (b), the Chair of the Faculty
Board of Veterinary Medicine shall decide whether to replace that member of the VETP Committee and shall
appoint an alternative member as considered appropriate. In the case of a member appointed under Regulation
10(c), the Chair of the Faculty Board of Biology shall decide whether to replace that member of the VFTP
Committee and shall appoint an alternative member as considered appropriate. The Secretary of the VFTP
Committee shall inform the veterinary student accordingly. The decision of the Chair of the Faculty Board of
Veterinary Medicine or of the Chair of the Faculty Board of Biology shall be final.

42. The VFTP Committee shall decide whether the veterinary student shall during the course of any fitness
to practise procedures:

(a) continue her or his studies without limitation;

(b) continue her or his studies under specified conditions;

(¢) be prohibited from entering specified clinical facilities as a veterinary student; and/or

(d) be provisionally suspended from the Veterinary Students Register and therefore from the clinical
components of the course.

43. The VFTP Committee may, pending the outcome of any fitness to practise procedures, review and
change a decision regarding a veterinary student’s status and any measures which are considered necessary.

44. The VFTP Committee shall determine whether the matter can and should be dealt with informally,
whether the matter should be referred back to the Student Progress Panel (MVSPP), or whether an Investigator
should be appointed to investigate the student’s conduct, health, and/or performance. The VFTP Committee
shall normally take this initial decision within one month from the date of receipt of the expression of concern.

45, If the University Advocate institutes proceedings against the veterinary student under Statute B, VI,
any subsequent judgement of a University Court may be considered as evidence within any fitness to practise
procedures. If a University Court finds that a charge is proven against the student then that finding shall be
conclusive evidence that the veterinary student in question has committed the offence against the discipline
of the University with which he or she was charged.

Investigation

46. If the VFTP Committee decides to commence an investigation, the Secretary of the VFTP Committee
shall write to the veterinary student concerned and to the Senior Tutor of the student’s College stating that an
investigation of the veterinary student’s fitness to practise is going to take place. The letter to the veterinary
student shall state the nature of the expression of concern and the grounds for commencing the investigation.
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47. The VFTP Committee shall appoint an Investigator from the VFTP Support Panel who has had no
material involvement or interest in this case. The Investigator shall interview the veterinary student concerned,
the maker of the allegation (unless an anonymous concern has been permitted), and any other relevant
persons. A formal note of each interview shall be prepared by the Investigator and, if possible, agreed with
the person who has been interviewed. A written report shall be prepared and submitted by the Investigator to
the VFTP Committee.

48. The VFTP Committee, an Investigator, and a VFTP Adjudication Panel may, at any stage, require
reports to be prepared by the Occupational Health Service and/or other experts as to the student’s fitness to
practise and will expect the student to co-operate with obtaining such reports in order for those bodies to
discharge their duties to consider the student’s fitness to practise. All such reports shall be co-ordinated
through the VFTP Committee.

49. During any interview with the Investigator, the veterinary student may be accompanied by a member
of the University or other representative chosen by the veterinary student who shall notify the Investigator
two days in advance of any meeting if he/she will be accompanied and by whom.

50. On receipt of the Investigator’s report, the VFTP Committee shall take one of the following decisions:

(a) that no further action be taken;

(b) that there is no serious issue to be determined with regard to the veterinary student’s fitness to practise,
but that the veterinary student would benefit from remedial measures being put in place; the Chair of
the VFTP Committee shall on behalf of the VFTP Committee (i) agree such measures with the
veterinary student, the student’s Senior Tutor, and the Director of Teaching in the Department of
Veterinary Medicine or the Director of Education in the Faculty of Biology as appropriate, and then so
inform the Secretary of the VFTP Committee in writing, or (ii) in the event of failure to agree such
measures, the VFTP Committee shall refer the matter to the VFTP Adjudication Panel; or

(c) that there may be a serious issue to be determined concerning the veterinary student’s fitness to practise
and shall refer the matter to the VFTP Adjudication Panel.

51. The Secretary of the VFTP Committee shall inform the veterinary student, the MVSPP, and the
student’s Senior Tutor in writing of the VFTP Committee’s decision and of any agreed measures normally
within seven days. Correspondence from the Secretary informing the student shall be submitted to the next
full meeting of the VFTP Committee.

Adjudication by VFTP Adjudication Panel

52. If a veterinary student is referred by the VFTP Committee to a VFTP Adjudication Panel, the Chair of
the VFTP Adjudication Panel shall determine the procedure to be adopted by the VFTP Adjudication Panel
which shall normally include:

(a) informing the veterinary student of the persons appointed to be members of a VFTP Adjudication

Panel;

(b) providing the veterinary student with copies of the documents provided by the VFTP Committee to a
VFTP Adjudication Panel, including the Investigator’s report;

(¢) informing the veterinary student of the names of any persons who may be asked to attend a VFTP
Adjudication Panel to give evidence and setting out the basis upon which the veterinary student may
call persons who may have information relevant to the case to give evidence (whether they are
members of the University or not) either orally at the hearing or in writing;

(d) setting a timetable for the progress of the proceedings, including time limits for each step of the
proceedings and a date, time, and place for the hearing.

53. The Secretary of the VETP Adjudication Panel shall inform the veterinary student and the Chair of the
VFTP Committee of the procedure to be followed. The Chair of the VFTP Adjudication Panel may at any
stage of the proceedings hold a case management meeting at which she or he may (i) review the progress of
the proceedings, and in particular the extent to which any timetable previously set by the Chair has been
complied with, (ii) issue or vary directions or time limits for the further conduct of the proceedings, and/or
(iii) set or vary a date, time, or place for the hearing. The Secretary of the VFTP Adjudication Panel shall
inform the veterinary student and the Secretary of the VETP Committee of the date, time and place of a case
management meeting at least seven days in advance of such meeting.

54. Ifthe veterinary student has good cause to object to the membership of a VFTP Adjudication Panel, he
or she shall provide grounds to the Secretary of a VFTP Adjudication Panel in writing within seven days of
being notified of the membership of the VFTP Adjudication Panel. The Registrary shall decide whether to
replace that member of a VFTP Adjudication Panel and shall appoint an alternative member from the VFTP
Support Panel as considered appropriate. The Secretary of a VFTP Adjudication Panel shall inform the
veterinary student accordingly. The decision of the Registrary shall be final.
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55. The veterinary student shall attend all case management meetings and hearings of a VFTP Adjudication
Panel in person, unless prevented by exceptional circumstances. If the veterinary student fails to attend any
case management meeting or any hearing without reasonable explanation, a VFTP Adjudication Panel may,
at its discretion, consider the case in the veterinary student’s absence.

56. The veterinary student may choose to be accompanied by a member of the University or other
representative chosen by the veterinary student who must inform the Secretary of the VFTP Adjudication
Panel of the identity of the individual and the capacity in which he or she is attending as soon as practicable
and at least four days in advance of the case management meeting or hearing.

57. The veterinary student’s Senior Tutor (or a deputy appointed by the Senior Tutor), if not nominated by the
student, shall be entitled, with the student’s consent, to be present at any case management meeting or hearing.

58. Case management meetings and hearings of the VFTP Adjudication Panel shall be conducted in
private unless the Chair of a VFTP Adjudication Panel agrees to a request from the student for any case
management meeting or hearing to be held in public.

59. A Chair of the VFTP Adjudication Panel shall determine the procedure for the conduct of a VFTP
Adjudication Panel hearing to consider a veterinary student’s fitness to practise. The procedure shall normally
be as follows:

(a) The Chair shall introduce all those present at the hearing and explain the powers of a VFTP Adjudication

Panel.

(b) The Chair shall invite the Chair of a VFTP Committee (or a person appointed by him or her) to make
an opening statement and shall then invite VFTP Adjudication Panel members to ask questions.

(¢) The Chair shall invite the veterinary student or her or his representative to make a statement and shall
then invite VFTP Adjudication Panel members to question the student.

(d) The Chair shall invite any other persons called upon to attend the hearing (normally to include the
Chair of a VFTP Committee and Investigator) to make a brief statement and shall then invite VFTP
Adjudication Panel members to ask questions.

(e) At each stage, the Chair shall have discretion to allow reciprocal questioning by all parties.

(f) When the Chair is satisfied that a VFTP Adjudication Panel has completed its questioning and that the
veterinary student and other persons present have had a full opportunity to convey information to a
VFTP Adjudication Panel, the student and all other persons not on a VFTP Adjudication Panel except
the Secretary of a VFTP Adjudication Panel shall withdraw. The Secretary of a VFTP Adjudication
Panel shall remain to provide advice on procedure but shall take no part in a VFTP Adjudication Panel
reaching its decision on the case itself.

(¢) A VFTP Adjudication Panel shall then discuss the case.

(h) Those attending the first part of the hearing shall all be invited back into the hearing once a VFTP
Adjudication Panel has concluded its discussions. A VFTP Adjudication Panel shall seek any further
clarification which it requires, and may at its discretion call for a further adjournment or adjournments.
The Chair shall then outline to the veterinary student a VFTP Adjudication Panel’s decision.

60. A VFTP Adjudication Panel, following consideration of the case, may make one of the following

decisions on the balance of probabilities and by a simple majority (the Chair having a casting vote if necessary):

(a) declare that the veterinary student is fit to practise and that he or she may continue on the course with
no conditions or other sanctions;

(b) declare that the student is fit to practise but provide a formal warning which should be added to the
veterinary student’s record,

(¢) declare that there are grounds for concern as to the student’s fitness to practise and impose other
sanctions in respect of the student’s continuation with her or his course of study for the Second or Final
Vet. M.B. Examinations which may include
(i) that the student be temporarily suspended from the Veterinary Students Register, specifying the

arrangements for monitoring by the VFTP Committee of the suspension (including a minimum
period if appropriate) and the arrangements for the termination of suspension, or
(i1) that the student be subject to other conditions.

(d) declare that the veterinary student is unfit to practise, that the veterinary student be removed from the
Veterinary Students Register, and that the Royal College of Veterinary Surgeons be informed of this sanction.

61. The Secretary of a VFTP Adjudication Panel shall confirm the decision of a VFTP Adjudication Panel
and the reasons for the decision in writing normally within seven days, specifying any time period or sanction
that may apply, to the veterinary student and also to the Chair of the VFTP Committee, the MVSPP, the
Senior Tutor of the student’s College, the Director of Teaching in the Department of Veterinary Medicine and,
as appropriate, the Director of Education in the School of the Biological Sciences.
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Appeal

62. A veterinary student and the VFTP Committee shall have the right of appeal to an Appeal Panel in
respect of a decision of a VFTP Adjudication Panel as set out in these procedures.

