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NOTICES

Calendar
25 October, Saturday. Congregation of the Regent House at 11 a.m. (see p. 68). 
28 October, Tuesday. Discussion at 2 p.m. in the Senate-House (see below).
1 November, Saturday. All Saint’s Day. Scarlet Day. 

  2 November, Sunday. Commemoration of Benefactors. Scarlet Day. Preacher before the University at 11.15 a.m., 
The Reverend Canon Dr J. D. Maltby, N and W, Reader in Church History in the University of Oxford (Lady Margaret’s 
Preacher).

9 November, Sunday. Remembrance Sunday. Michaelmas Term divides.

Discussions at 2 p.m. Congregations
28 October 25 October, Saturday at 11 a.m.
11 November 29 November, Saturday at 2 p.m.
25 November

9 December

Notice of a Discussion on Tuesday, 28 October 2014
The Vice-Chancellor invites those qualified under the regulations for Discussions (Statutes and Ordinances, p. 111) and 
those authorized by the Vice-Chancellor in the Notice of 15 October 2014 (Reporter, 6360, 2014–15, p.50) to attend a 
Discussion in the Senate-House, on Tuesday, 28 October 2014, at 2 p.m. for the discussion of:

1. First-stage Report of the Council, dated 7 October 2014, on the construction of education space and gallery
refurbishment at Kettle’s Yard (Reporter, 6359, 2014–15, p. 41).

2. Topic of concern to the University: The future of the Universities Superannuation Scheme (Reporter, 6360, 2014–15,
p. 50).

The Report in this issue (see p. 65) will be discussed on Tuesday, 11 November 2014.

Report of the Council on the process for the nomination and election of the 
Chancellor: Notice
20 October 2014
Further to the Vice-Chancellor’s Notices dated 25 July 2014 withdrawing Graces submitted for the approval of the 
recommendations of the above Report (Reporter, 6356, 2013–14, p. 761), the Council has given further thought to the 
way in which to submit proposals concerning amendments to the process for the nomination and election of the Chancellor. 

The Report proposes amendments to the Ordinance setting out the details of the process for the nomination and 
election of the Chancellor, which require the approval of the Senate; it also proposes amendments to Statute A I to remove 
references to voting in person from the Statute, so that the voting method is governed by the Ordinance (Reporter, 6347, 
2013–14, p. 536). The Council has agreed not to resubmit a Grace to the Senate concerning amendments to the Ordinance 
at the present time, but instead to revisit the matter when there is an election by the Senate in prospect on the advent of a 
vacancy in the office of the Chancellor or High Steward. This approach enables the Council to decide whether to bring 
forward a new Report at that time and, should the Council or members of the Senate decide to call for a ballot of the 
Senate to be taken on the changes proposed in that Report, that ballot would be run concurrently with an election carried 
out under the existing procedures laid down in Ordinance, without significant extra expense. 

However, the Council believes that the amendment to the Statute to remove the voting method from its ambit can be 
submitted at the present time for the approval of the Regent House (and, if approved, of Her Majesty in Council) without 
prejudice to the current process, as the Ordinance already stipulates that voting shall be in person (Statutes and Ordinances, 
p. 109). The Council is therefore submitting a Grace for the approval of the Regent House (Grace 1, p. 67), the form of
which has been revised in accordance with Regulation 15 of the regulations for Graces and Congregations of the Regent
House (Statutes and Ordinances, p. 111).
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University Stipends and Salaries: Amendment to scale
20 October 2014
In October 2012 the University and Assistants Joint Board (UAJB) agreed to appoint a Special Joint Negotiating 
Committee (SJNC) to review how the loyalty and skills of Assistant staff are rewarded.

The SJNC held a series of discussions during the Lent and Easter Terms 2013. The University representatives offered 
to increase the service points of Grades 1, 5, and 6 by converting the lowest contribution point of those Grades to a service 
point from 1 January 2015, reflecting the fact that the University salary scales are wider at the higher Grades. The union 
representatives formally accepted this offer in November 2013. It was recognized that the lowest contribution point of 
Grades 2, 3, and 4 had been converted to a service point in January 2010. An updated Cambridge general stipend and 
salary scale is appended to this Notice. 

An Equality Assurance Assessment was undertaken in August 2013 on the proposed changes to Grades 1, 5, and 6 and 
found a number of positive impacts on women, younger members of staff, and Black & Minority Ethnic / White Other 
staff groups.

The Council and the General Board accordingly recommend that the general stipend and salary scale in Schedule 1 to 
the regulations for Stipends (Statutes and Ordinances, p. 690) be amended with effect from 1 January 2015 by converting 
the following contribution points to service points:

Grade 1: point 18
Grade 5: point 39
Grade 6: point 43

The Council is submitting a Grace (Grace 2, p. 67) for the approval of this amendment. 

Notes to the Single Salary Spine:

1. 	 An asterisk (*) denotes a contribution point and progress through these is awarded on merit. A plus sign (+) 
denotes a spine point effective from 1 January 2014.

2. 	 Grade T is for staff who are studying for an approved qualification or undergoing ‘in-service’ training.
3. 	 On 1 January 2010 the first contribution points of Grades 2, 3, and 4 became service points.
4. 	 University Lecturers (ULs) and University Senior Lecturers (USLs) will be appointed to Grades 9 and 10 

respectively. 
ULs may progress through service points 1–9 of Grade 9. 
USLs may progress through service points 1–3 and contribution points 4–5 of Grade 10. 
Readers will only be appointed to point 2 in Grade 11 (point 63). 
Research Associates and Senior Research Associates will be appointed to Grades 7 and 9 respectively. 
Research Assistants are appointed to Grade 5. 
The contribution points in Grades 9 and 11 do not apply to ULs and Readers. They apply to academic-related staff. 
The professorial minimum will be point 68 in band 1 of Grade 12.

5: 	 For academic staff (other than Professors and USLs) contribution will be recognized through the promotions 
procedure as now and not by use of contribution points. 
USLs will also have access to the Senior Academic Promotions procedure under which they may also be 
awarded contribution points 4–5 in Grade 10.

6: 	 Academic-related professorial-equivalent staff will be appointed on the contribution bands of Grade 12 according 
to the HERA points boundaries for each level.

7: 	 Specific arrangements will apply to progression in service-related points on some Grades in compliance with the 
Memorandum of Understanding.

8: 	 Incremental progression through the service-related points occurs on the incremental date which will normally be 
on the anniversary of appointment or 1 April, 1 July, or 1 October respectively for staff engaged on terms and 
conditions for Manual, Clerical/Secretarial, and Technicial Division appointments.

9: 	 Direct employees of the University appointed to Grade 1 will not be paid below spine point 16, with effect from 
1 August 2014.

10: 	Points 32 and 50 were aligned to the National Single Pay Spine for Higher Education Academic and Support 
Staff, as negotiated by the Universities and Colleges Employers Association on behalf of UK higher education 
employers, with effect from 1 January 2014.
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University Single Salary Spine as at 1 January 2015University of Cambridge: Single Salary Spine as at 1 January 2015

Grades

Band 1 Band 2 Band 3 Band 4
100 + 100 £169,947 £173,346
99 + 99 £165,002 £168,302
98 + 98 £160,199 £163,403
97 + 97 £155,538 £158,649
96 + 96 £151,011 £154,031
95 + 95 £146,618 £149,550
94 + 94 £142,351 £145,198
93 + 93 £138,210 £140,974
92 * 92 £134,189 £136,873
91 * 91 £130,286 £132,892
90 * 90 £126,496 £129,026
89 * 89 £122,816 £125,272
88 + * 88 £119,244 £121,629
87 + * 87 £115,775 £118,091
86 * 86 £112,405 £114,653
85 * 85 £109,138 £111,321
84 * 84 £105,963 £108,082
83 * 83 £102,882 £104,940
82 + * 82 £99,889 £101,887
81 + * 81 £96,984 £98,924
80 * 80 £94,164 £96,047
79 * 79 £91,425 £93,254
78 * 78 £88,767 £90,542
77 * 77 £86,187 £87,911
76 + * 76 £83,680 £85,354
75 + * 75 £81,247 £82,872
74 * 74 £78,884 £80,462
73 * 73 £76,592 £78,124
72 * 72 £74,367 £75,854
71 * 71 £72,204 £73,648
70 * 70 £70,104 £71,506
69 * 69 £68,067 £69,428
68 * 68 £66,089 £67,411
67 6* 67 £64,170 £65,453
66 5* 66 £62,306 £63,552
65 4* 65 £60,496 £61,706
64 6* 3* 64 £58,738 £59,913
63 5* 2* 63 £57,031 £58,172
62 4* 1* 62 £55,375 £56,482
61 13* 3 61 £53,765 £54,841
60 12* 2 60 £52,204 £53,248
59 11* 1 59 £50,688 £51,702
58 14* 10* 58 £49,216 £50,200
57 13* 9 57 £47,787 £48,743
56 12* 8 56 £46,400 £47,328
55 11 7 55 £45,053 £45,954
54 10 6 54 £43,745 £44,620
53 9 5 53 £42,476 £43,325
52 14* 8 4 52 £41,242 £42,067
51 13* 7 3 51 £40,046 £40,847
50 12* 6 2 50 £38,907 £39,685
49 11* 5 1 49 £37,756 £38,511
48 12* 10 4 48 £36,661 £37,394
47 11* 9 3 47 £35,597 £36,309
46 10* 8 2 46 £34,565 £35,256
45 9* 7 1 45 £33,562 £34,233
44 11* 8* 6 44 £32,590 £33,242
43 10* 7 5 43 £31,644 £32,277
42 9* 6 4 42 £30,728 £31,342
41 8* 5 3 41 £29,837 £30,434
40 7* 4 2 40 £28,972 £29,552
39 6 3 1 39 £28,132 £28,695
38 10* 5 2 38 £27,318 £27,864
37 9* 4 1 37 £26,527 £27,057
36 8* 3 36 £25,759 £26,274
35 7* 2 35 £25,013 £25,513
34 6 1 34 £24,289 £24,775
33 10* 5 33 £23,585 £24,057
32 9* 4 32 £22,927 £23,386
31 8* 3 31 £22,240 £22,685
30 7* 2 30 £21,597 £22,029
29 6 1 29 £20,972 £21,391
28 10* 5 28 £20,374 £20,781
27 9* 4 27 £19,802 £20,198
26 8* 3 26 £19,247 £19,632
25 7* 2 25 £18,708 £19,083
24 6 1 24 £18,185 £18,549
23 5 23 £17,678 £18,031
22 4 22 £17,184 £17,528
21 9* 3 21 £16,705 £17,039
20 8* 2 20 £16,252 £16,577
19 7* 1 19 £15,814 £16,131
18 6 18 £15,456 £15,765
17 5 17 £15,054 £15,356
16 4 16 £14,665 £14,959
15 3 15 £14,344 £14,631
14 2 14 £13,977 £14,257
13 1 13 £13,621 £13,953
12 T12 12 £13,272 £13,537
11 T11 11 £12,936 £13,195
10 T10 10 £12,611 £12,863
9 T9 9 £12,295 £12,541
Notes
1: An asterisk (*) denotes a contribution point and progress through these is awarded on merit. A plus sign (+) denotes a spine point effective from 1 January 2014.
2: Grade T is for staff who are studying for an approved qualification or undergoing 'in-service' training.
3: On 1 January 2010 the first contribution points of grades 2, 3, and 4 became service points.
4: University Lecturers (ULs) and University Senior Lecturers (USLs) will be appointed to grades 9 and 10 respectively.