63. A veterinary student and the VETP Committee may give notice of appeal in respect of a decision of a
VFTP Adjudication Panel on only one or more of the following grounds:

(a) irregularity in process;

(b) the coming to light of fresh evidence, which was not available and/or presented for a good reason; and/or

(¢) the proportionality of a sanction imposed by the VFTP Adjudication Panel.

64. A notice of appeal shall be in writing and shall be received by the Registrary within twenty-eight days of
the date of notification of a VFTP Adjudication Panel decision. The notice of appeal shall state the grounds on
which the appeal is made and provide all material relied upon for the appeal. On receipt of the notice of appeal,
and if the Registrary considers that there are grounds for an appeal as set out within these procedures, the
Registrary shall appoint an Appeal Panel to hear the appeal. The parties shall not be entitled to rely during the
appeal hearing, without the permission of the Appeal Panel, on any grounds other than those set out in the notice
of appeal.

65. During the consideration of the appeal, the decision of a VFTP Adjudication Panel shall remain in force.

66. An Appeal Panel hearing shall be arranged as soon as possible, and normally within three months of
the date of the Registrary receiving the notice of appeal, in accordance with the following procedures:

(a) The Clerk of the Appeal Panel shall inform the veterinary student and the Chair of the VFTP Committee
of the persons appointed to be members of the Appeal Panel. If the veterinary student or the Chair of
the VFTP Committee has good cause to object to the membership of the Appeal Panel, he or she shall
provide grounds to the Clerk of the Appeal Panel in writing within seven days or as determined by the
Chair of the Appeal Panel. The Vice-Chancellor shall decide whether that member of the Appeal Panel
should be replaced and, if the Vice-Chancellor decides that the member should be replaced, a
replacement member shall be designated by the Vice-Chancellor (in the case of the Chair) or drawn by
lot (in the case of any other member). The Clerk of the Appeal Panel shall inform the parties accordingly.
The decision of the Vice-Chancellor shall be final.

(b) Any documentation to be considered by the Appeal Panel shall be sent to the parties and the members
of the Appeal Panel at least fourteen days before the hearing.

(¢) The veterinary student may be accompanied by a member of the University or other representative
chosen by the veterinary student who must inform the Secretary to the Appeal Panel of the identity of
the person and the capacity in which he or she is attending seven days in advance of the hearing. The
veterinary student’s Senior Tutor (or a deputy appointed by the Senior Tutor), if not nominated by the
student, shall, with the agreement of the student, be entitled to be present.

(d) The hearing shall be held in private unless the Chair of the Appeal Panel agrees to a request from the
student that the hearing be held in public.

(e) The Chair of the VFTP Adjudication Panel, or a person appointed by her or him, shall represent the
VFTP Adjudication Panel at the Appeal Panel hearing. The Chair of the VFTP Committee, or a person
appointed by her or him, shall represent the VETP Committee at the Appeal Panel hearing.

67. The Appeal Panel shall consider its decision in private. The Clerk of the Appeal Panel shall be present

throughout the hearing and throughout consideration by the Appeal Panel of its decision.

68. The Appeal Panel may confirm, quash, amend, or refer back the decision to the same, or a newly
constituted, VFTP Adjudication Panel.

69. As soon as possible, normally within seven days from the Appeal Panel hearing, the Clerk of the
Appeal Panel shall inform the veterinary student in writing of the decision and the reasons for the decision.
That notification shall specify whether the case is to be referred back to a VFTP Panel or, if not, the notification
should be a Completion of Procedures letter and inform the veterinary student that she or he may refer the
matter to the Office of the Independent Adjudicator for Higher Education. The Secretary to the Appeal Panel
shall also inform the Chair of the VFTP Adjudication Panel, the Chair of the VFTP Committee, the MVSPP,
the Senior Tutor of the student’s College, the Director of Teaching in the Department of Veterinary Medicine
and, as appropriate, the Director of Education in the School of the Biological Sciences.

Record and declaration
70. The VFTP Committee and the Faculty Boards of Biology or Veterinary Medicine, as appropriate, shall
make a record of any sanctions imposed (including a formal warning, a suspension or removal from the
Veterinary Students Register, or other conditions) or undertakings provided by a veterinary student relating
to arrangements for the monitoring or supervision of her or his conduct, health, or performance. The VFTP
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Committee shall determine whether the information is to be kept permanently on the veterinary student’s
record, until a further review, or until one year after the student has obtained full registration with the Royal
College of Veterinary Surgeons.

71. A veterinary student upon whom conditions have been imposed shall be required to confirm in writing
that he or she shall comply with such conditions.

72. A veterinary student who has undertaken to comply with arrangements for the management and
supervision of her or his conduct, health, or performance shall be required to confirm in writing that he or she
will comply with the arrangements.

73. When applying to the Royal College of Veterinary Surgeons for registration, a student shall inform the
Royal College of Veterinary Surgeons of the details of any referral to the Fitness to Practise Committee and
any and all matters that might have a bearing on his or her fitness to practise.

ANNEX 2

Consequential changes to other regulations

Subject to the approval of the Grace, the General Board have approved the following changes to regulations to take
account of the revised procedures in Annex 1.

Procedures to Determine the Progress of Preclinical and Clinical Medical Students and Preclinical and Clinical
Veterinary Students (Statutes and Ordinances, p. 228)
Regulation 2(iii).

By replacing the reference to the Fitness for Veterinary Practice Committee with a reference to the Veterinary Fitness to
Practise Committee.

Faculty of Biology (Statutes and Ordinances, p. 604)
By amending the Regulation for the Veterinary Students Register so as to read:

Veterinary Students Register

The Faculty Board and the Faculty Board of Veterinary Medicine shall maintain jointly through a Veterinary
Fitness to Practise Committee a register of students who are deemed fit to practise veterinary medicine and
consequently to be admitted as candidates for the Second Examination and the Final Examination for the
degree of Bachelor of Veterinary Medicine. A Veterinary Fitness to Practise Appeal Panel shall have the
power on appeal from a student affected by a decision of the Veterinary Fitness to Practise Adjudication Panel
to confirm, quash, amend, or refer back to the same, or a newly constituted, Veterinary Fitness to Practise
Adjudication Panel the decision in question.

Department of Veterinary Medicine (Statutes and Ordinances, p. 633)
By amending the Regulation for the Veterinary Students Register so as to read:

Veterinary Students Register

The Faculty Board and the Faculty Board of Biology shall maintain jointly through a Veterinary Fitness to
Practise Committee a register of students who are deemed fit to practise veterinary medicine and consequently
to be admitted as candidates for the Second Examination and the Final Examination for the degree of Bachelor
of Veterinary Medicine. A Veterinary Fitness to Practise Appeal Panel shall have the power on appeal from a
student affected by a decision of the Veterinary Fitness to Practise Adjudication Panel to confirm, quash,
amend, or refer back to the same, or a newly constituted, Veterinary Fitness to Practise Adjudication Panel
the decision in question.

University Computing Service: Notice by the Director

Teaching and other software on University Computing Service managed desktop systems including the Managed
Cluster Service: call for requests for 2014-15

A notice to all those who currently use or plan to use Computing Service Training Facilities or Managed Cluster Service
classrooms to support teaching (and to those who desire to use applications generally on these computers) has been
published on the University Computing Service website at http://www.ucs.cam.ac.uk/desktop-services/mcs/software/
softwarecall/. All requests for new applications or upgrades to existing applications must be received by Friday, 14 March
2014. The notice also outlines the desktop operating systems which will be used on all three platforms; please see the
notice at the web address above for full details.
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VACANCIES, APPOINTMENTS, ETC.

Election

Mr Peter John Ashton Hutchinson, Ph.D., R, B.Sc., M.B., B.S., University of London, FRCS (Surg. Neurol.), Reader in
Neurotrauma, Department of Clinical Neurosciences, has been elected Professor of Neurosurgery with effect from
1 January 2014.

EVENTS, COURSES, ETC.

Announcement of lectures, seminars, etc.

The University offers a large number of lectures, seminars, and other events, many of which are free of charge, to
members of the University and others who are interested. Details can be found on Faculty and Departmental websites,
and in the following resources.

The What’s On website (http://www.admin.cam.ac.uk/whatson/) carries details of exhibitions, music, theatre and film, courses,
and workshops, and is searchable by category and date. Both an RSS feed and a subscription email service are available.

Talks.cam (http://www.talks.cam.ac.uk/) is a fully searchable talks listing service, and talks can be subscribed to and
details downloaded.

Brief details of upcoming events are given below.

Cambridge Central ~ Lent Term Seminar series, on Mondays at 6 p.m. in Room S2, http://www.cambridge-
Asia Forum the Alison Richard Building, West Road; first seminar: centralasia.org/?p=672
Extraordinary events and normalcy: Rogun Dam
hydroelectric project, floods, and other everyday disasters
in Kulob region, southern Tajikistan, by Dr Diana Ibanez
Tirado, on 3 February 2014

English 2014 Graham Storey Lecture: Nothing personal: James http://www.english.cam.
Baldwin, Richard Avedon, and the pursuit of Celebrity, by ac.uk/
Professor Caryl Phillips of Yale University, on 10 February
2014, at 5 p.m. in the Lady Mitchell Hall

REGULATIONS FOR EXAMINATIONS

Asian and Middle Eastern Studies Tripos
(Statutes and Ordinances, p. 277)

With immediate effect
Regulation 8.

The General Board, on the recommendation of the Faculty of Asian and Middle Eastern Studies, have approved an
amendment to regulations for the Asian and Middle Eastern Studies Tripos so as to change the timing of the announcement
of additional papers that may be taken from the year next but one before the examination to the year next before the
examination.

The Faculty Board of Asian and Middle Eastern Studies have confirmed that no candidate’s preparation for the
examination in 2014 will be adversely affected.

PART 11

With effect from 1 October 2014
The General Board, on the recommendation of the Faculty of Asian and Middle Eastern Studies, have approved an

amendment to the regulations for the Asian and Middle Eastern Studies Tripos so as to define the conditions under which
an examination option may be taken.

Regulation 22.