ULs may progress through service points 1–9 of grade 9.
USLs may progress through service points 1–3 and contribution points 4-5 of grade 10.
Readers will only be appointed to point 2 in grade 11 (point 63).
Research Associates and Senior Research Associates will be appointed to grades 7 and 9 respectively.
Research Assistants are appointed to Grade 5.
The contribution points in grades 9 and 11 do not apply to ULs and Readers. They apply to academic-related staff.
The professorial minimum will be point 68 in band 1 of grade 12.

5: For academic staff (other than Professors and USLs) contribution will be recognised through the promotions procedure as now and not by use of contribution points.
USLs will also have access to the Senior Academic Promotions procedure under which they may also be awarded contribution points 4-5 in Grade 10.

6: Academic-related professorial-equivalent staff will be appointed on the contribution bands of grade 12 according to the HERA points boundaries for each level.
7: Specific arrangements will apply to progression in service-related points on some grades in compliance with the Memorandum of Understanding.
8:

9: Direct employees of the University appointed to grade 1 will not be paid below spine point 16, with effect from 1 August 2014.
10:

10 11

Point 
on

scale

Incremental progression through the service related points occurs on the incremental date which will normally be on the anniversary of appointment or 1 April, 1 July or 1 
October respectively for staff engaged on terms and conditions for Manual, Clerical/Secretarial and Technicial Division appointments.

Points 32 and 50 were aligned to the National Single Pay Spine for Higher Education Academic and Support Staff , as negotiated by the Universities and Colleges 
Employers Association on behalf of UK higer education employers, with effect from 1 January 2014.

T 1 6
From 1 August 

2013
From 1 August 

2014
12

7 8 9

Point 
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VACANCIES, APPOINTMENTS, ETC.

Vacancies in the University
A full list of current vacancies can be found at http://www.jobs.cam.ac.uk/.

Van Geest Professorship in the Department of Clinical Neurosciences; tenure: from 1 March 2015 or as soon as 
possible thereafter; informal enquiries: Professor Patrick Maxwell (email: Regius@medschl.cam.ac.uk or tel.: 01223 
336738), or Professor Alastair Compston (email: alastair.compston@medschl.cam.ac.uk or tel.: 01223 217091) or 
Professor James Fawcett (email: jf108@cam.ac.uk or tel.: 01223 331188); closing date: 30 November 2014; further 
particulars: http://www.admin.cam.ac.uk/offices/academic/secretary/professorships; quote reference: ZE04491

University Lecturer (Honorary Consultant) in Intensive Care Medicine in the Department of Medicine (Division 
of Anaesthesia); salary: £75,249–£101,451; closing date: 12 November 2014; further particulars: http://www.jobs.cam.
ac.uk/job/4932; quote reference: RC04273

The University values diversity and is committed to equality of opportunity.

The University has a responsibility to ensure that all employees are eligible to live and work in the UK.

Elections and appointments
The following elections and appointments have been made:

Elections

Professor Nicholas Coleman, Ph.D., DOW, M.B.Ch.B., Bristol, F.Med.Sci., Professor of Molecular Pathology, Department 
of Pathology, elected Professor of Histopathology with effect from 1 October 2014.

Professor Barry Julian Eichengreen, A.B., California, Santa Cruz, M.A., M.Phil., M.A., Ph.D., Yale, George C. Pardee 
and Helen N. Pardee Professor of Economics and Political Science, California, Berkeley, elected Pitt Professor of 
American History and Institutions from 1 October 2014 until 30 September 2015, and assigned to the Faculty of 
Economics. 

Professor Ana Diamela Nadine Eltit Gonzalez, Profesora de Estado con Mencion en Castellano, Pontificia Catolica de 
Chile, Santiago, Professor, Universidad Technologica Metropolitana, Santiago, elected Simon Bolivar Professor of Latin 
American Studies from 6 October 2014 until 30 June 2015, and assigned to the Centre of Latin American Studies.

Appointments

University Lecturers 
Clinical Biochemistry. Dr Frank Reimann, Vordiplom Biochemie, Diplom Biochemie, Hanover, Dr.rer.nat., Zentrum fur 
molekulare Neurobiologie Hamburg, appointed from 1 October 2014 until the retiring age and subject to a probationary 
period of five years.

History. Dr Paul Simon Warde, B.A., Ph.D., PEM, appointed from 1 January 2015 until the retiring age. 

Psychology. Dr Tristan Andres Bekinschtein, Licenciatura, Ph.D., Buenos Aires, appointed from 1 October 2014 until the 
retiring age and subject to a probationary period of five years.

Pure Mathematics and Mathematical Statistics. Dr Jonathan Wing Hong Luk, B.A., B.S., California, San Diego, Ph.D., 
Princeton, appointed from 1 October 2014 until the retiring age and subject to a probationary period of five years.

Spanish and Portuguese. Dr Bryan Stanley Cameron, B.A., Indiana, M.A., Ph.D., Pennsylvania, appointed from 
1 October 2014 until the retiring age and subject to a probationary period of five years.

Clinical Lecturers 
Clinical Neurosciences. Dr Sian Kathleen Alexander, B.A., D.Phil., B.M.B.Ch., Oxford, MRCP, appointed from 1 October 
2014 until 30 September 2018 and subject to a probationary period of twelve months.

Radiology. Dr Kristian Havmand Mortensen, M.B.Ch.B., Ph.D., Aarhus, Denmark, appointed from 1 October 2014 until 
30 September 2018 and subject to a probationary period of twelve months.

Surgery. Mr Thomas James Mitchell, M.Eng., D.Phil., B.M.B.Ch., Oxford, MRCS, appointed from 1 October 2014 until 
30 September 2018 and subject to a probationary period of twelve months.

Heads of Department
Psychiatry. Professor Edward Thomas Bullmore, W, appointed from 9 October 2014 to 8 October 2019.
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Senior Assistant Registrary
University Offices (Academic Division). Ms Jacqueline Hall, B.A., Oxford, appointed from 1 July 2014 until the retiring age. 
 
University Offices (Estate Management). Mr Timothy Glynn Jones, B.Eng., Hertfordshire, appointed from 1 October 
2014 until the retiring age. 

University Offices (Human Resources). Ms Katherine Laura Bright-Ramon Pelegrin, B.A., Manchester, appointed from 
1 October 2014 until the retiring age. 

Senior Assistant Under-Librarian
University Library. Dr Danny Abigail Kingsley, B.Sc., New South Wales, Ph.D., Australian National, appointed from 
1 January 2015 until the retiring age and subject to a probationary period of nine months.

Careers Adviser
Careers Service. Ms Katie Anne Heath, B.A., Coventry, M.A., Anglia Ruskin, appointed from 1 October 2014 until the 
retiring age and subject to a probationary period of nine months.

Administrative Officers
University Offices (Academic Division). Ms Ausra Gudeliauskaite, B.Comp.Sci., Kaunas, Lithuania, appointed from 
27 October 2014 until the retiring age and subject to a probationary period of nine months.

University Offices (Finance Division). Ms Philipa Moore, ACMA, appointed from 6 October 2014 until the retiring age 
and subject to a probationary period of nine months.

University Offices (Human Resources). Ms Carol Ann Jayes, appointed from 27 October 2014 until the retiring age and 
subject to a probationary period of nine months.

Computer Officers
Chemical Engineering and Biotechnology. Dr Iain Donald Morrison, B.A., D.Phil., Oxford, appointed from 20 October 
2014 until the retiring age and subject to a probationary period of nine months.

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.

University of 
Cambridge and 
the Southbank 
Centre

WOW (Women of the World) Cambridge – A festival of 
talks, debates, music, film, comedy, performance, and 
conversation that celebrates the talents of women and 
girls from all walks of life and all parts of the world, 
from 10.30 a.m. – 8.30 p.m. on 26 October 2014 at 
Cambridge Junction

http://www.wowcambridge.cam.ac.uk

Gates Cambridge Inaugral Annual Lecture: Is there enough for all of us? 
Global growth, climate change, and food security, by 
Dame Barbara Stocking, at 6 p.m. on 11 November 
2014 in the David Li Kwok Po Lecture Theatre, 
Faculty of Law

http://www.gatescambridge.org
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NOTICES BY THE GENERAL BOARD

Review of the governance of scientific research using animals
In the Lent Term 2014 the General Board approved the appointment of an expert panel to undertake a review of the 
governance and operation of the University’s facilities for animal research. The members of the panel were: Dr Jon 
Richmond, Ex-Chief Inspector, Home Office; Dr David Anderson, Ex-Superintendent, Home Office; Mr Adrian Deeny, 
Establishment Licence Holder, University College London; and Mr John Dalton, Independent Facilitator. The Board have 
now received the panel’s report which, in accordance with the principles of the Concordat on the Declaration of Openness 
in Animal Research, is available at http://www.cam.ac.uk/research/research-at-cambridge/animal-research. The Board 
were pleased to note that the panel found no concerns about regulatory compliance, but had made a series of 
recommendations which were principally intended to unify the operation and strengthen the strategic oversight of those 
facilities. The Board have approved the panel’s recommendations, in principle, and appointed an implementation group 
to take forward the detailed implementation of them, including proposing the necessary changes to Ordinances, in 
consultation with the Councils of the Schools of the Biological Sciences and Clinical Medicine.

REGULATIONS FOR EXAMINATIONS

Economics Tripos 
(Statutes and Ordinances, p. 313) 

With effect from 1 October 2014
The General Board, on the recommendation of the Faculty Board of Economics, have approved an amendment to the title 
of Paper 6 in Part IIa from Mathematics for economists and statisticians to Mathematics and statistics for economists. 

Law Tripos 
(Statutes and Ordinances, p. 368)

With effect from 1 October 2014

Regulation 15.

The General Board, on the recommendation of the Faculty Board of Law, have approved an amendment to the last 
sentence in Regulation 15 so as to read:

Each paper shall be of three hours’ duration, except Papers 5 and 48. Paper 5 shall be assessed by extended 
essay. In Paper 48, the examination of each prescribed subject shall consist of a half-paper of two hours’ 
duration.

Examination in Criminological Research for the M.Phil. Degree
(Statutes and Ordinances, p. 522)

With effect from 1 October 2015
The General Board, on the recommendation of the Degree Committee for the Faculty of Law, have approved amendments 
to the scheme of the examination so as to include an additional form of assessment in the form of a presentation on the 
topic of the candidate’s thesis.

Regulation 1.

By renumbering 1(d) as 1(e) and inserting new 1(d) as follows: 

and 
(d)	 a presentation on the topic of the candidate’s thesis to be presented in the Lent Term preceding 

submission of the thesis; 

Regulation 2.

By renumbering 1(c) as 1(d) and inserting new 1(c) as follows: 

and
(c)	 a presentation on the topic of the candidate’s thesis to be presented in the Lent Term preceding 

submission of the thesis; 
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Examination in Criminology for the M.Phil. Degree
(Statutes and Ordinances, p. 523)

With effect from 1 October 2015
The General Board, on the recommendation of the Degree Committee for the Faculty of Law, have approved amendments 
to the scheme of the examination so as to include an additional form of assessment in the form of a presentation on the 
topic of the candidate’s thesis.

By renumbering paragraph (c) as (d) and inserting new (c) as follows: 

and 
(c)	 a presentation on the topic of the candidate’s thesis to be presented in the Lent Term preceding 

submission of the thesis; 

Examination in Economic and Social History for the M.Phil. Degree
(Statutes and Ordinances, p. 525)

With effect from 1 October 2014
The General Board, on the recommendation of the Degree Committee for the Faculty of History, have approved an 
amendment to Regulation 1(a) so as to replace the text ‘an essay of not more than 3,000 words’ with ‘an essay of between 
3,000 and 4,000 words’.

NOTICES BY FACULTY BOARDS, ETC.

Annual meetings of the Faculties
Architecture and History of Art 
The Chair of the Faculty Board of Architecture and History of Art gives notice that the Annual Meeting of the Faculty 
will be held at 2.15 p.m. on Tuesday, 18 November 2014, in the Board Room of the Department of Architecture, 
1–5 Scroope Terrace. 

The main business will be to elect two members of the Faculty Board in class (c), in accordance with Regulation 1 of 
the General Regulations for the Constitution of the Faculty Boards (Statutes and Ordinances, p. 600), to serve for four 
years from 1 January 2015.

Nominations for this election, and notice of any business for the meeting should be sent in writing to the Secretary of 
the Faculty Board of Architecture and History of Art, 1–5 Scroope Terrace, to arrive not later than Monday, 10 November 
2014.

Asian and Middle Eastern Studies
The Chair of the Faculty Board of Asian and Middle Eastern Studies gives notice that the Annual Meeting of the Faculty 
will be held at 4 p.m. on Tuesday, 18 November 2014, in Rooms 8 and 9, Faculty of Asian and Middle Eastern Studies, 
Sidgwick Avenue. Among the business to be transacted will be the election, in accordance with Regulation 1 of the 
General Regulations for the Constitution of the Faculty Boards (Statutes and Ordinances, p. 600), of two members to 
serve on the Faculty Board for four years from 1 January 2015.

Nomination forms are available from the Faculty Administrator, Faculty of Asian and Middle Eastern Studies, Sidgwick 
Site (tel.: 01223 335107; email administrator@ames.cam.ac.uk). Nominations, signed by the proposer and seconder, 
together with notice of any other business, should be returned to the Faculty Administrator not later than Monday, 
10 November 2014.

Biology
The Chair of the Faculty Board of Biology gives notice that the Annual Meeting of the Faculty will be held at 2 p.m. on 
Monday, 17 November 2014, in the Faculty Office, 17 Mill Lane. The main business is to elect two members of the 
Faculty Board in class (c) (Statutes and Ordinances, p. 600), in accordance with a procedure approved by the Faculty by 
which one of those elected is nominated by the Department of Pathology and one by the Department of Pharmacology, 
to serve from 1 January 2015 to 31 December 2018.   

Nominations, for which the consent of the candidate must be obtained, signed by the proposer and seconder, together 
with notice of any other business, should be sent to the Secretary, Dr Fiona Russell, Faculty of Biology, 17 Mill Lane, 
Cambridge, CB2 1RX, to arrive not later than 12 noon on Monday, 10 November 2014. Copies of the Agenda will be 
posted in Departments in the Faculty.
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Classics
The Chair of the Faculty Board of Classics gives notice that the Annual Meeting of the Faculty will be held at 2 p.m. on 
Thursday, 20 November 2014 in room G21 in the Faculty of Classics, Sidgwick Site. The main item of business will be 
to elect two members of the Faculty Board in class (c) to serve for four years from 1 January 2015 and one to serve for 
three years from 1 January 2015, in accordance with Regulation 1 of the General Regulations for the Constitution of the 
Faculty Boards (Statutes and Ordinances, p. 600). 

Nominations for election, and notice of any other business, should be received by Ms Amie Mitchell (email am2283@
cam.ac.uk), Faculty of Classics, Sidgwick Avenue, not later than Thursday, 6 November 2014.

Natural Sciences Tripos, Part III: Entry requirements, 2015–16
The Committee of Management for the Natural Sciences Tripos, in consultation with the Faculty Boards of Physics and 
Chemistry, Biology, Earth Sciences and Geography, and the Board of History and Philosophy of Science, have defined 
the standards required for entry to each subject of Part III of the Natural Sciences Tripos (see Regulation 5(a) for the 
Tripos (Statutes and Ordinances, p. 406)), with effect from the courses commencing in the academical year 2015–16, as 
follows: 

Astrophysics
In order to be a candidate for honours in Astrophysics in Part III of the Natural Sciences Tripos, a student should have 
obtained at least a II.1 in Astrophysics or Physics in Part II. Mathematics Tripos students should have obtained at least a 
II.1 and will be considered on a case-by-case basis because it is required that they should have demonstrated a good grasp 
of at least three appropriate applied mathematics courses in the examination.

Biochemistry
In order to be a candidate for honours in Biochemistry in Part III of the Natural Sciences Tripos, a student should have 
obtained at least a II.1 in Biochemistry in Part II of the Natural Sciences Tripos. 

Chemistry
In order to be a candidate for honours in Chemistry in Part III of the Natural Sciences Tripos, a student should have 
obtained at least a II.1 in Chemistry in Part II of the Natural Sciences Tripos. 

Geological Sciences 
In order to be a candidate for honours in Geological Sciences in Part III of the Natural Sciences Tripos, a student should:

either have obtained at least a II.2 in Geological Sciences in Part II of the Natural Sciences Tripos; 
or have obtained at least a II.2 in Physical Sciences in Part II with at least 70% in Half Subject Geological Sciences.

Materials Science 
In order to be a candidate for honours in Materials Science in Part III of the Natural Sciences Tripos, a student should 
have obtained at least a II.1 in Materials Science in Part II of the Natural Sciences Tripos. 

History and Philosophy of Science
In order to be a candidate for honours in History and Philosophy of Science in Part III of the Natural Sciences Tripos, a 
student should have obtained at least a II.1 in History and Philosophy in Part II of the Natural Sciences Tripos. 

Students who have not taken History and Philosophy of Science in Part II of the Natural Sciences Tripos will be 
considered on a case-by-case basis. These students should have obtained at least a high II.1 overall class in Part II. 

Physics
In order to be a candidate for honours in Physics in Part III of the Natural Sciences Tripos a student should have obtained 
at least a II.1 in Physics in Part II. 

Students who have not taken Physics in Part II of the Natural Sciences Tripos (for example, those who have read Part II 
of the Mathematical Tripos, Part II Astrophysics, or Part II Physical Sciences Half Subject Physics) will be considered on 
a case-by-case basis. These students should usually have obtained at least a high II.1 overall class in Part II, and have 
covered an appropriate range of courses in physics. 

Systems Biology
In order to be a candidate for honours in Systems Biology in Part III of the Natural Sciences Tripos, a student from the 
Natural Sciences Tripos should: 
(1) either (a) have obtained at least 55% in either Mathematics or Mathematical Biology in Part Ia of the Natural 

Sciences Tripos; 
or (b) have obtained at least 55% in Mathematics in Part Ib of the Natural Sciences Tripos; 

and
(2) have obtained at least a II.1 in a single-subject Part II of the Natural Sciences Tripos.
Participation by students from the Mathematical Tripos will be considered on a case-by-case basis and a II.1 in Part II is 
normally expected. 



65  CAMBRIDGE UNIVERSITY REPORTER� 22 October 2014

All subjects
In addition to the standards mentioned above, candidates should have fulfilled any subject prerequisites as outlined in the 
appropriate programme specification. 

The application process for each subject is defined on the subject webpage together with details of any constraints on 
numbers or additional information that may be required.  

Consideration of special cases
A student who has not met the required standard or who has not offered the required subjects as specified above, or who 
has not complied with the published deadline for receipt of applications, may request consideration as a special case. A 
request for special consideration should be forwarded by the student’s Director of Studies or Tutor to the Secretary of the 
relevant Faculty Board using the pro forma provided, at the earliest opportunity and, at the latest, within two weeks of the 
results being announced. The Director of Studies or Tutor should state the reasons for requesting dispensation, confirm 
that the College supports the request and is able to support the student, and believes that the student will be capable of 
undertaking the Part III course successfully. The application must be accompanied by copies of supervision reports, and 
a detailed breakdown of the student’s marks, year by year and subject by subject. The Committee nominated by the 
Faculty Board to consider special cases is not expected to consider circumstances of a nature on which the Applications 
Committee would normally make a judgement.

Representations regarding progression decisions are allowed for under the review procedure for examinations for 
undergraduate and certain other qualifications. 

REPORTS

First-stage Report of the Council on the development of the Greenwich House site
The Council begs leave to report to the University as follows:

1.  In this Report the Council is seeking approval in 
principle for the development of the Greenwich House site 
as set out below.