By adding the following as the final sentence of sub-paragraph (b):

This option may only be taken with the permission of the Faculty Board, such permission to be granted no
later than the division of the Lent Term of the year next preceding the examination.

The Faculty Board of Asian and Middle Eastern Studies have confirmed that no candidate will be adversely affected by
the change.
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Medical and Veterinary Sciences Tripos, Part Ia and Bachelor of Medicine and Bachelor
of Surgery (New Curriculum Regulations): Second M.B. Examination: Correction

(Statutes and Ordinances, p. 373 and p. 475)

The Notices published concerning the examination requirements for the subject Functional Architecture of the Body
published on 8 January contained an error (Reporter, 6332, 2013—14, pp. 251-2). The changes come into effect from
1 October 2013, not 2014.

FORM AND CONDUCT OF EXAMINATIONS, 2014

Notices by Faculty Boards, or other bodies concerned, of changes to the form and conduct of certain examinations to be
held in 2014, by comparison with those examinations in 2013, are published below. Complete details of the form and
conduct of all examinations are available from the Faculties or Departments concerned.

Geographical Tripos, 2014

The Faculty Board of Earth Sciences and Geography give notice that, with effect from the examination to be held in 2014,
the examination paper for Part 1A, Paper 1, Human geography: people, place, and the politics of difference, will be
divided into three sections, as follows:

SECTION 1

Covering material from the following sections of the course:
A. The historical geography of globalization
B. Geopolitics and political geography
H. Current issues in human geography

SECTION 2

Covering material from the following sections of the course:

C. Economic globalization and its crises
F. Geographies of risk and insecurity

SECTION 3

Covering material from the following sections of the course:

D. Contemporary urban geographies
E. Society, environment, and sustainable development
G. Understanding cultural geographies

Candidates will be required to answer one question from each section.

CLASS-LISTS, ETC

This contenthasbeenremovedasit containgpersonalnformationprotectedunderthe DataProtectionAct.
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GRACES

Graces submitted to the Regent House on 29 January 2014

The Council submits the following Graces to the Regent House. These Graces, unless they are withdrawn or a ballot is
requested in accordance with the regulations for Graces of the Regent House (Statutes and Ordinances, p. 103), will be
deemed to have been approved at 4 p.m. on Friday, 7 February 2014.

1. That the revised Procedures to Determine Fitness to Practise of Preclinical and Clinical Veterinary Students
(Statutes and Ordinances, p. 220), as set out in Annex 1 to the Council’s Notice on p. 322, be approved.!

2. That the recommendations in paragraph 7 of the Report of the Council, dated 23 December 2013, on the
construction of a new annexe building to the Department of Engineering’s Electrical Engineering Division
building (CAPE) at West Cambridge (Reporter, 6332, 2013—14, p. 254), be approved.?

3. That the recommendations in paragraph 10 of the Second-Stage Report of the Council, dated 23 December
2013, on the construction of a new annexe building for the Department of Engineering at Scroope Terrace
(Reporter, 6332, 2013-14, p. 256), be approved.?

!'See the Council’s Notice on p. 322.
2 See the Council’s Notice on p. 321.
3 See the Council’s Notice on p. 322.

ACTA

Graces submitted to the Regent House on 15 January 2014

The Graces submitted to the Regent House on 15 January 2014 (Reporter, 6333, 2013—14, p. 288) were approved at
4 p.m. on Friday, 24 January 2014.

Graces submitted to the Senate on 15 January 2014

The Graces submitted to the Senate on 15 January 2014 (Reporter, 6333, 2013—14, p. 289) were approved at 4 p.m. on
Friday, 24 January 2014.

Congregation of the Regent House on 25 January 2014

A Congregation of the Regent House was held at 2 p.m. All the Graces that were submitted to the Regent House (Reporter,
2013-14, 6333, p. 289 and, 6334, p. 307) were approved.

This contenthasbeenremovedasit containgpersonalnformationprotectedunderthe DataProtectionAct.
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REPORT OF DISCUSSION

Tuesday, 21 January 2014

A Discussion was held in the Senate-House. Pro-Vice-
Chancellor Dr Jennifer Barnes was presiding, with the
Registrary’s Deputy, the Senior Proctor, the Deputy Junior
Proctor, and twenty-six other persons present.

The following Reports were discussed:

Review of governance and management arrangements
for sport within the University, November 2013 (Reporter,
6328, 2013-14, p. 139).

Professor J. K. M SANDERS (Pro-Vice-Chancellor for
Institutional Affairs):

Deputy Vice Chancellor, in November 2012, the Council
agreed to a request from the Sports Syndicate and the
Registrary to initiate a review into the governance,
management, and funding of sport in the University. [ am
Chair of the review committee responsible for this
consultative report.

The other members of the review committee consisted of
junior and senior members of the University with major
involvement and interests in sport, together with two
external members: Dame Shirley Pearce, former Vice-
Chancellor of Loughborough University and external
member of Council, and Mr Keith Zimmerman, Director of
Student Administration and Services in the University of
Oxford until September 2013. I am particularly grateful to
our external members for their wise counsel based on their
experience of sports governance and management elsewhere.

This is the first significant review of sport in Cambridge
for many years. It is perhaps worth noting that Oxford
sport has had three reviews in the past decade or so,
resulting in a reorganization that appears to be very
successful and that has informed much of the thinking of
this review.

The review committee called in March last year for
evidence from interested parties. All the written evidence
has been published at http://www.admin.cam.ac.uk/cam-
only/committee/sport/. The committee took oral evidence
from respondents and others, and all of our resulting
recommendations are unanimous.

The Sports Syndicate and its predecessor, the Athletics
Syndicate, have been established for over 50 years, with
little change in its constitution in recent decades. Its role,
as laid down in Ordinances, is to advise the Council and
the University about the policy, facilities, and arrangements
for sport in the University. However, none of its members,
other than the Director of Physical Education, need to be
University staff, and there is therefore no guarantee of
direct linkage to the major committees of the University.

Meanwhile, the University’s decision-making processes
have changed beyond recognition: there is now a well-
established annual planning round, covering both capital
and recurrent expenditure, with competing demands being
tested and tensioned against each other throughout that
process. The Syndicate has become isolated, both in
reporting terms and in respect of its membership, from the
University’s major strategic and decision-making bodies,
and that has limited the ability of the Syndicate to make the
case for sport in the University. In addition, there is no
effective over-arching supervision of sport in the Collegiate
University, nor is there an articulated strategic vision.
Furthermore, the Syndicate is not well placed to represent
Cambridge sport as a whole to alumni or other interested
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parties, or to coordinate philanthropic fundraising across
the whole spectrum of sports — major opportunities are
being missed.

We have therefore recommended that a University
Sports Committee should be established as a joint
committee of the Council and the General Board. It should
be given overall responsibility for all aspects of University
sport, including funding (both internal and external) and
organization, and health and safety and reputational risks.
The review committee is clear that sport will gain a
stronger and more influential voice through these
arrangements, which bring it into the University system,
than it has at present. We believe that in today’s University,
the apparent independence of the Syndicate is actually a
weakness, not a strength.

The review committee believes that the University
should agree a vision that connects our aspirations for
sport at all levels with the University’s mission. We have
suggested a draft wording to provide initial guidance but
this is something that should be considered further by the
proposed Sports Committee.

We recommend that students should be the primary
focus for our sports investment, but that the maximum
benefit will only be realized from that investment if more
serious consideration is given to the needs and participation
of staff and the wider community.

In common with other important committees, the Sports
Committee should be chaired ex-officio by a senior
University figure — given the student focus we propose the
Pro-Vice-Chancellor for Education — the Committee
should have a broadly representative membership. We
have sketched an embryonic sub-committee structure, but
the details are for the Committee itself to decide.

We recommend that the current Department of Physical
Education should be renamed the Sports Service. The
Sports Service should provide more comprehensive
administrative and infrastructure support to sports activities
at every level. We believe that it will do so more effectively
as part of the UAS, in common with many other student
and staff services. The Director should report for a
transitional period to the Registrary while the optimum
structure for the Sports Service and line management
arrangements for the Director within the UAS are
determined and put in place.

It is important to say that we have taken no collective view
on sports priorities or the correct level of future financial
support for University sport. However, it was clear in the
responses and in our deliberations that these are important and
urgent matters for the proposed Sports Committee to consider
and then bring forward to the University through the usual
recurrent and capital planning processes.

If the Report’s broad principles are accepted, and if its
recommendations are effectively enacted, then the committee
believe that the long-term benefits should be transformational
at all levels of sports participation and achievement.

Mr A. D. LEMoNs (Director of Physical Education and
Hughes Hall):

Deputy Vice-Chancellor, it is with mixed feelings that I
rise to comment on the recommendations within the
consultative report under discussion today.

For a number of years the Sports Syndicate has tried to
introduce change to the governance and management
arrangements of sport in the University but has been unable
to persuade Council of the urgency and the need for reform.
It was therefore with great optimism that I welcomed the
Council’s decision in 2012 to establish a committee and
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make such recommendations as are now before the
University. The opening of the West Cambridge Sports
Centre in August 2013 marked a step change in the provision
for sport in the University, it marked another phase of the
developments recommended by the McCrum Report in
1983, which have been repeatedly endorsed by Council
since that time. It was anticipated that the review would
recommend a significant transformation in the oversight of
sport, grasping the opportunity to bring Cambridge to the
forefront of national provision as compared to other
universities. What we have before us is a document that is
focused on the enhancement of the Unified Administrative
Service (UAS) to the detriment of sport. Little consideration
appears to have been given to the establishment of an
Institute of Exercise, Sport, and Physical Education that
could stand outside the UAS, perform all the duties that are
proposed for the University Sports Service under the control
of the Sports Syndicate. I will explain why I think sport
should stand outside the UAS.

The University needs to decide what sport means to
Cambridge. Look at the history of sport within the
University — the great athletes we have produced, the
sports that we were involved in the foundation of, which
have become crucial parts of people’s lives around the
world: the role that Cambridge University plays in the
national sporting calendar, the boat race, the Olympics. We
have a record of great athletes, of great intellects who
combine academic achievement with physical achievement.
This report envisages that sport should be downgraded to a
service, like buying rubber bands or paper clips. It leaves
no room for vision, imagination, or an innovative strategy.
But it will be tidy and easy to control, potentially by people
who have little or no interest in the contribution that sport
plays in the life of undergraduates and the essential balance
that sport and exercise can bring to their academic work.
At a time when other universities are upping their game,
recognizing the importance of sport to well-being, and to
the status and reputation of their institutions, the
consequences of this report would be that sport at
Cambridge be tidied away into a minor subsidiary role.