2.  Greenwich House is situated on Madingley Rise. It 
was constructed in the 1980s and is typical of office 
developments of the time. The South Wing of the main 
building is currently occupied by the Finance Division of 
the Unified Administrative Service (UAS). The North 
Wing, which is currently vacant, was previously occupied 
by the Management Information Services Division, prior 
to its co-location with the University Computing Service in 
the Roger Needham Building and the subsequent merger 
of the two organizations to form the University Information 
Services. In addition there is an annex to the building 
which has been leased to Cambridge Display Technology 
(CDT) and will be vacated in January 2015.  

3.  In recent years the UAS has begun to consolidate its 
activities on three main sites: the Old Schools (the principal 
administrative functions of the University), Greenwich 
House (the operational administrative hub), and the New 
Museums site (the plans for a student-facing building with 
co-located services and functions will be the subject of a 
separate Report). This approach has financial benefits from 
the disposal of accommodation previously used for various 
UAS functions across the estate, and recurrent savings in 
maintenance and utility costs. Moreover, co-location will 
bring clear benefits in terms of service delivery and 
improved working efficiency.

4.  At their meeting on 25 June 2014, the Planning and 
Resources Committee endorsed a strategic estate plan for 
the UAS which outlined a series of proposed relocations of 
space and refurbishments that will come forward as 
individual projects through the normal University 
approvals process.

5.  It is proposed that the North Wing of Greenwich 
House, together with the annex, be redeveloped to provide 
modern, mainly open-plan office accommodation for a 

number of UAS units, including the following identified in 
the UAS strategic estate plan as candidates for relocation 
to new space on that site: Estate Management Division, 
Research Operations Office, the University Biomedical 
Support Services, and sections of HR Division including 
Recruitment Services, Grading and Reward, the Pensions 
Office, Personal and Professional Development, and the 
Safety Office.  These moves will bring the total anticipated 
number of people working on the site to c. 400. The project 
will provide a total area of 4,239m2, sufficient to provide 
desk space for all of the units identified above, together 
with shared meeting and training rooms, communal space, 
and other shared office facilities.

6.  The refurbishment proposals are being developed so 
as to make the building as sustainable as possible within 
the constraints of the existing building and budget. These 
plans include installing new plant to maximize operational 
efficiency, installing LED luminaires with daylight 
dimming and movement activation, and installing 
photovoltaic and solar panels to offset electrical 
consumption and provide hot water for general use in the 
building. This will lead to a significant percentage decrease 
in running costs, energy consumption, and CO2 emissions.  

7.  A concept paper for the project was approved by the 
Planning and Resources Committee on 15 October 2014. 
The current estimated cost of the project is £6.6m. Further 
details relating to the design, maintenance, recurrent costs, 
and funding arrangements will be brought to future 
meetings of the Buildings Committee and Planning and 
Resources Committee. A Second-stage Report will be 
published in due course to gain approval for implementation 
of the project.

8.  A location plan of Greenwich House is shown below 
(see p. 66).
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9.  The Council recommends:
I.  That approval in principle be given for the redevelopment works as outlined in this Report.
II.  That the Director of Estate Strategy be authorized to apply for detailed planning approval in due course.

20 October 2014 L. K. Borysiewicz, Vice-Chancellor Richard Jones Rachael Padman
N. Bampos Fiona Karet Shirley Pearce
Jeremy Caddick F. P. Kelly John Shakeshaft
Stephen J. Cowley Mark Lewisohn Jean Thomas
Anne Davis Rebecca Lingwood Evianne van Gijn
David Good Mavis McDonald I. H. White
Helen Hoogewerf-McComb Susan Oosthuizen A. D. Yates
Andy Hopper

Greenwich House Site Plan
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OBITUARIES

Obituary Notice
Sir John Richard Grenfell Bradfield, CBE, M.A., Ph.D., (Hon) LL.D., Fellow of Trinity College (since 1947), Senior 
Bursar (1956–1992), died on 13 October 2014, aged 89 years.

GRACES

Graces submitted to the Regent House on 3 July 2013: Correction
The Vice-Chancellor gives notice of a correction under Regulation 15 of the regulations for Graces and Congregations of 
the Regent House (Statutes and Ordinances, p. 111). By Grace 2 of 3 July 2013, Special Ordinances were approved by 
the Regent House and came into force on 11 February 2014 following approval of the new Statutes. It has since been 
noted that the Visiting Professorships of Architecture, the Sir Arthur Marshall Visiting Professorship of Sustainable 
Urban Design, and the Humanitas Visiting Professorships were removed in error from the list of Professorships not 
subject to the retiring age, previously  included in Statute D, XIV, 14 , and transferred to Special Ordinance C (vii) A 14 
(Statutes and Ordinances, p. 78). This correction restores the three Visiting Professorships to that list with effect from 
11 February 2014.

Graces submitted to the Regent House on 22 October 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. 111), will be 
deemed to have been approved at 4 p.m. on Friday, 31 October 2014.

1.  That Recommendation I of the Report of the Council on the process for the nomination and election of the 
Chancellor (Reporter, 6347, 2013–14, p. 536) be approved.1

2.  That the general stipend and salary scale in Schedule 1 to the regulations for Stipends (Statutes and 
Ordinances, p. 690) be amended with effect from 1 January 2015 as set out in the Council’s Notice dated 
20 October 2014.2

3.  That the Report of the Council, dated 15 July 2014, on the implementation of electronic voting in ballots 
of the Regent House (Reporter, 6355, 2013–14, p. 744) be approved.

4.  That the Report of the General Board, dated 2 July 2014, on the establishment or re-establishment of two 
Professorships in the Department of Clinical Neurosciences (Reporter, 6355, 2013–14, p. 747) be approved.

5.  That the Report of the General Board, dated 2 July 2014, on the re-establishment of a Professorship of 
Surgical Oncology (Reporter, 6355, 2013–14, p. 748) be approved.

6.  That the Report of the General Board, dated 2 July 2014, on certain University offices in the School of 
Clinical Medicine (Reporter, 6355, 2013–14, p. 748) be approved.

7.  That the Second-stage Report of the Council, dated 1 October 2014, on the replacement and rationalization 
of facilities covered by the University’s Home Office Establishment Licence (Reporter, 6358, 2014–15, 
p. 31) be approved.

8.  That, on the recommendation of the General Board, the Professorship of Demography (Statutes and 
Ordinances, p. 745) be retitled the Professorship of Historical and Cultural Geography.3

1 See the Council’s Notice (p. 57).
2 See the Council’s Notice (p. 58).
3 The proposed change in name reflects more closely the field in which the Department of Geography wishes to advertise the 

Professorship, which is currently vacant, in the light of the current strategic priorities of the Department.
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Graces to be submitted to the Regent House at a Congregation on 25 October 2014
The Council has sanctioned the submission of the following Graces to the Regent House at a Congregation to be held on 
25 October 2014:

That the following persons be admitted to the degree of Master of Arts under the provisions of Statute B II 2:

1.  Claire Elizabeth Adams, Computer Officer in the University Information Services. 

2.  Gabor Sandor Betegh, Fellow of Christ’s College and Laurence Professor of Ancient Philosophy in the 
Faculty of Classics.

3.  Colin Michael Crump, Fellow of Robinson College and University Lecturer in the Department of Pathology. 

4.  Robin Simon James, Assistant Under-Librarian in the University Library. 

5.  Deborah Grace Loveluck, Fellow of St Catharine’s College. 

6.  Neil McKay Mercer, Fellow of Hughes Hall and Professor of Education in the Faculty of Education. 

7.  Mark Ralph Wills, Fellow of Wolfson College.

J. W. NICHOLLS, Registrary

END OF THE OFFICIAL PART OF THE ‘REPORTER’
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This is in contrast with what is proposed for the current 
holders of other teaching-only posts who, if the proposals 
of the General Board were approved, would see them 
converted to the new offices in the very near future:

‘10. Subject to the approval of the recommendation of 
this Report, the HR Division, in consultation with the 
Councils of the Schools and institutions concerned, will 
review posts at Grade 9 (or above) with substantive duties 
concerned with teaching which might be converted to one 
of the new offices. Where this is considered appropriate 
and agreed by the School, the relevant Appointment 
Committees will consider appointing the individual(s) 
concerned. Where this is not considered appropriate the 
individual will remain in the unestablished appointment 
until the expiry of their tenure.’

I and many of my colleagues in the Faculty of Modern and 
Medieval Languages believe that the provisions outlined in 
Paragraphs 9 and 10 as they currently stand risk creating a 
situation of discrimination between posts established at the 
same Grade, on the one hand, and between holders of 
similar posts, with comparable teaching-only duties and 
responsibilities, established at different Grades, on the 
other.

Further, the Report recommends that only teaching-only 
posts at Grade 9 or above be reviewed and considered for 
conversion to the new offices. If this provision were to be 
approved, it would be doubly detrimental for LTOs at 
Grade 8. 

I, as Chair of the Faculty of Modern and Medieval 
Languages, fully share the concerns of the LTOs and 
SLTOs based in our Faculty – and indeed of those based in 
the Faculty of Asian and Middle Eastern Studies and the 
Faculty of Classics. This statement also has the support of 
all Heads of Department in my Faculty, the Chair of the 
Faculty of Classics, and the Chair of the Faculty of Asian 
and Middle Eastern Studies.

In light of the above, I am speaking here today to urge 
that the possibility be allowed for converting the posts of 
Language Teaching Officer and Senior Language Teaching 
Officer, during the period of tenure of the current post 
holders, to one of the new offices whose creation is now 
being proposed. This process, as it should always have 
been, should be taken forward in full and close consultation 
with the School of Arts and Humanities. 

Professor J. K. M. Sanders (Pro-Vice-Chancellor for 
Institutional Affairs), read by the Deputy Junior Proctor:
Deputy Vice-Chancellor, I am Chair of the Human Resources 
Committee and also Chair of the working party that proposed 
the establishment of these teaching-only offices. 

The firmly established career pathway for Cambridge 
academics is University Lecturer, University Senior 
Lecturer, Reader, and Professor. The holders of these 
offices are expected to carry out teaching and research and 
also to make more general contributions internally and 
externally. The proposals in this Report will not change 
these expectations in any way. 

However, there are a few, currently unestablished, 
appointments at Grade 9 held on open-ended contracts, 
mainly in scientific Departments, whose duties are 
primarily concerned with teaching. These appointments 
are funded from a variety of sources and have been made 
in a piecemeal fashion, by informal appointments 
processes, and the holders are subject to some variation in 
terms and conditions. The absence of a formal structure for 

REPORT OF DISCUSSION

Tuesday, 14 October 2014
A Discussion was held in the Senate-House. Deputy Vice-
Chancellor Professor John Spencer was presiding, with the 
Registrary’s Deputy, the Deputy Senior Proctor, the Deputy 
Junior Proctor, and nineteen other persons present.