Status of the Syndicate: 1t is not all doom and gloom. As
already stated, the Syndicate has made recommendations to
the Council over a number of years, and it is pleasing that
the majority have been accepted by the review committee
and are incorporated into their recommendations. In
principle I support Recommendations 3, 4, 5, 6, 8, 9, 14, and
15. I will therefore pass over discussing these at this time.

However, Recommendation 1, that the Sports Syndicate
should be downgraded to a committee, gives the first cause
for concern. Whilst accepting that membership of the
Sports Syndicate needs review, I see little advantage in the
proposal. I support the proposal that the Syndicate should
report to the Council — as is currently the case — and
additionally to the General Board. However, the right of a
Syndicate to report directly to the University on matters of
great concern to the Syndicate is one of the important
checks and balances that have sustained the University’s
democratic processes, and as such should not be
surrendered lightly. Such roles might well become
necessary in the foreseeable future. I therefore advocate
retaining the Sports Syndicate, but reviewing its
membership to address its new roles and responsibilities.

Chair of the Syndicate: The Chair of the Syndicate, as
with other Syndicates bar one in the University, should
remain the Vice-Chancellor, who might appoint a Pro-
Vice-Chancellor as his or her deputy. It is important that
sport is represented at the highest level and that the
Syndicate is chaired by a senior member of the University,
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at at least Pro-Vice-Chancellor level, who has both the
appropriate skills and interests to perform this role. This
might not necessarily be the Pro-Vice-Chancellor for
Education as proposed in the report. The Pro-Vice-
Chancellor for Education may not, by chance, be the right
person for the job.

Membership of the Syndicate: 1t is a matter of concern
that the proposed committee has a membership devoid of
representation from the major constituents of sport in the
University. There is no role for the Senior Treasurers of
sports clubs. There is no role for the major clubs of the
University. There is a total absence of any expertise or
individuals who one might expect to hold qualifications in
sport or physical education, or of anyone who really
understands the structure of sport in the University. This
simply reinforces the view that the report is more about the
UAS than University sport.

This report recommends that the ‘Head of Service’
(formerly the Director of Physical Education) acts as
secretary but not as a member of the Committee in his or
her own right. Such a situation would be unacceptable to
any senior executive today, and if approved will severely
impact on the quality of candidates that the University
might attract for a post that should be one of the most
prestigious in sport in the UK.

Recommendations in need of clarification: A number of
recommendations, whilst acceptable in principle, need
adjustment to detail: Recommendation 7, for example,
proposes that the Service should pro-actively offer advice
and support to ‘Senior Members’ of sports clubs. The title
Senior Member is not defined. In Oxford, the Senior
Member is the equivalent of Cambridge’s Senior Treasurer,
is this a clue?

Recommendation 11 encourages consultation with a
number of bodies, particularly College Bursars, but
provides no proposals for how this might be achieved. This
may seem unimportant, but in my time this issue has
proved one of the greatest stumbling blocks to developing
sport in the University.

Funding and resources: The review is at its weakest
when addressing the funding and resources necessary to
deliver the recommendations. For many years resources
have been a fundamental problem for the Syndicate with
no appropriate forum or representation on the University
Planning and Resources Committee. Recommendation 13
does not help the situation; in fact it represents the status
quo which has been spectacularly unsuccessful in
providing the financial support needed by the Sports
Syndicate. It is not clear whether the proposed Sports
Committee, once it has determined the funding required,
would make its bid to the University through the annual
Planning Round as part of the UAS, or directly to the PRC
as a centrally administered fund, as is currently the case.
What is clear is that the funds necessary to implement the
Recommendations are likely to be considerable, and this is
not addressed in the review, with the consequence that the
recommendations beg more questions than they answer.

Recommendation 10: Recommendation 10 that the Sports
Service should become part of the Unified Administrative
Service and the Head of the Sports Service should report to
a senior officer within the UAS (not necessarily the
Registrary) is revisiting a proposal that has previously been
before Council and rejected. During discussion on the
establishment of the UAS, the proposal to include the
Department of Physical Education within the UAS was
dropped for good reason. With the opening of the West
Cambridge Sports Centre there is further good reason for the
Department (or the Institute as I would wish to see) to
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remain outside the UAS. In a Collegiate University, where
part of the provision for sport rests with the Colleges, where
the 53 University sports clubs (or 85 if the recommendations
are approved) retain a high public profile and a degree of
independence, where there are very close — and, in some
cases, legally binding — arrangements with the local
authority and national governing bodies of sport, it is
essential that the focal administration of sport in the
University can operate with a degree of independence to the
best advantage of the University and its students. It is also
essential that the Head of such a Department or Institution is
of the appropriate seniority to be in a position to brief the
most senior officers of the University, to meet with Chief
Executive Officers of national governing bodies of sport,
and, from time to time, members of the government.

It is therefore my view that the Department (or Institute)
should not move under the UAS, that it should be under the
control of a newly establish Sports Syndicate and as such be
similar to the University Library and the Fitzwilliam Museum.
It is also my view that it is essential that the title Director of
Physical Education or Sport be retained and not downgraded
to Head of Sports Service. The Director’s line manager should
be the Registrary and not some random senior officer.

May I conclude by pointing out that Suggestion 2 has
been approved University policy for the past twenty years
and is the basis for legally binding planning agreements
with the local planning authority with relevance to the
Fenner’s indoor cricket school, the athletics track and
synthetic hockey pitch, and the West Cambridge Sports
Centre. It has played a key role in helping the University to
deliver planning approval for the West Cambridge Site and
the North West Cambridge Site. This arrangement has
enabled the Sports Syndicate to plan, and the Physical
Education Department to deliver, in excess of £24m of
new sports facilities for the students, staff of the University,
and the public in recent years.

This must lead us to question how isolated the Syndicate
is from the decision-making processes of the University,
which this report would like us to believe.

DrP.J. Fox (Computer Laboratory and CU Mountaineering
Club):

Deputy Vice-Chancellor, the Cambridge University
Mountaineering Club welcomes this report as it identifies
the anomalous situation of sports such as ourselves, which
are registered with the Societies Syndicate rather than the
Sports Syndicate. We would welcome the ability to register
as a sports club with whatever replaces the Sports Syndicate,
but we do have some points that we wish to raise.
The report notes that
‘several student clubs ... could legitimately be described
as sports but are not allowed to be registered with the
Sports Syndicate. This is because the Sports Syndicate
considers that its annual budget is already fully
committed to giving grants to those clubs currently
registered with it. Hence it does not allow any more
clubs to be registered as sports clubs, whatever the
merits of their claim to be classified as a sport.’
However, on the University Sports website there is a listing
of Sports Clubs that says
‘These Sports Clubs are registered with the Sports
Syndicate and provide training and competition to elite
performance levels. Links to other recreational Sports
Clubs may be found on the Societies Page’.
So is the distinction purely financial and will other
distinctions such as that which I highlighted also be swept
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away if clubs such as ourselves are allowed to register as
Sports Clubs? It should be noted that competition is a
relatively small part of our activities, and also that the
other ‘outdoor’ Sports Clubs, both in the University
(particularly some other sports that are currently registered
as societies) and more generally, have a relatively small
competitive element.

Also, our training activities are focused on particular parts
of the sport, particularly winter mountaineering, that pose
risks above and beyond our usual activities. This training
needs to be delivered by professional instructors. Very few
people have any qualifications that allow them to
professionally instruct mountaineering. These qualifications
are expensive and take many years to acquire. It would
therefore be intractable for us to provide training ourselves
in a university environment where most members leave after
three years. Therefore in common with the majority of clubs
nationally — excepting schools and the military — we do not
require our members to have training qualifications or
provide training for our usual rock climbing activities. We
certainly couldn’t claim to offer training to an elite level.

So where will this leave societies which become Sports
Clubs with respect to funding from the University? Will
they be put at a disadvantage because of lack of training
and competition? Or will these distinctions be swept away?
Will funding from the Societies Syndicate be transferred to
ensure that there are not simply more Clubs competing for
the same pot of money?

The Club, and also myself personally, also welcome the
proposed uniform approach to governance and auditing of
Sports Clubs. As things stand, Sports Clubs which are
societies have virtually no oversight from the University,
except for having to submit annual accounts. This leaves
all other oversight, and particularly safety oversight, to a
Club’s Senior Treasurer. Further, a Senior Treasurer has
virtually no assistance from the University, either to help
them do this job or if they feel intervention is necessary. It
is not clear to me what I should do if the Club’s committee
ran the Club in a manner which I considered unsafe.

Finally, we welcome the proposal for a sports transport
service. A significant proportion of the grant we receive
from the Societies Syndicate is used to assist in the costs of
hiring and insuring vehicles to travel long distances, since
there is no mountaineering near to Cambridge. Will the
proposed transport service be set up to allow long distance
travel? The existing CUSU (Cambridge University
Students’ Union) service has a charging structure that
makes its use for long distances prohibitive to the point of
commercial hire companies being cheaper.

Dr J. R. F. FAIRBROTHER (Sports Syndicate, Trinity College,
and CU Real Tennis Club):

Deputy Vice-Chancellor, this consultative report contains a
number of good suggestions (about which I plan to respond
in detail in writing). However, there are two proposals
which concern me and which I would like to address.

The first is a proposal to downgrade the Sports Syndicate
from a Syndicate to a Committee reporting jointly to the
Council and the General Board. The inwardness of this is
that it will no longer have various statutory rights, including
reporting directly to the University. It will no longer be
chaired by the Vice-Chancellor (or his duly appointed
deputy) as is customary for Syndicates, but by the Pro-
Vice-Chancellor for Education, who may be an excellent
Chair but have little interest in or knowledge of sport and
may have conflicting priorities e.g., access. Interestingly,
the only example I could find in the Statutes of a Syndicate
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not chaired by the Vice-Chancellor is the West and North
Cambridge Estates Syndicate, which is chaired by

‘a person appointed by the Council as Chairman who
shall be a person with experience and expertise in
matters relevant to the affairs of the Syndicate’.

I think a similar condition should apply to the Sports
Syndicate.

The revised membership of the proposed Sports
Committee contains not a single Senior Treasurer as such
(in contrast to the current Sports Syndicate which has by
Ordinance two co-opted Senior Treasurers as well as, |
think, currently at least two other members who happen to
be Senior Treasurers): it is now proposed that the Clubs’
interests be represented by a student appointed by the
Committee (there is, incidentally, no mention of the Blues
Committee representatives). Those with long memories
may recall that it was the Cambridge University Central
Athletics Committee (CUCAC), formed in 1935 by the
Senior Treasurers of the major athletics clubs, which
requested that CUCAC should become a University
Syndicate. Senior Treasurers have always played a major,
voluntary, role in the provision of University sport and the
running of Sports Clubs. The exclusion of representative
Senior Treasurers appears to be a step backwards.

The second issue is a proposal that the Department of
Physical Education should cease to be a Department of the
University (‘suppress’ is the term used in the Statutes), and
be replaced by a ‘Sports Service’ as part of the Unified
Administrative Service, and that the Head of the new Sports
Service (presently the Director of Physical Education)
should report to a ‘senior officer’ in the UAS. This would be
a clear downgrading of the role and importance of both
physical education and sport (which are not quite the same
thing — using or running a fitness centre, for example, is not
a sport as [ understand that word). It has serious implications
for the recruitment and retention of the staff currently
employed in the Department, as well as for the appointment
of a new Director when Tony Lemons retires in some
eighteen months’ time. It seems to me crucial that the senior
figure responsible for sport and physical education should
have direct access to the Vice-Chancellor on policy and
strategy, even if they report on ‘pay and rations’ to part of the
administrative machine. It would not be helpful to have the
Director of Sport entrapped in some bureaucratic, army-like
organogram, so beloved of management consultants. I doubt
either the indoor cricket school or the West Cambridge
Sports Centre would have seen the light of day without the
intervention of the Vice-Chancellor of the time. And the
University needs to ensure the best possible field of
candidates for Tony Lemons’ job: downgrading the role just
in front of such an appointment is not going to help secure
the best candidates who can also speak on equal terms with
the various national sports bodies and with sports
representatives of other universities.

In brief summary, what this consultative document
proposes is a designated Pro-Vice-Chancellor (who may
have neither interest nor expertise in sport), some sensible
and overdue regulatory reforms (which the Syndicate
generally supports), and a transport service. In exchange
we get a down-grading of the Syndicate, suppression of the
Department of Physical Education to be replaced by a
‘Sports Service’, and a pious wish that the new, down-
graded, Sports Committee should ‘bid’ for appropriate
funds, as if ‘bidding” was the key to ‘getting’. Contrary to
what the report suggests, the Sports Syndicate has had a
clear vision and strategy for Cambridge since 1983, when
the University’s primary needs were identified in the
excellent McCrum report. It just hasn’t had a lot of help
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until recently in securing the necessary resources to
achieve that vision. It is a tribute to the efforts of both the
Director of Physical Education and the current Chair of the
Sports Syndicate, working with the Vice-Chancellor, that
Phase 1 of that vision — the multi-purpose sports hall — has
now been achieved. I am unconvinced that the proposed
structural changes will be anything but damaging to the
interests of sport in the University.

Professor K. SIDDLE (School of Clinical Medicine,
Churchill College, and CU Cricket Club):

Deputy Vice-Chancellor, I have maintained a strong
interest in both University and College sport since my
playing days as a student. I continue to be actively and
heavily involved in University sport in my role as Senior
Treasurer of Cambridge University Cricket Club (CUCC),
a position I have held for more than 20 years. This role in
CUCC brings me regularly into contact with both students,
Senior Members, and alumni involved in a wide variety of
sports; and I hope this allows me to speak with a modest
degree of authority. However, I acknowledge that I do
speak today principally from the perspective of (and I
quote) ‘one of the larger and more historic sports clubs’
that has been allegedly ‘operating with a large degree of
autonomy’, although I would not agree with any suggestion
that we lack ‘effective oversight by the Sports Syndicate or
the Department of Physical Education’. In fact the Cricket
Club has had a very good working relationship over many
years with the Director of Physical Education, Mr Lemons,
and has benefitted greatly from the advice and oversight of
his Department.

I do very sincerely commend the review committee for
its recognition of the importance of sport within the
University and of the need for reform of the structures
currently responsible for sport. I also applaud many of its
administrative recommendations. The report deals very
thoroughly with day-to-day issues affecting the operation
of University Sports Clubs — registration, health and safety,
facilities, and allocation of what little funding is currently
available centrally. However, having also identified a
continuing need for strategic vision, the report proposes a
structure that appears most unlikely to deliver that vision.

The external profile of Cambridge University sport still
owes much to a bygone era (just before I came!) when elite
sporting prowess was frequently a factor in admission.
Nowadays we very properly apply strict academic criteria
foradmission and that, together with the professionalization
of sport nationally, has made it difficult to sustain the
profile Cambridge University sport once enjoyed —
although there continues to be a very high level of student
participation in sport within the Collegiate University.
That is all the more reason why we must now seek actively
to provide the best possible support and facilities, and the
greatest possible encouragement for sport at whatever
level it is played, whether elite or purely social. Sport has
always enjoyed a very high profile in US universities, and
is increasingly being very actively promoted by leading
UK universities, a notable example being the University of
Bath (which coincidentally was awarded the title of
‘University of the Year for Student Experience’ by The
Times and The Sunday Times Good University Guide
2014). We cannot afford to lag behind in our profile and
facilities as we compete for students in an increasingly
international market, especially at the postgraduate level.

This leads me to ask who, within the proposed new
structures, will be the champion for sport at the University
of Cambridge, commanding the level of recognition and
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respect both inside and outside the University that will be
required to formulate and deliver strategic vision?

I find it astonishing that a Sports Committee tasked with
‘articulating a vision and strategy for sport in the
University’ would not explicitly include among its
members any direct representatives of University Sports
Clubs (as has already been noted, the present constitution
of the Sports Syndicate includes two Senior Treasurers of
University Sports Clubs), only a single student
representative appointed by the Clubs, and no-one holding
a position in sport nationally. It is recommended that the
Chair of the Sports Committee ‘should be a senior
academic figure who can act as an advocate for sport at the
highest level of decision making within the University’. It
is suggested that the Pro-Vice-Chancellor for Education
would be appropriate, although in fact the holder of this
office would not necessarily have any knowledge of sport
in the University nor any personal interest in sport.

It is also proposed to suppress the Department of
Physical Education and abolish the post of Director of
Physical Education at a time when Sports Science and
Sports Medicine are flourishing as academic disciplines in
other universities, and both the Medical Research Council
and Biotechnology and Biological Sciences Research
Council have identified lifelong health and wellbeing as
strategic research priorities. Instead we will have a Sports
Service, within the Unified Administrative Service, with
an administrative head whose activities will be overseen
by a Sports Committee (replacing the Sports Syndicate).
This does not seem calculated to attract, or even retain, the
calibre of person the University should be looking for as its
sports figurehead.

The report notes that ‘Senior figures in both the
Department of Physical Education and the Sports Syndicate
have come to believe that the University does not value
sport’ — and I would add to that some Senior Treasurers.
The proposed structures and lines of reporting embodied in
Recommendations 1 and 10 seem to me to be a recipe for
accentuating such concerns, not alleviating them.

Mr N. A. PeTT (Executive Secretary for CU Rugby Union
Football Club, and Magdalene College):

Deputy Vice-Chancellor, Cambridge University Rugby
Union Football Club (CURUFC) welcome the opportunity
to respond to the review of sport within the University. It
fully supports the statement of the University’s ambition
for sport on page 6. The Club also agrees with the need for
a Sports Committee that is integrated into the University
hierarchy and understands the rationale that the Department
of Physical Education should become the University of
Cambridge Sports Services as part of the Unified
Administrative Service. The reforms to lines of
management and the clarification of roles make good
sense. Thus we believe that it takes a number of positive
steps in the right direction.

However, from our perspective as a large sport with a
worldwide profile, we are concerned that there are a
number of important omissions and that the review will
therefore be a missed opportunity. The emphasis — certainly
in the weight and orientation of the recommendations — is
largely upon compliance and regulatory issues,
organizational and institutional streamlining, and wider
participation. We applaud these developments but are
concerned about the absence of recommendations about,
or sufficient weight given to, these other major aspects of
university sport, for example:
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elite / representative sport;

specialist expertise and support to elite athletes;

contracted support staft such as coaches, medical and
physiotherapists at all levels of University sport;

» competition with Oxford and other universities;

inter-Collegiate competitions;

» the Sports Services’ relationship with the semi-

autonomous large clubs.

We understand that the review is not concerned directly
with defining a new vision and strategy of University sport,
and that this important objective will be the priority for the
new structure and personnel. However, the tone and
content of the review persistently overlooks these key
issues, which sends an unequivocal message to the reader
that they will not feature, or are unimportant, in the future.
Indeed, none of these major issues are addressed explicitly
in any of the review’s 13 recommendations and two
suggestions, yet the review has sought fit to make a very
specific recommendation about delivering good value
transport (Recommendation 12).

1. Specific comments on recommendations and suggestions

Recommendation 1: The proposed composition of the
new Sports Committee has two major omissions. First, it
does not have any representation from the larger Sports
Clubs, which already run their sport within the University
under the direction of that sport’s national governing body
and often in a manner recognized by them as excellent.
Second, it does not have any expertise or representation
from elite sport. The suggested composition of the Sports
Committee is mostly around the operational running of the
smaller University (non-Collegiate) based clubs, and based
on representation from existing University bodies. It is not
structured or equipped to promote sporting excellence.
However, it could utilize the expertise of the many alumni
who hold significant positions on national governing
bodies as coaches and administrators. Equally,
representation from current undergraduate and post
graduate sportsmen and sportswomen is minimal.

Recommendation 2: The creation of a vision and strategy
should be carried out with specific inclusion of the large
Sports Clubs. This would reflect Sport England’s pyramidal
model, which is based upon the twin pillars of elite sports
people and mass participation.

Recommendation 4: This recommendation overlooks
the possibility that some sports already have health and
safety arrangements which conform to, and are regulated
by, their own national governing bodies, usually through
insurance arrangements.

Recommendation 6: Does this mean that the Sports
Service has the authority to regulate and to intervene in the
running of Sports Clubs which are entirely self-funding? If
so, what is the basis of that authority?