The following Reports were discussed:

Report of the Council, dated 15 July 2014, on the 
implementation of electronic voting in ballots of the 
Regent House (Reporter, 6355, 2013–14, p. 744).

No remarks were made on this Report.

Report of the General Board, dated 2 July 2014, on the 
establishment of the University offices of Lecturer 
(teaching) and Senior Lecturer (teaching) (Reporter, 
6355, 2013–14, p. 745).

Professor I. G. Roberts (Chair of the Faculty of Modern 
and Medieval Languages):
Deputy Vice-Chancellor, in its Report of 2 July 2014 
(Reporter, 6355, 2013–14, pp. 745–47), the General Board 
recommended the establishment of the University offices 
of Lecturer (teaching) and Senior Lecturer (teaching). 
While I and my colleagues in the Faculty of Modern and 
Medieval Languages welcome this proposal, I would like 
to express my concern about the terms of its implementation 
with regard to Language Teaching Officers (LTO) and 
Senior Language Teaching Officers (SLTO) currently in 
post.

As the Report recognizes, the new offices of Lecturer 
(teaching) (Grade 9) and Senior Lecturer (teaching) 
(Grade 10) would provide a more appropriate framework 
for the role of specialist language teachers. At the moment, 
the offices of Language Teaching Officer (Grade 8) and 
Senior Language Teaching Officer (Grade 9) are classed as 
academic-related. Considering these offices for conversion 
to the new offices would acknowledge that their role, like 
that of other teaching-only posts, is academic in nature, 
with a focus on teaching. Further, it is envisaged that 
holders of teaching-only appointments should be eligible 
for promotion under the Senior Academic Promotions 
Procedure. This would introduce a significantly improved 
career structure for holders of University offices such as 
LTO and SLTO.

While the Report acknowledges that the new offices 
would provide a more suitable model for specialist 
language teaching posts, it then goes on to suggest that the 
new structure should only apply to new appointments and 
that current LTOs and SLTOs should be excluded. No 
justification is given for this exclusion:

‘9. The General Board have considered the position in 
respect of specialist language teachers where there is 
already a structure of University offices: Lector, 
Language Teaching Officer, Senior Language Teaching 
Officer. Although the Board see no reason to disturb that 
structure the new offices may provide a more appropriate 
framework for the future. As vacancies arise it would be 
open to the School concerned to propose the substitution 
of one of the new offices if the needs of the institution 
justified it.’
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proposes to create represents a departure from any other 
already existing is not one invented by the Times Higher 
Education but one that the Report itself, if not positively 
intent on creating, at least allows to be formed. 

After a rather solemn reaffirmation (in Paragraphs  1 
and  2) that the current combination of teaching and 
research should remain the norm for what the Report calls 
the ‘academic career structure’, in the second half of 
Paragraph 2 the Report moves on to say that:

‘there are currently some 180 unestablished 
appointments in the University, with an expected tenure 
of over one year, whose primary duties are the delivery 
of teaching, or other instruction, and the organization of 
teaching programmes, at both undergraduate and 
postgraduate level. Many such appointments are part-
time, renewable, and are concerned with specialist 
teaching provision in e.g. the Department of Education, 
the Department of Architecture, and the Language 
Centre where the requirements, both for the amount and 
type of teaching, may change and there is a need for 
flexibility from year to year, or are specialist roles in the 
School of Clinical Medicine.’

It is already less than helpful that a Report, whose scope is 
sufficiently ambitious to propose the establishment of new 
offices dedicated to teaching, should not have provided the 
Regent House with fuller and more detailed information 
clarifying, for example (and in table form, perhaps) how 
many of the 180 appointments mentioned by the Board are 
open-ended, how many are made at what Grade on the 
salary scales, under which titles and in which Faculties. 
But it becomes positively incomprehensible that the Report 
should not even have mentioned in this same paragraph, 
for the purpose of comparison, if nothing else, and even in 
the same cursory form in which the unestablished 
‘teaching-only’ posts are treated, the numerical consistency, 
or indeed the very existence of several types of ‘teaching-
only’ University officerships already established across the 
University. Not so surprisingly, perhaps, given that when 
the Report finally gets round, in Paragraph 9, to mentioning 
this group of ‘teaching-only’ University officers, the 
manner in which these posts are considered gives the 
impression of a rather limited after-thought inserted into a 
conceptual framework that to begin with – and whether by 
accident or design – was simply ignoring them. 

Before moving on to that, however, let us first of all be 
clear as to what  the main practical concern of this Report  
really is, and about the fact that for all the general sounding 
(if bizarrely selective) premise leading to it, this concern is 
a remarkably particular one. We are finally told, in the 
second sentence of Paragraph 3:   

‘There are also a small, but growing, number of 
appointments at Grade 9 held on open-ended contracts, 
mainly in scientific Departments, whose substantive 
duties are primarily concerned with teaching.’ 

It is only to the current holders of this ‘small, but growing, 
number of appointments at Grade 9’ that all the proposals 
contained in the rest of the Report are meant to apply. It 
could be that there are reasons why immediate action is 
needed solely in relation to this group of staff but, if so, 
none are given by the Report. Nor is the Regent House put 
in a position to consider what is being proposed with full 
knowledge of the facts, since no numbers are given for 
established ‘teaching-only’ staff, nor for how small the  
‘small but growing group’ actually is, other than it falls 
within the larger number of ‘about 180’ unestablished 
‘teaching only’ posts quoted before. Similarly, and crucially 
perhaps, no information is given about the Grade at which 

these important posts is profoundly unsatisfactory. For the 
University, the lack of a uniform appointments and 
promotions process poses risks around quality control for 
the delivery and continuity of teaching. For the individuals, 
the insecure and anomalous status, by comparison with 
holders of University offices, and the lack of opportunity 
for recognition and progression, are clearly unsatisfactory 
and, I would argue, are unfair.

This Report makes proposals for a career structure and 
framework for such ‘teaching-only’ posts, including the 
recognition of greater responsibilities by promotion to 
Grade 10, which is equivalent to University Senior 
Lecturer. My aim today is simply to provide reassurance to 
the Regent House on two aspects that I know have caused 
concern in some quarters. The first is a matter of principle, 
and the second is a practical matter.

The matter of principle is the claim by some that the 
creation of these offices creates a precedent by breaching 
the traditional link between teaching and research. That is 
simply not true: we have had for many years established 
offices of Language Teaching Officer and Senior Language 
Teaching Officer, and the intellectual roof has not collapsed 
onto the School of Arts and Humanities or onto the 
Department of Engineering. We have also had for many 
decades Senior Teaching Officers, responsible for the 
delivery of preclinical teaching, in the School of the 
Biological Sciences. So we are not setting any precedent in 
this proposal: we are bringing some order and process into 
an otherwise unregulated arena, as well as taking the 
opportunity to recognize the contribution of valued 
colleagues.

The practical worry that some have expressed is that this 
is a slippery slope leading to a large number of teaching-
only posts and a corresponding increase in research-
dominated posts, leading to a separation of teaching and 
research. We believe that the cost of establishing teaching-
only posts which are not supported by HEFCE QR funding 
or research grant indirect costs will inhibit the creation of 
more than a very small number. The numbers will be small, 
but the positive impact on the individuals concerned will 
be substantial and positive.

Mr F. G. G. Basso (Language Teaching Officer, Faculty of 
Classics):
Deputy Vice-Chancellor, members of the Regent House 
who are not also members of the Faculties of Asian and 
Middle Eastern Studies, of Classics, of History, and of 
Modern Languages, or of some other Faculties to which 
established University officers with ‘teaching-only’ posts 
have long been appointed, or else who are not extremely 
well acquainted with every page of the Statutes and 
Ordinances, may have been tempted to break the proverbial 
injunction and believe what appeared in the press – not the 
tabloid press, admittedly – in the middle of the summer.  
On 31 July, under the heading ‘Cambridge plans formal 
teaching-only posts’, the Times Higher Education revealed 
to the world that some potentially significant break with 
the past, and a rather symbolically charged one at that, was 
in the making at our University. But not only are there 
already ‘teaching-only’ University offices established in 
the Statutes and Ordinances but the Report from which the 
Times Higher derived its information and that is now under 
discussion, proposes to assign to the new office of ‘Lecturer 
(teaching)’ exactly the same duties and responsibilities that 
are associated with some of these existing posts (and 
recorded in the relevant PD33 forms). On the other hand, 
the false impression that the type of posts the Report 
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The Report already states in relation to the specialist 
language teaching posts considered under Paragraph 9 that  
‘the new offices [that is of Lecturer (teaching) and Senior 
Lecturer (teaching)] may provide a more appropriate 
framework for the future’, so there is no need to expand 
further on this rather obvious conclusion. The somewhat 
tentative language with which this is stated in Paragraph 9 
is the only surprising detail when considering that under 
Paragraph 4, when outlining the general aims behind the 
establishment of the new offices, the Report has already 
stated that they would:

‘meet the evolving needs of disciplines that need to 
educate in core subjects, in languages, or in other 
academic activities where there are no, or limited, 
research active staff to fulfil these needs;’
In light of all this, one would really like to imagine that 

the General Board’s proposal that no changes should be 
introduced during the period of tenure of the current post-
holders can only be based on the kind of misconception 
that I have tried to address. If it were really the case, as it is 
not, that a ‘career structure’ was already in place for these 
posts through which individual post-holders could seek to 
progress by applying for personal promotion, then the fact 
that the General Board should apparently be in no hurry ‘to 
disturb’ this already existing ‘structure’ could perhaps have 
been less incomprehensible. As it is, it can only be regarded 
as substantially and materially discriminatory in respect of 
all the current holders of these offices.

I am making this particular point, in respect of which I 
must declare an interest, because I do not have the 
necessary information to comment on any other comparable 
cases. Given, however, the confusing way in which the 
Report discusses the type of posts I know, I would not be at 
all surprised if similar observations could be made for 
some of the other already established ‘teaching-only’ 
offices that are even more hastily considered in Paragraph 9. 
I very much hope that this Report will not be submitted to 
the Regent House to be graced without substantial and 
thorough revisions ensuring that whatever proposals are 
made are sufficiently well thought out and comprehensive 
as to be both in the best interests of the University and  
equally fair to all members of staff. As members of the 
Regent House would have become aware, if they were not 
before, this is a matter characterized by some complexity 
and significant scope for confusion. What the University 
needs and deserves is a better attempt at reducing the 
former and eliminating the latter. The proposals of this 
Report, if implemented in their current form, would 
achieve precisely the opposite.