Recommendation 11: This recommendation concentrates
upon ‘identifying and facilitating a mutually beneficial use
of all sports facilities and services for all students and
staff’. This conveys the clear impression that the onus is
being placed upon ‘College bursars, managers of other
University-related facilities and partner organizations’ to
open access, without any shared responsibility on the part
of the Sports Service to contribute to the funding,
maintenance and development of those facilities. If this is
not the intention, then it needs to be made clear. The review
recognizes (p. 14) that most of the facilities for sport within
the University are either run by Colleges or by certain
larger Sports Clubs. These facilities extend far beyond
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‘playing fields’ to include a stadium, changing facilities,
running tracks, and boathouses.

2. Areas not covered adequately by the recommendations
and suggestions

Inter-Collegiate competitions: Point 1 of the ‘ambition
for sport’ states a commitment to ‘widespread involvement
in sport’. The interface between participatory sport and
elite sport are the various inter-Collegiate competitions,
which attract hardly any comment in the review. They are
a currently thriving and active aspect of sport within the
University, but their organization requires resource and
commitment which is currently dispersed around a variety
of organizations and bodies.

The review overlooks the role of its largest Sports Clubs
within their own national governing bodies, and their
responsibilities for the running of inter-Collegiate
competitions to those governing bodies. Some of these clubs,
with help from their national bodies, employ appropriate staff
to help the College clubs with coaching and attracting
participation. The Collegiate nature of these sports mean they
can be of great help to national bodies in trialling ways to
improve participation at the critical 16-24 age range.

Elite athletes: Point 3 of the ambition for sport states
‘support of elite athletes to achieve their full potential’. As
stated above, this ambition is not supported by any explicit
recommendations within the review. What expertise in
support of elite sport/athletes will the Sports Service
provide? What happens to those involved at the highest
level of a sport for which a University Sport Club is not
appropriate? How will the Sports Service complement
those Clubs which currently are providing for elite
athletes? To achieve their aim the University needs to
embrace fully and support the larger Clubs in this role.

The report does not include any discussion of the interface
between admissions, degree courses, and part-time degrees.
Does the University intend to attract elite sportsmen and
sportswomen, if so, how? Through part-time degrees? Or
through drawing upon existing disciplines and Departments
to provide ‘sports science, coaching and administration’
degrees that are offered at other top UK universities?

Major events: The review makes no mention of the
annual matches against Oxford which, by their elite nature,
create a series of major events with a number of them
televised. There is no sense in the review that these events
are considered to be beneficial to the University (only
negatives in terms of risks seem to be highlighted). They
are an excellent opportunity for promotional and fund
raising activities. To ensure the development and well-
being of these events, the University (and Colleges) need
to embrace and support them with help from appropriate
bodies such as CUDO. The awarding of Blues and
eligibility criteria, especially as part-time courses and
students proliferate, requires coordinated and centralized
University leadership and direction. All of these issues
need to be part of any structure involving University Sport.

Strategy and resourcing: Any University strategy and
resourcing will need to embrace fully the larger Sports
Clubs, including their role in the running of inter-College
competitions, not just those involved within the current
University Syndicate structure. According to the review
the Syndicate (£125,000) and Department of Physical
Education (£960,000) currently spend around £1,000,000
which is similar to the amount spent by the larger Clubs.
Added to this the Colleges must easily match this total
amount with their expenditure on grounds, boathouses,
teams, and equipment. This means that at least £4,000,000
is being spent on Sport within the University.

CAMBRIDGE UNIVERSITY REPORTER 348

Any strategy and its resourcing needs to ensure all
parties, specifically including the larger Clubs, are fully
committed to it.

Dr D. I. WiLsoN (Department of Chemical Engineering
and Biotechnology, Jesus College, and CU Hockey Club):

Deputy Vice-Chancellor, my name is lan Wilson, I am a
Fellow of Jesus College, Reader in the Department of
Chemical Engineering and Biotechnology, and I speak as
the Senior Treasurer of the CU Hockey Club.

I have recently taken on this position and I wish to
comment on the report in terms of how it will support sport
in Cambridge at all levels in the future; and how it will
develop sport at Cambridge.

As a Senior Treasurer, | find myself involved in the overall
supervision and planning of the Hockey Club’s activities at
College and University level. In this, as Senior Treasurer, |
am supported by many former members of the Club.

The proposed constitution of the University Sports
Committee (in Recommendation 1) has no representation
from Senior Treasurers, even though these are the people
within the University who have direct experience of the
operation, planning, and requirements of the individual
sports at both the Collegiate, inter-University, and regional
levels. These are also the prime connectors between the
current student body and former members. The latter are a
valuable source of expertise as well as potential financial
support. The report only mentions Senior Treasurers
(labelled erroneously as Senior Members) in terms of
supporting them in meeting their obligations in reporting
within the regulatory framework of the University.

If the Sports Committee is to develop a vision, to plan
how to deliver that vision, and to implement it, resources
of all natures will be needed. One of the most important
resources is the volunteer, who contributes time and
expertise for the benefit of the University. However, the
Committee membership has no formal place for the Senior
Treasurers, who are both volunteers, leaders of volunteers,
possible recruiters of volunteers, and will be important in
the delivery of any such vision. As a new Senior Treasurer
with no historical axe to grind on this point, I find this
omission both surprising and, ultimately, disappointing.

I would ask that the Council consider the membership of
the University Sports Committee on this point seriously,
and review how it can be best constituted to deliver a
lasting vision for the University.

Professor W. A. HARrris (Department of Physiology,
Development, and Neuroscience, and CU Ice-Hockey
Club), read by the Deputy Proctor:

Deputy Vice-Chancellor, I am Head of the Department of
Physiology, Development, and Neuroscience, co-Chair of
the Cambridge Neuroscience Strategic Initiative, but many
at the University know me as ‘the Ice-Hockey guy’. I am
interested in sport at the University, not only because of
my role as head coach of the University Ice-Hockey teams,
but also because I am aware through studies of physiology
of'the difference that sport can make to physical and mental
health. I have studied the draft report in some detail and I
am pleased to say that several of the issues that I had
flagged up in my earlier letter have been recommended.
The report gives cause for optimism that things will
improve. However, there are issues that I believe still need
serious attention before a final report is agreed. I put these
under three categories: Personnel, Finance and the student
experience, and Future reviews.
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Personnel: 1 am greatly relieved to see the
recommendation that the Sports Committee be chaired by
a Pro-Vice-Chancellor, as Pro-Vice-Chancellors carry
weight and authority at the centre and sit on key committees.
This was one of my main points in my letter to the working
party, as such representation has been sorely missing in the
past. But I also said in that letter,

‘the committee should be composed of real University
leaders who are passionate about sport and are
concerned with how to improve it’.

I'am not convinced that a Pro-Vice-Chancellor for Education,
on his or her own, can push hard enough across the whole
sports domain that needs improving, especially as sport is
never going to be an academic priority. The best way to
ensure that this committee works and makes real progress
would be to have both the head of the University Sports
Service (which will be an administrative role), and another
guaranteed sports enthusiast or professional (someone with
good vision, political/fundraising potential, and the respect
of the Vice-Chancellor — a Sports Czar or figurehead) on the
committee. The University Sports Committee needs as
strong a voice as possible if it is going to get anything
worthwhile done. Otherwise improvement in sport, which is
at the mercy of the monster that is the University as a whole,
may simply get kicked into the long grass.

Finance and the student experience: Many of the
recommendations in this report tend to be more bureaucratic
than visionary. Finance and the student experience have to
be part of this report, which at present puts too heavy an
emphasis on complying with University rules. There is
little on how to expand sports provision. If enacted simply
as the report is now, a great deal of energy will go into
standardizing employment contracts and health and safety
procedures, without any gain to the sporting experience for
the average student. Cambridge is clearly failing to offer a
good experience in many areas of fitness and sports
provision. Clearly, major fundraising for health and sport
is going to have to go along with implementing strategies
to improve the student experience. This report needs to
come to terms with the fact that the provision for sport
within Cambridge is suboptimal compared to other UK
Universities and the surcharges are too expensive for the
average student, who is already paying £9,000 a year to
come here. Our Vice-Chancellor is clearly a strong
supporter of sport, so I think the report needs to follow his
stance and add focus to the financial side of the equation,
i.e., the cost of making the Cambridge student experience
a fully satisfactory one in terms of sports and fitness
opportunities. The report offers some recommendations
for how to achieve this but does not go far enough in terms
of making this a priority.

Future reviews: We need to have quinquennial reviews of
University sports to assure that real progress is being made.

Mr R. K. TAPLIN (Junior Proctor and Downing College),
read by the Senior Proctor:

Deputy Vice-Chancellor, I write as both Junior Proctor, as
Chairman of an International Sports Committee, and from
having helped to manage British Skiing for over 35 years.

I'am fully supportive of the majority of recommendations
made in this paper, and the need to manage University
sport in a more holistic manner. These sports often involve
considerable investment in both equipment (e.g., boats,
polo ponies) and infrastructure (pitches, courts,
boathouses), and thus have a need to be managed into the
longer term to ensure best use and conservation of such
resource. They operate under the aegis of national and
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international governing bodies, and so have limitations on
their operation imposed from outside the University. As a
consequence, while their operations might vary year-on-
year, they cannot simply be allowed to fade away. The
infrastructure investment alone in sports means that they
normally require specific and central guidance, funding,
and management.

Societies, on the other hand, can be very much more
ephemeral, and generally — with certain constitutional
safeguards — have to be allowed to lapse, start and stop as
interests and fashions change within the student body. They
are generally very low in infrastructural investment, albeit
some of them have considerable fund movements,
particularly if they have been created to meet a specific, often
short-term, charitable aim. Consequently, ‘Interest’ Societies
cannot be equated with ‘Organized’ Sports. There is, indeed,
a danger that having a single body attempting to cover the
very different ethos of both types of organization would
unduly limit the creativity and aspirations of the former.

Societies are creations of the general student body, and
thus come naturally under the light-touch supervision of
the Junior Proctor, with him or her drawing on additional
advice as necessary. To attempt to merge the Societies
Syndicate with the proposed Sports Committee would not
serve either constituency well (but arguably worse for
Societies) and thus I urge the Regent House to approach
Suggestion 1 in this paper — to investigate merging the
Societies Syndicate with the Sports Committee — with
great caution.

Ms D. LOwTHER (Chair of the Sports Syndicate, and Girton
College):

Deputy Vice-Chancellor, my name is Debbie Lowther, I
am the Bursar of Girton College and I have been, as the
Vice-Chancellor’s Deputy, the Chair of the Sports
Syndicate since 2007.

I am speaking today on my own account and not on
behalf of the Syndicate, which has not had the opportunity
to meet to discuss the published report. The issues raised,
however, are not new to the Syndicate, and individual
members of it have participated in the review process in
various ways.

[ am very grateful indeed to Professor Sanders and the
review panel for the careful and detailed work they have
done, and for their very balanced and helpful report. The
review was clearly long overdue and the panel has had to
absorb and analyze a variety of complex and inter-
connected issues which have been constraining the
Syndicate for many years, to the disadvantage of sportsmen
and sportswomen across the University.

The aim of the proposed reforms is to put sport on a
proper footing in the University, to ensure that sport is
fully recognized for its role in support of the academic
mission of the University, and to enable the development
of a coherent vision for sport at Cambridge.

Cambridge has an outstanding tradition of participation
and achievement in sport. The opportunity to become
involved in a diverse range of sports and physical activities
at every level, from beginner to elite, is one of the greatest
extra-curricular opportunities that a residential University
can offer its students. Sport provides a wealth of benefits for
students participating in a rigorous course of study: it helps
them to maintain their physical and mental fitness and well-
being; it provides an outlet for stress; and it facilitiates a
sense of community. The strong communities which
develop around sport are part of what makes the Cambridge
student experience so special, and one of the reasons why
alumni want to remain connected to the University, and to
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each other, long after they have graduated. That Cambridge
can offer such a positive experience to its students, and that
it has such a competitive advantage in alumni relations and
community building, is an extraordinary heritage, but one
which has at best been overlooked or taken for granted by
the central bodies in recent years.

The existing governance arrangements have not helped
the profile of sport within the University; the Sports
Syndicate has a small budget and has been below the radar
of the central bodies for many years. The most obvious
example of the need for change in the governance of sport
is the West Cambridge Sports Centre project. The need for
such a facility had first been established shortly after the
Second World War, and was reinforced by the McCrum
Report in 1981. Granted that things often move quite
slowly in Cambridge, it might seem that considerable
progress had been made by the time I became Chair of the
Syndicate in 2007. By that time, the University had already
invested a substantial amount of money in developing the
sports centre project on paper: it had identified a site,
agreed on a detailed design, and obtained planning
permission for it. Furthermore, the project had been
approved for the purposes of the launch of the 800th
Campaign. But hardly a penny had been raised for the
project, and [ was truly astonished to find that no-one in the
central bodies — no Committee, no University officer —
seemed to think that this was their problem, or that they
should do anything about it. This was the extent to which
the needs of sport had been neglected, and it struck me as
a significant failure of governance that an approved project
could so simply have been de-prioritized, when the need
had been so long established. With hindsight, the isolation
of the Sports Syndicate had as great a role to play in this as
the fact that the central bodies had other priorities.
However, 1 do think that it was a tragically missed
opportunity for the University not to have been more
actively and effectively fundraising for the sports centre
project during the 800th Campaign, and I hope that, with
the support of the proposed new Sports Service and Sports
Committee, fundraising for sport will be tackled more
strategically in the coming campaign.

We are very fortunate that the sports centre project was
eventually resurrected, and a means of funding it was
agreed. The sports centre is now open, and if you have not
already visited it, I urge you to do so. I hope that it
embodies a new beginning for sport in Cambridge. The
proposals recommended in the governance review are
intended to ensure that Cambridge gets the best out of this
new facility, and that all the other many and diverse
opportunities for participation in sport in Cambridge are
exploited to the best advantage of students. This will also,
ultimately, be to the benefit of the University, enhancing
what is already a unique competitive advantage in the
global market for higher education and research. I
commend these proposals to the University.

Mr C. L. PrRATT (Sports Syndicate and Jesus College):

Deputy Vice-Chancellor, I am afraid I have ‘form’ in this
matter. I have competed for the University and for a
number of Colleges in a number of sports. I have been
Senior Treasurer of the University Athletic Club; I am a
member of the Sports Syndicate; I chair the Hawks
Charitable Trust — the main financial supporter of student
sport individually within Cambridge. I can also claim, I
think, to be the fons et origo of your presence here today,
as Appendix 1 to the report makes clear.
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I must say at once that I strongly support the remarks of
both Professor Sanders and of the Chair of the Syndicate.
It seems to me that the choice that the report puts before
the University is one between isolation and integration.
Isolation we have had for many years, and it has palpably
failed us. I would draw attention in particular to page 15 of
the report, which sets out the data of the comparative
support for Sports Clubs from the University and from the
Colleges. I think originally, the ‘deal’ between the
University and Colleges was that that should be equal.
Alas, that has not remained the case — I think Colleges have
done well comparatively speaking but that the University
has not kept pace. This is a clear example of the penalties
of isolation.

I would also draw attention to the proposed sub-
committee, which is largely to be of Senior Treasurers and
representatives of the individual sports, thus giving them
— in my judgement — more power and influence than in the
past, not less.

I would comment on the title of ‘Head of Sport’. That is,
in my interpretation, not a proprosal for a title, it is a
description of a role. I believe that this report has set up
excellent first steps. I would argue for a merger with the
Societies Syndicate but that is for another day.

I would urge a very warm welcome to this report and
look forward to seeing strong next steps flowing from it
and, like Professor Sanders, I believe that this report has
the potential to be transformational for sport in Cambridge,
which is what I would like to see.

Annual Report of the Council for the academical year
2012-13, dated 25 November 2013 (Reporter, 6329,
2013-14, p. 158).

Professor G. R. Evans (Emeritus Professor of Medieval
Theology and Intellectual History), read by the Senior
Proctor:

Deputy Vice-Chancellor, the Council’s Report reassures us
that the Woolf Working Group, formed to consider the
lessons of the Woolf Inquiry into the LSE’s links with
Libya and lessons to be learned' ‘was substantially
reassured’ that Cambridge’s policies and procedures on
ethics, graduate admissions, donations, and ‘incidental
links’ were ‘effective and fit for purpose’. ‘Fully’ would
have been more reassuring than ‘substantially’.

It is broadly true that having adequate procedures and
protections and ensuring that they work reliably to protect
the University from reputational damage and actual
misbehaviour, are two different things. I refer members of
the Regent House to the published record of the Discussion
held in this place last week in which concerns were
expressed about the terms of a particular donation. It is not
clear that the policies and procedures were ‘substantially’
adequate to satisfy concerns in this instance.

The recommendation that

‘the role of the Council’s Executive Committee should
be expanded to act as an advisory body on questions
relating to funding for University research and
international activities (or for any other purpose), as
well as for donations’
appears to have been agreed by Council approval only and
not put to the Regent House. Is this not an important
change, given the dangers of getting something wrong in
these potentially controversial areas, and one on which
there should be a Report?

! http://www.woolflse.com/dl/woolf-Ise-report.pdf
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Dr D. R. DE LACEY (Faculty of Divinity):

Deputy Vice-Chancellor, I wish to raise, two, completely
unrelated, issues arising from this Report.

North West Cambridge: We read (in an unnumbered
paragraph)

‘Following a resolution to grant outline planning consent
for the overall site by Cambridge City Council and
South Cambridgeshire District Council in August 2012,
negotiations were undertaken...’

This is not quite accurate; the outline consent was granted
by a joint committee on which County Members also sit.
But greater inaccuracy attends the Annual Report of the
West and North-West Cambridge Estates Syndicate.!

This regards the whole of the negotiations over planning
and other matters to be exclusively with the City; one could
not realize from reading the Syndicate’s report that half of
the site lies within the Parish of Girton. And this matters. It
matters because under the present plans two neighbours,
perhaps occupying a pair of semis, will discover that they
are subject to very different conditions. One family will find
that they qualify for generous educational grants for their
children, respite care, healthcare costs, a taxi scheme to take
members to hospital, provision of home aids if the family
needs them through ill health or disability, and many other
benefits through the Girton Town Charity which exists for
all residents of the historic parish of Girton. Their neighbours
may, I believe, qualify for a discount at the City swimming
pool. Because the Syndicate does not seem to realize the
geographical extent of its remit, early plans did not bother to
show the Parish boundary and this situation has only recently
become clear. The up-beat paragraphs in the Report before
us completely ignore the potential social discord this
situation may provoke. I ask the Council, even at this late
stage, to re-route the so-called ‘Girton Gap’ to follow the
Parish boundary so that at least there will be some modicum
of separation between the haves and the have-nots, between
the Parish and the City within the development. I may say
that I continue to enjoy an excellent working relationship
with the Project Directors of the North-West Cambridge
development. But I assume such a change would be outwith
their competence, it is — I guess — a matter for the Syndicate,
which appears woefully ignorant of the nature of its charge.
Please therefore would the Council instruct it in this matter.

University employment: It is no doubt comforting to senior
officers to read that ‘a sub-committee chaired by the Pro-
Vice-Chancellor (Institutional Affairs) was set up in Lent
Term 2012 to review aspects of senior Pay and Reward’, but
I wish to remind Regents that not all our staff are senior. The
Report was presumably written too late to take account of the
Cambridge News headline of 17 January, ‘Cambridge
University pay more than 1,000 people below living wage
and employ more than 800 zero-hour contract workers’.

That of course includes the Colleges, but the Cambridge
News reports that ‘the University itself was also found to
be paying 83 people below the living wage, and also to be
employing 343 people on zero-hour contracts’.?

It is shameful that a University which carefully looks
after its most senior members, including particularly our
Vice-Chancellor, should pay any staff less than the living
wage or press anyone to accept a zero-hours contract.
I plead with the Council to rectify this.

! http://www.admin.cam.ac.uk/reporter/2013-14/weekly/6330/
WNWCambridgeEstatesSyndicate-Report-2013.pdf

2 http://www.cambridge-news.co.uk/Cambridge/Cambridge
-University-pay-more-than-1000-people-below-living-
wage-and-employ-more-than-800-zero-hour-contract-
workers-20140117171100.htm
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Annual Report of the General Board to the Council for
the academical year 2012-13, dated 19 November 2013
(Reporter, 6329, 201314, p. 166).