Dr R. S. Omitowoju (Senior Language Teaching Officer, 
Faculty of Classics, and King’s College), read by Mr Basso:
Deputy Vice-Chancellor, the Report of the General Board 
proposes that in the case of specialist language teaching 
appointments, the position of the current post-holders 
should remain unchanged for the remaining duration of 
their period of employment. It is envisaged that the Schools 
concerned would be allowed to phase in the new posts 
proposed in the Report, if they so wish, only ‘as vacancies 
arise’. This is in notable contrast with what is being 
proposed for the current holders of other ‘teaching-only’ 
posts who, if the Report of the General Board were approved 
as it stands, would potentially see themselves ‘converted’ to 
the new offices in the very near future. Such a discriminatory 
treatment of one group of employees may well be open to 
challenge in law and in any case could only have the most 

any other type of ‘teaching-only’ appointment already in 
existence, be it established or unestablished, is made.

Whatever impression members of the Regent House 
would form about the proposals of the Report, once they 
were given the chance to consider them within a fuller and 
adequately detailed set of data, would remain to be seen, 
but there is one respect at least in which the very selective 
provisions of the Report appear already arbitrary and 
indeed materially discriminatory and it is to this and to 
Paragraph 9 that I will now turn. Paragraph 9 reads:

‘9. The General Board have considered the position in 
respect of specialist language teachers where there is 
already a structure of University offices: Lector, 
Language Teaching Officer, Senior Language Teaching 
Officer. Although the Board see no reason to disturb that 
structure the new offices may provide a more appropriate 
framework for the future. As vacancies arise it would be 
open to the School concerned to propose the substitution 
of one of the new offices if the needs of the institution 
justified it. Similarly, other offices including those 
concerned with medical or veterinary teaching e.g. 
University Physiologist might over time be converted to 
one of the new offices.’

There cannot be any doubt that the word ‘structure’ is used 
elsewhere in the Report, with explicit reference to a ‘career 
structure’. This is already the case, as I have observed 
before, in the very first sentence of the Report and remains 
the case throughout. For this reason, it is incomprehensible 
how the General Board could have regarded ‘the position 
of specialist language teachers’ as already provided with a 
‘structure’ and such a one that the Board would ‘see no 
reason to disturb’. These posts could be said to have a 
‘structure’ only in the sense that they are already established 
(a strange use of the word in this case, and a confusing one 
too, given the way in which the word is used elsewhere in 
the Report) but certainly not a ‘career structure’. The roles 
of ‘Lector’, ‘Language Teaching Officer’, and ‘Senior 
Language Teaching Officer’ are not stages of a ‘career 
structure’ along which any post-holder can potentially 
progress by means of individual promotion. 

It is enough to bear in mind that the office of ‘Lector’ 
established at Grade 5 is not an open-ended appointment to 
realize that a post-holder’s progression from that office to 
that of ‘Language Teaching Officer’ established as an 
open-ended appointment at Grade 8 would never depend 
on an individual’s contributions while in post (however 
defined), but rather on a Faculty’s institutional needs to 
have the role regraded following reorganization. Exactly 
the same is the case for the regrading of the role of 
‘Language Teaching Officer’ to that of ‘Senior Language 
Teaching Officer’ even though in this case the two roles are 
both open-ended and established as Grade 8 and Grade 9 
respectively. For this reason, the way in which these offices 
are listed in sequence and the claim made by the Report 
that when taken together they would amount to a ‘structure’ 
can only be misleading.  

The Report states, but only with reference to the 
unestablished posts appointed at Grade 9 that – and I quote 
from the last sentence of Paragraph 3: ‘the lack of 
opportunity for recognition and progression is clearly 
unsatisfactory’, where the progression currently denied in 
this case, must be to Grade 10. I do not for a moment mean 
to argue that what the Report suggests may not indeed be 
the case. What I do wish to argue, instead, is that it is 
neither more nor less unsatisfactory for ‘Language 
Teaching Officers,’ placed at Grade 8 on appointment, 
never to be given the opportunity of personal progression 
(as opposed to the regrading of their roles) to Grade 9.  
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the nature of the latter should be maintained, then the role 
description that the Report proposes should be adopted for 
the office of ‘Senior Lecturer (teaching)’ needs to be 
substantially rethought.

I observe that, under Annex 1, Section 3, the Report 
proposes that, 

‘The duties of a Lecturer (teaching) or Senior Lecturer 
(teaching) shall include the delivery or organization of 
teaching, or other forms of instruction, and associated 
responsibilities, as determined by the Head of 
Department or Faculty Board concerned, subject to the 
approval of the General Board.’

A similar provision is already made in the Ordinances in 
respect of the offices of ‘Language Teaching Officer’ and 
‘Senior Language Teaching Officer’, but with the important 
difference that in the case of the latter it is the Faculty 
Board concerned, as a whole, and not simply its Head who 
determine the responsibilities of the officers concerned. No 
reason is given for this tacit change that would result in an 
attribution of all relevant decisions pertaining to the new 
offices to a single Faculty or Department officer and would 
apparently remove them from the appropriate decision-
making body.

Finally I observe that at the end of Paragraph 5 the 
following statement is made:

‘Holders of offices in both Grades would be encouraged, 
but not required, to undertake research related to their 
academic discipline or pedagogy.’

As currently formulated, this is a rather baffling suggestion 
and a source of potential confusion for the Departments or 
Faculty Boards who will have to determine, in practice, the 
duties of officers established under them. What, exactly, 
could the word ‘encouraged’ mean in this context? Does 
the Report envisage that ‘Lecturers (teaching)’ and ‘Senior 
Lecturers (teaching)’ should take up research in their spare 
time? As a hobby, perhaps? On the weekends? If, as it 
seems self-evidently desirable in the case of these new 
offices and as it is already for existing ‘teaching-only’ 
officers, the quality of teaching that the University could 
and should expect, and already receives, is such as to 
constitute, in itself, one of the possible conduits for the 
advance of knowledge, then surely this should be formally 
acknowledged in a more satisfactory way than the Report 
suggests. That, however, would involve the 
acknowledgement that the concept, and the label, of  
‘teaching-only’ posts (as opposed, for example, to 
‘teaching-intensive’ or to any other identifier that labelling 
ingenuity might come up with) is not the most adequate 
way of referring to the quality of the contribution that the 
University could and should expect from these members of 
staff. In any case, it seems essential that the General Board 
should thoroughly reconsider the practical implications of 
the wish it has expressed and that I imagine all relevant 
officers would naturally share. In doing so, the Board 
might consider not only the obvious fact that the teaching 
of the so called ‘teaching-only’ Lecturer and Senior 
Lecturer should be constantly informed by research – it 
would be very odd indeed to suggest otherwise in our 
University. But also that the teaching in itself, as distinct 
from publication for example, can also be seen to constitute 
one valuable means, amongst others, for the diffusions of 
research and scholarship. 

profoundly detrimental effect on the morale of all the 
current holders of specialist language teaching posts.

The Report states clearly in a number of places that it is 
concerned with the position of Grade 9 posts. For this 
reason, if its remit was not widened to include specialist 
language teachers currently on Grade 8, the holders of 
Language Teaching Officer appointments would be 
excluded from the provisions of the Report. This raises the 
possibility that SLTO Grade 9 posts might be converted 
while LTO posts would never be converted – an extremely 
odd result when the teaching duties are identical in the two 
cases. The list of duties, some or all of which the Board 
now propose should be included in the role description for 
the new Grade 9 office of ‘Lecturer (teaching)’, is identical 
to those undertaken in practice and listed (with other 
additional ones) in the role description (PD33) of some, at 
least of the Language Teaching Officers that are Grade 8 at 
present. Indeed, some of the duties that the Board propose 
to assign only to Grade 9 Senior Lecturer (teaching) (for 
example: ‘advise/train less experienced staff on learning, 
teaching’) are also already included, among the duties and 
responsibilities of a Grade 8 Language Teaching Officer 
and undertaken in practice.

The ‘career structure’ and thus the opportunities for 
promotion that the Report seems to envisage between the 
two new proposed offices of ‘Lecturer (teaching)’ and 
‘Senior Lecturer (teaching)’ seems also problematic. 
Judging from the additional responsibilities that it proposes 
should be associated with the office of ‘Senior Lecturer 
(teaching)’, the Report equivocates between two quite 
different models of career advancement – progression 
based on increased responsibilities (i.e. which depends on 
the post, and which will result in future post-holders 
starting at the higher Grade) and promotion based on the 
quality of the contribution made (i.e. which depends on the 
post-holder, and which will not result in future post-holders 
starting at the higher Grade). The former approach, 
involving, typically, wider managerial responsibility, may 
be appropriate in the case of academic-related posts and is 
indeed the distinction that already defines the roles of 
‘Language Teaching Officers’ and ‘Senior Language 
Teaching Officers’ in relation to each other, but it is neither 
appropriate, nor indeed viable, as a way of creating a 
‘career structure’ for ‘teaching-only’ offices like those 
existing in the School of Arts and Humanities and in the 
School of the Humanities and Social Sciences, all of whom 
are characterized by the fact of not being ‘portable’ (unlike, 
say, those of Computer Officers, Administrators, and 
Librarians) across institutions within the University. For 
such posts the crucial criterion must surely be quality of 
contribution, and the Senior Academic Promotions 
Procedure is the only appropriate framework. The Report 
does indeed propose that 

‘Promotion to a Senior Lectureship (teaching) would be 
possible through the Senior Academic Promotions 
Procedure (the criteria for which will be adapted to 
accommodate the new office)’, 

but one is left wondering along which lines, exactly, the 
criteria will be ‘adapted’. If they will be adapted in such a 
way as to make progression from ‘Lecturer (teaching)’ to 
‘Senior Lecturer (teaching)’ only possible on the basis of 
increased managerial responsibility, then these new criteria 
will fundamentally alter the essential nature of the Senior 
Academic Promotions Procedure insofar as it has been 
applying until now to the progression from University 
Lecturer to University Senior Lecturer. If, on the contrary, 
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likely to emerge comparable with that which has now caused 
consternation in Oxford, where it is realized that traditional 
(not teaching-and-research) academic staff are now vastly 
outnumbered by the contract research staff and the academic-
related. So I suggest a first question to be considered is 
whether this is the way Cambridge wishes to go.