Professor G. R. Evans (Emeritus Professor of Medieval
Theology and Intellectual History), read by the Senior
Proctor:

Deputy Vice-Chancellor, I speak to draw attention to a
development which arts and humanities scholars may not
have noticed yet. Open Access, having created the problem
of paying for the publication of one’s own articles, with all
the attendant difficulties of allocation by the University
and worries that doctoral students and post-docs will be
dependent on senior patronage and approval to get started
in publishing their research, is now moving on to
monographs. The cost of paying for the publication of your
book will be far greater and is bound to open up serious
controversy about priority to be given to books over
articles or articles over books, and perhaps between
scientists and others, for control of their share of the
available money offered through the University itself.

HEFCE announced a new project to investigate
monographs and open access on 16 January, though it was
launched before Christmas. Cambridge will no doubt be
making its response. But members of the Regent House as
individual scholars can respond and put their views into
the body of evidence to be collected nationally. The
implications of Open Access for academic freedom are
potentially huge if publication of research comes to depend
on institutional approval of the cost. This seems a topic
which deserves a Report to the University. The Regent
House has had as yet no input by that route into the
development of the Cambridge system which may be
found at https://www.openaccess.cam.ac.uk.

Reports and Financial Statements for the year ended
31 July 2013 (Reporter, 6329, 2013-14, p. 171).

Mr D. J. Goopk (Faculty of Divinity and Wolfson College):

Deputy Vice-Chancellor, on 30 October 2013 I wrote to the
Vice-Chancellor to ask him to use his considerable
influence to intervene in the ongoing pay dispute between
the University and College Union (UCU) and the
employers’ representatives, the Universities and Colleges
Employers Association (UCEA), and to try to break the
deadlock in the dispute.

Over the last four years, the annual pay awards in Higher
Education have fallen behind inflation such that, even
before the imposition of the one per cent award last month,
the pay of staff in the University of Cambridge has fallen
by around 13 per cent. Yes, that’s right: our reward for four
years of faithful, diligent service has been... four successive
pay cuts.

In his reply to me on behalf of the Vice-Chancellor, the
Director of the Human Resources Division reminded me
that:

‘There are national procedures in place to deal with
disputes in negotiations within the New Joint
Negotiating Committee for Higher Education Staff,
and it would be inappropriate for institutions to be
involved at this stage of proceedings.

‘The Vice-Chancellor obviously hopes that current
pay negotiations will be concluded as soon as
possible...’
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Which, I suppose, is a polite way of telling me that the Vice-
Chancellor is not prepared to use his considerable influence
to intervene on behalf of the staff of the University of
Cambridge to try to ensure that our reward for faithful,
diligent service does not worsen from four years of
successive pay cuts to five years of successive pay cuts.

Unfortunately, it has. UCEA has told its subscriber
institutions to impose the one per cent pay award, and the
University has done that. But not quite everyone in the
University has enjoyed a one per cent pay rise, or, as |
prefer to call it with inflation currently at two per cent, a
one per cent pay cut.

As has been widely reported recently, while staff are
now enjoying a fifth successive annual pay cut, the Vice-
Chancellors have enjoyed a rather less modest average
increase of eight per cent'.

It has also been widely reported recently that our Vice-
Chancellor’s remuneration has increased from £271,000 in
2011-12 to £289,000 in 201213, and that is not including
the employers’ pension contributions. Add in the pension
contributions, which are, let’s face it, just deferred wages,
and his total remuneration rose from £314,000 to
£334,000%.

Now, I’m not a mathematician, but that looks to me like
a pay rise of £20,000, or 6.4 per cent.

Turning for a moment to the Report before us today,
unless I have misinterpreted the financial statements, it
seems that the University is doing all right. We have an
endowment fund of more than £2 billion, with strong
investment returns. We have a great capital investment
programme, including the exciting North West Cambridge
project, the impressive Sports Centre, and lots of new
buildings on West Cambridge. We have an improved
surplus for the year of £99 million.

The University appears to be investing in everything
except its staff. The Vice-Chancellor could, and I believe
should, have intervened, and applied pressure to the Chief
Executive of UCEA to improve our pay award from yet
another pay cut to, at the very least, the rate of inflation
plus a modest element of ‘catch up’.

And there is still time for him to do that. The dispute
may be over in the mind of UCEA, which has told its
subscribers to impose the pay cut. It may be over in the
minds of the Vice-Chancellors, as they think up enjoyable
ways to spend the extra tens of thousands of pounds that
they find in their pockets this year. But it is not over for the
rest of us, and UCU members begin on Thursday the next
phase of industrial action, with the first of a series of two-
hour strikes.

So, I am going to ask again now, that the Vice-Chancellor
stand up for his staff and use his influence to apply pressure
to UCEA to end the pay dispute with a decent offer of at
least inflation plus a modest element of ‘catch up’.

And finally, lest anyone get me wrong here, I am happy
to say that I like our Vice-Chancellor. He’s a decent and
honourable man, an excellent Vice-Chancellor, and worth
every penny we pay him. I do not begrudge him a pay rise.
What I begrudge is that while he takes that, the rest of us
get a fifth successive pay cut.

! http://www.telegraph.co.uk/education/universityeducation/
10547834/Russell-Group-universities-boost-pay-for-vice-
chancellors.html

2 http://www.independent.co.uk/student/news/university-chiefs
-under-fire-for-huge-pay-rises-after-tuition-fee-hikes-9034893.html
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Report of the Council, dated 23 December 2013, on the
construction of a new annexe building to the Department
of Engineering’s Electrical Engineering Division
building (CAPE) at West Cambridge (Reporter, 6332,
2013-14, p. 254)

Professor A. P. DOWLING (Department of Engineering and
Sidney Sussex College):

Deputy Vice-Chancellor, I speak as Head of the Department
of Engineering.

The Department of Engineering is badly in need of
additional space. Post-graduate student numbers have risen
from 600 in 2007 to 850 in 2013. Expenditure on research
grants rose from £13.5m in 2001-02 to £34.9m in 2012-13.
These increases are set to continue: in 201213 the total
value of research grants won was nearly 70% higher than in
2011-12. In addition, we need to accommodate the growing
activities of newly appointed members of the academic
staff. All this is putting tremendous pressure on space in
both our Electrical Division’s building (CAPE) at West
Cambridge and on the central Scroope Terrace site.

The proposed new annexe building to the CAPE
building will provide much needed laboratory and office
space for research. There is currently insufficient space for
substantial new research grants and a recently won Centre
for Doctoral Training. Indeed it is impossible for the
Electrical Division to meet the needs of its accepted grants
without additional space. Orbit Architects have developed
plans for an annexe between the existing CAPE building
and the Roger Needham building, joining onto the CAPE
building so that some facilities can be shared to maximize
operational efficiency.

I would like to express the Department’s need and
enthusiasm for this annexe and to urge support for the
Council recommendation that the annexe be constructed.

Second-Stage Report of the Council, dated 23 December
2013, on the construction of a new annexe building for
the Department of Engineering at Scroope Terrace
(Reporter, 6332,2013-14, p. 256).

Professor A. P. DOWLING (Department of Engineering and
Sidney Sussex College):

Deputy Vice-Chancellor, I spoke earlier about the
Department of Engineering’s need for additional space.
That need is equally pressing for research groups located
on our central Scroope Terrace site. Nicholas Hare
Architects have developed designs for an extension to the
Baker building to be built in the car park of the Royal
Cambridge Hotel. The current hotel car park is larger than
required by the hotel and is the only undeveloped land
adjacent to the Engineering Department’s Trumpington
Street site. The recent expiry of the lease on the Royal
Cambridge Hotel has provided the opportunity to
renegotiate terms with the hotel operators.

The plan is to build flexible office space for research.
The building design is planned to encourage greater
interaction and interdisciplinary working, as well as
providing an opportunity to showcase emerging ideas for
building efficiency and monitoring. Studies have shown
that an extension on this site is more cost-effective than
adding additional floors to the existing building. The new
building is expected to provide working space for about 20
academic staff, and 250 research staff and students.

Research groups expected to be located within the
building include
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« the newly appointed Regius Professor of Engineering,
Professor David MacKay, and research in energy
and resource efficiency;

e the Laing O’Rourke Centre for Construction
Engineering;
e the Innovation Knowledge Centre for Smart

Infrastructure and Construction and a new Centre
for Doctoral Training in Future Infrastructure and
Built Environment; and
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e an expansion of our bioengineering and materials
activities.
The building is planned to be respectful of its site and the
adjacent buildings.
I would like to express the Department of Engineering’s
enthusiasm and support for this building and to urge support
for the Council’s Report recommending its construction.

COLLEGE NOTICES

Other Notices

Downing College: Dr Daniel J. Drucker, recipient of the
Oon International Fellowship in Preventive Medicine
2014, and Senior Investigator, Lunenfeld-Tanenbaum
Research Institute, Mount Sinai Hospital, Toronto, will
deliver the lecture L cell pharmacology advances the
treatment of diabetes and gastrointestinal disorders, at
6 p.m. on Wednesday, 12 February 2014, in the Howard
Theatre, Downing College.

EXTERNAL NOTICES

University of Oxford

Balliol College: Publications and Web Officer; full-time,
fixed-term: three years; salary: £26,264—£31,331; start
date: 1 April 2014 or as soon as possible thereafter;
closing date: 21 February 2014; informal inquiries and
further particulars: Nicola Trott (Senior Tutor), email:
nicola.trott@balliol.ox.ac.uk or http://www.balliol.ox.ac.
uk/vacancies/2014/january/publications-web-officer

Mansfield College: Visiting Fellowship 201415 (non-
stipendiary), and Non-Stipendiary Junior Research
Fellowships 2014-16; closing date for all: 14 March
2014; further particulars: http://www.mansfield.ox.ac.uk/
about/vacancies.html or email academic.administrator@
mansfield.ox.ac.uk

St Anne’s College: Schools Liaison and Outreach Officer;
salary: £25,000; closing date: 11 February 2014; further
particulars: http://www.st-annes.ox.ac.uk/about/job-
opportunities

Wadham College: Stipendiary Lecturer in Mathematics;
stipend: £24,766 a year; closing date: 27 February 2014 at
12 noon; further particulars: http://www.wadham.ox.
ac.uk/about-wadham/jobs

Notices for publication in the Reporter should be sent to the Editor, Cambridge University Reporter, Registrary’s Office,
The Old Schools, Cambridge, CB2 1TN (tel. 01223 332305, email reporter.editor@admin.cam.ac.uk). Copy should be sent as early
as possible in the week before publication; short notices will be accepted up to 4 p.m. on Thursday for publication the following
Wednesday. Inclusion of notices is at the discretion of the Editor.
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