The General Board Minutes for 4 June 2014 record a 
discussion,3 in the course of which it was suggested that the 
teaching-only offices will be few and should be created 
sparingly. I have suggested this may not be so for long. It 
was also thought that in this present Discussion of the Report 
‘concerns might be raised that the proposals represented a 
significant departure from the traditional close linkage 
between research and teaching in academic appointments in 
the University’. I have also raised that concern.

But what of this? It was realized that it would be 
important to 

‘clarify the respective roles of the Schools and the HR 
Division in assimilating posts to the new structure and the 
eligibility of holders of the new offices for consideration 
under the Senior Academic Promotions procedure’. 

This seems to be tending in the Oxford direction, where 
Congregation first lost control of such matters to the General 
Board in the 1990s, and then when the General Board there 
was abolished, to what Oxford still calls Personnel.

A final topic of concern is the presumption that teaching-
only Lecturers will necessarily be the best teachers. They 
are (among other things) to:

‘•	 contribute to the delivery of excellence in teaching 
by developing a cohort of leaders of educational 
provision;

 •	 make a major contribution to sustaining the 
excellence of the delivery of teaching;’

They are to have special responsibility for:
‘•	 design, quality control, and teaching courses at 

undergraduate and/or postgraduate level;
 •	 development of innovative approaches to teaching 

and learning;
 •	 initiating or co-ordinating roles in the department 

e.g. relating to assessment or admissions;
 •	 outreach- and access-related activities;
 •	 examining and other forms of assessment.’

Those holding Senior Lectureships in teaching only will:
‘• 	 have substantial experience of senior responsibility 

for the management and development of teaching 
programmes;

 • 	 have responsibility for enhancing the quality of 
teaching or other provision in the institution 
concerned.’

One can envisage a fair amount of indignation among the 
teaching-and-research academics who rightly pride 
themselves on doing all this already.

The General Board Minute tells us that 
‘The Board agreed that these points should be considered 
further by the Pro-Vice-Chancellor (Institutional 
Affairs) and the officers with a view to an amended 
Report being signed by circulation.’4 

So this was once more a case of a Report being signed not 
at a meeting but by circulation after its adjustment later?

1  http://www.admin.cam.ac.uk/univ/so/2013/chapter01-
section3.html#heading1-3

2  http://www.admin.cam.ac.uk/offices/hr/policy/grievance/
grievance.html

3  http://www.admin.cam.ac.uk/cam-only/committee/gb/
minutes/20140604.pdf

4  http://www.admin.cam.ac.uk/cam-only/committee/gb/
minutes/20140604.pdf

Professor G. R. Evans (Emeritus Professor of Medieval 
Theology and Intellectual History):
Deputy Vice-Chancellor, old Statute D, II, 4, new Statute 
C  I 4, taking its key wording from the Oxford and 
Cambridge Act 1877 s. 15, says that:

‘It shall be the duty of all holders of University offices 
specified in Schedule J/entitled to leave under a Special 
Ordinance made under Statute C I 1(a) to promote the 
interests of the University as a place of education, 
religion, learning, and research.’

This right and combined duty are expressly excluded in the 
Report before us, for these officers are not appointed to do 
research. Nor does it seem to be clear whether the holders 
of these offices will be entitled to membership of the 
Regent House. The Report does not say and the confusing 
information in new Statute A III 10(e) and the wrongly-
numbered passage in the Ordinances to which the enquirer 
must refer, seems to exclude them, even though they would 
be included as unestablished academic staff.1 

This is a Report whose potential importance is great. It 
may have been intended simply to tidy up some anomalies 
and potential injustices affecting a few academics. But it 
will surely open the floodgates, given the huge community 
of unestablished research staff in Cambridge. If ‘teaching- 
only’ University offices are to be introduced in Cambridge, 
will there not soon be a call for ‘research-only’ offices for 
unestablished research staff? To include Senior Research 
Associates, Principal Research Associates, Directors of 
Research?

Why is this so significant? Look at the Human Resources 
website (which I see has now more or less updated the 
numbering of Statutes though it had not done so when this 
Report was published). If you are an officer you have the 
protection of the Statutes and Ordinances under old Statute 
U, now Schedule to new Statute C ready for demotion to 
Special Ordinance when the Regent House and the Privy 
Council approve, and of Special Ordinance C (xii) if you 
have a grievance. These are ultimately subject to the 
principles of the Model Statute designed under Education 
Reform Act 1988 s. 202. So you are quite difficult to dismiss. 
But if you are not an officer, but unestablished academic and 
academic-related staff (including contract research staff) 
you will find the applicable procedures under the heading 
Disciplinary, Grievances, and Appeals with the warning that 
‘The procedure described below may be reviewed from time 
to time and any changes will apply to all unestablished 
staff’.2 When they realize this, won’t all ‘contract research 
staff’ be shouting for transfer to the status of University 
officers too? Shan’t we need a further Report quite soon, to 
cover them? 

And they are not few. They are many, very many. Oxford 
has been reviewing with some concern the consequences 
of the decision it took when the North Reforms were 
implemented, to allow academic staff of every stripe and a 
good number of academic-related staff to become members 
of Congregation if their Heads of Department agreed, and 
consequently to bestow on them the protection of Oxford’s 
counterpart of the Model Statute. (Oxford of course 
technically has only a handful of ‘University offices’ and 
cannot use that route to classification of eligibility for 
membership of Congregation.) 

Oxford-watchers cannot have failed to notice the extensive 
and contentious consultations which have been going on 
from February 2014 and during the summer and those have 
only just begun a process likely to take years to conclude. If 
Cambridge now sets out down a similar road the numbers of 
members of the Regent House will rise and a balance is 
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Perhaps I am conflicted by the fact that unestablished 
‘teaching-only’ lectureships are currently operating to 
great effect in my Department and other science 
Departments, but these are also the places where the 
courses cater for the largest number of students in the 
University. All this has an impact on our core responsibilities 
to educate the brilliant students we admit. In Departments 
where such unestablished positions are in place, there is 
also a significant burden on the established academic staff 
to offer lectures, practical classes, research projects, and 
cater for the examination of large cohorts of students. In 
addition to their duties during the academical year, 
teaching-only post-holders have been involved in outreach 
activities for which there is no recognition and which in 
turn help raise the profile of the University in the broader 
community. Without the proper structures in place (which 
might also offer some level of career progression and 
promotion), the University is in no position to exercise any 
level of quality control or to identify the best way in which 
such post-holders can serve their Department, the students, 
and the University.  

The academic landscape in which we operate has 
changed since the terms of the established posts were 
formulated, and the Pro-Vice-Chancellor for Institutional 
Affairs has already explained that established offices have 
been in place in those subjects for which the need has been 
previously identified. This Report responds to the handful 
of unestablished teaching-only posts which play a key role 
in the delivery of important teaching in Departments and 
subjects not covered in any previous developments.

Dr J. H. Keeler (Director of Undergraduate Teaching, 
Department of Chemistry, and Senior Tutor, Selwyn 
College), read by Dr N. Bampos:
Deputy Vice-Chancellor, in our current model, a University 
Lecturer is expected to undertake teaching, research, and 
administration. The proportion of time to be devoted to 
each activity is not defined formally and it is common for 
this to vary over time as the priorities and interests of any 
particular officer change; this flexible approach surely 
serves us well. However, the research element of an 
officer’s duties has become more and more important in 
recent years, to the point now where it is perceived as 
being the dominant activity. For a University such as ours 
which aspires to maintain its position as a leader in research 
and scholarship it is not surprising, and probably not at all 
inappropriate, that research comes first and foremost.

This dominance of the research agenda is in tension with 
another important part of the University’s mission, which 
is to provide a top-rate education for the best and brightest 
students from our country and from around the world.  
Lecturers continue to make teaching a priority, but the 
reality is that in a very competitive research environment 
there are limits on the amount of time and energy that an 
officer can devote to teaching. All of this comes at a time 
when the expectations of students are higher than ever, and 
the University is under ever more scrutiny as to the quality 
of education it offers.

In the Department of Chemistry we have found that the 
creation of what are effectively teaching-only lectureships 
has been a very effective way of resolving this tension.  
Such appointments go against the traditional model, and it 
is fair to say that there was some nervousness as to how 
effective they might be and how they might be perceived 
by other staff. The experience has, however, been entirely 
positive: our appointees have quickly established 

Dr S. D. Guest (Deputy Head of Department (Teaching), 
Department of Engineering):
Deputy Vice-Chancellor, I fear that the establishment of 
the teaching-only posts described in this Report will be a 
strategic mistake, even if the short-term rationale is sound.  
While the Report suggests that teaching-only posts should 
be used sparingly, their establishment nonetheless gives 
official sanction to the creation of a new class of academic 
staff in the University, and I think it is inevitable that this 
class will come to be seen as second-class. I foresee a 
‘them and us’ culture developing, where ‘them’ are 
employed to do teaching, and ‘us’ get on with the important 
matters that are more likely to see us promoted.

I currently have a role helping to organize teaching, and 
have observed that the successful delivery of the 
Engineering Tripos depends on teaching being a shared 
enterprise among academic staff of all levels of seniority. 
I believe that teaching our excellent students is best done 
by academics who are themselves research active. 
I  recognize that posts dedicated to teaching are required 
and important, but believe that such appointments should 
continue to be made either to specialist posts, or on an 
individual ad hoc basis.

The Report mentions broad support for the proposal 
from the Councils of the Schools. I note, however, that the 
proposal was not supported by the Council of the School of 
Technology.

I imagine that the General Board will respond that my 
concerns are alarmist, as very few teaching-only posts will 
be created. However, once these posts have been 
established, the General Board will have little control over 
how they are subsequently used. I suggest that we prevent 
the development of a teaching/research dichotomy by 
rejecting the proposals in this Report.

Dr N. Bampos (Deputy Head of the Department of 
Chemistry, University Council, and General Board of the 
Faculties):
Deputy Vice-Chancellor, my comments regarding the 
Discussion on teaching-only posts are informed by my 
experience as Deputy Head of the Department of Chemistry, 
member of the University Council and General Board, my 
involvement in a number of committees dealing with 
teaching support across the Collegiate University, and the 
views of colleagues I have spoken to or been contacted by.

This Report outlines very welcome developments, and 
recognizes that the provisions for teaching our undergraduate 
and graduate communities have evolved over the years – 
especially at a time when students pay significant fees for 
the teaching we offer. Traditionally, established posts in the 
University have followed a well-structured path with clear 
expectations and promotion opportunities. For a small 
number of unestablished teaching-only posts, there seems to 
be no clear consistency in the terms under which these 
important individuals are expected to satisfy the academic 
aspirations of a world-class teaching and research university. 
We have for too long relied on the goodwill of outstanding 
teachers to carry heavy teaching loads in those Departments 
where the balance of expectations have sometimes been 
weighted towards research.

What is before us is not a mechanism for recruiting a new 
category of staff, but a set of proposals which aim to achieve 
a balanced and equitable way to recognize and address the 
need to formalize a small number of unestablished posts. 
Such individuals are currently on various contracts that are 
funded by Departments where the need for teaching-only 
posts has already been clearly identified. 
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and the terms and conditions of those staff employed only 
to deliver University teaching could easily be improved, 
and harmonized, without the establishment of these new 
offices, including appointing them to the retiring age.   

Finally, the Report draws attention to the current 
variation in terms and conditions to which the holders of 
some of the posts under consideration are now subject. 
While some may pooh-pooh the idea, it is just possible that 
some post-holders may prefer their current terms and 
conditions to those offered with the new offices. 
Paragraph 10 makes reference to the HR Division, Councils 
of the Schools, and institutions agreeing a transfer to a new 
appointment, but says nothing about the consent of the 
individual. While I clearly think that these offices should 
not be approved, will the General Board give an assurance 
that, should they be established, no member of staff will be 
pressurized into transferring to the new offices proposed, 
now or at any time in the future?

Dr S. J. Cowley (Chair of the Faculty of Mathematics and 
University Council):
Deputy Vice-Chancellor, I am not convinced that the 
establishment of the University offices of Lecturer 
(teaching) and Senior Lecturer (teaching) is a wise move.

University Teaching Officers (UTOs) are expected to 
participate in teaching, research, and administration 
(although one might hope, not too much in the latter case), 
and all three aspects are assessed for promotion. Indeed the 
University has for many years prided itself on the fact that 
all UTOs participate in teaching, and the current Report 
explicitly notes ‘the close linkage between teaching and 
research’. I share Dr Holmes’s concerns that if these offices 
are established then Heads of Departments might see 
short-term gains in appointing such officers (say, to 
appease ‘stars’ unwilling to teach), with long-term 
consequences (will other than the exceptional have the 
motivation after 30, 40, or more years as a Lecturer and 
then Senior Lecturer just doing teaching and performing 
administration?). Having observed the approval process 
for new appointments, I am also not convinced that either 
the relevant School, or the Resource Management 
Committee will act as effective checks and balances in 
order to save a Department from itself in the case of an 
inappropriate proposal with 40-year consequences.

Secondly, in recent years, the University has not been 
over-endowed with funds for established academic 
appointments. The number of academics has all but flat-
lined over the last 10–15 years, while the number of 
research staff, support staff, and administrative staff have 
increased, in some cases very significantly (e.g. see last 
academical year’s Report of the Council on the financial 
position and budget of the University, recommending 
allocations from the Chest for 2014–15). When the 
University has funds for academic appointments, I believe 
that the University should be aiming to make standard 
UTO appointments, because of the ‘critical dependence on 
maintaining high quality research and the associated 
HEFCE QR income and external grant funding’ (as the 
Report itself points out). It may be that the appointment of 
a Lecturer (teaching) will release the time of other staff to 
pull in more HEFCE QR income and external grant 
funding, in order to cover the costs of such a post. However, 
I am somewhat sceptical (particularly since the Pro-Vice-
Chancellor for Planning and Resources has noted that the 
University loses money on research, as well as teaching). It 
should also be borne in mind that not all UTO appointments 
turn out to be research stars.

themselves as valued members of the staff, and command 
the respect of both colleagues and students. Needless to 
say, they bring great energy and enthusiasm to their 
teaching, and also have the time to take on more strategic 
matters such as course development. I believe that there 
are a number of other Departments and Faculties who have 
used a similar model, to similar effect.

I am convinced, therefore, of the value of teaching-only 
lectureships, and that such appointments are a key way in 
which we can maintain teaching quality alongside a strong 
research focus. The difficulty is that the University has no 
office to which such people can be properly appointed, 
leaving them without status and recognition outside their 
own Departments. This is hardly a satisfactory situation, 
and it is for this reason that I welcome these timely and 
well thought-out proposals. They represent an important 
step forward in the evolution of the University’s offices to 
meet the changing times, and I hope that they will find 
favour with the Regent House.

Dr N. Holmes (Department of Pathology), read by Dr S. J. 
Cowley:
Deputy Vice-Chancellor, many of the sentiments expressed 
in this Report are welcome. Improvement in the terms and 
conditions of colleagues who are not University Teaching 
Officers (UTOs) but nevertheless have primary 
responsibility for the delivery and organization of 
University teaching should be a ‘good thing’. In particular, 
the Report is correct to identify insecure, relatively short-
term contracts, often renewed many times, as a matter of 
concern. However, it is not clear to me that those colleagues 
most needing better security of tenure and improved 
conditions of employment will in fact be the beneficiaries 
of the proposed new offices. Indeed, a careful reading of 
the Report (see for example, Paragraph 10(b)) suggests 
that those experiencing the greatest degree of casualization 
will not benefit at all.

Paragraph 10 could also be said to be somewhat loosely 
worded; ‘posts at Grade 9 (or above) with substantive 
duties concerned with teaching’ might be taken to refer to 
many existing established University officers. No doubt 
that is not the intention, at least not at present. However, 
the creation of a parallel career track, with such similar 
titles and duties seems to me to present a serious danger of 
establishing a two-tier system of UTOs. A system in which 
one tier enjoys the privilege of undertaking research, the 
freedom to choose its direction, and the right to expect the 
time to do so, while the other does not. The phrase ‘second-
class citizens’ comes most clearly to mind. Furthermore, 
although Paragraph 2 assures us that the present academic 
offices ‘are expected to continue to provide the main career 
structure for permanent academic posts’, it does not 
preclude a drift over time to an increasing reliance of 
teaching-only staff and a diminishing involvement of 
many of our world-class researchers in teaching. I am 
confident that the Regent House in general will think this a 
bad thing were it to occur. I am equally confident that it 
will occur if this Report is approved, maybe not at once, 
but certainly gradually over time. Such a trend is already 
prevalent among other UK universities, including some 
Russell Group institutions. At least some of those involved 
locally in organizing teaching and examining have 
encountered such problems already.

It does not seem to me that the establishment of these 
new offices is in fact necessary to achieve the desirable 
objectives I referred to earlier. Indeed, quite a few 
unestablished staff are already on open-ended contracts, 
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Report of the General Board, dated 2 July 2014, on the 
re-establishment of a Professorship of Surgical Oncology 
(Reporter, 6355, 2013–14, p. 748).

No remarks were made on this Report.

Report of the General Board, dated 2 July 2014, on 
certain University offices in the School of Clinical 
Medicine (Reporter, 6355, 2013–14, p. 748).

No remarks were made on this Report.

Report of the Council, dated 22 September 2014, seeking 
authority to extend Phase 1 of the North West Cambridge 
development (Reporter, 6357, 2014–15, p. 11).

Mr M. V. Lucas-Smith (Department of Geography):
Deputy Vice-Chancellor, transport and congestion are 
together two of the biggest issues facing Cambridge at the 
moment. A development such as the North West Cambridge 
development has considerable effects on these matters.

I and others are most concerned at aspects of the 
transport planning for the North West Cambridge 
development, particularly in terms of cycling.

The new housing plots proposed need to be facilitated 
by good access to the development by bicycle. Without 
this, the reassurances given about the ability to access the 
development safely and conveniently will be meaningless.
The road network in Cambridge is already close to 
gridlock. Getting a large number of cars out of the 
development in one go only ensures worse problems along 
the same roads closer to the city centre. The roads around 
the development are bringing in people from outside the 
city who may not have a cycling alternative. Commuters 
are hardly likely to be pleased if their journey is made 
more congested by people who could have had a good 
alternative to car use.

Those driving into work yesterday, when the rain meant 
that many people who cycle took to their cars instead, will 
have seen the effect of congestion caused when people do 
not cycle. One can extrapolate this effect to consider the 
addition of thousands of new houses and vehicles on the 
road, making this problem far worse in the future.

Those promoting new developments in Cambridge love 
to talk about cycling. They make much of how cycling will 
reduce or negate the transport impact of their development 
on existing roads. The reality of their designs rarely 
matches this rhetoric, and the North West Cambridge 
development is no exception.

Most important of all is junction design and major roads. 
Residential roads are not usually a barrier to cycling. If you 
want to encourage people to cycle you don’t help them get 
to the end of their street: you help them get out of the 
development to the rest of the city.

Developers always say that impact on the network will 
be minimal. It is rarer to claim that a development will 
actually reduce traffic. But that is what, incredibly, the 
North West Cambridge development is claiming.

The exhibition content stated: 
‘The suite of measures proposed will ensure a reduction 
in vehicles on the network. As a consequence they will 
more than offset any increases attributable to the 
development.’ 

Key to this is discouraging car use. The development has a 
number of ‘Quality of Life’ pledges, of which Pledge 4 is 
‘Low car use will be the norm’.

Thirdly, I think that we need to take a longer view. 
Pensions are up for debate, and even George Osborne has 
recognized that most of us are going to have to work for 
twice as long as we retire, if we are to have an adequate 
pension. That means more of us are going to be working 
into our late 60s and early 70s. For some, the research 
insight will still be there at that age; however, experience 
suggests that for others, it will diminish (the Pro-Vice-
Chancellor for Institutional Affairs, one of the protagonists 
of this Report, has expressed similar views to me). The 
University will then face a dilemma. Does it introduce 
performance management and ease out, or sack, UTOs 
who are not performing on the research front (as some 
Russell Group universities already do), or does it change 
their job mix? If there are already sufficient Lecturers 
(teaching) and Senior Lecturers (teaching) to do the 
teaching, does the University generate administrative posts 
(which admittedly it has been rather good at in recent 
years), or what? This is an even more acute problem than 
in the past where, in its wisdom, the Collegiate University 
used to provide sideways moves for those with the best 
days of research behind them, to senior posts in Colleges 
and the University’s administration. With the 
professionalization of such posts, such moves are far rarer.

The proposals in this Report are somewhat short-
sighted. The University does not need the University 
offices of Lecturer (teaching) and Senior Lecturer 
(teaching); instead it needs to think more clearly about the 
job mix of current staff in future years. Similarly, current 
staff need to be realistic and realize that the current typical 
career trajectory of research, then teaching and research, 
and finally teaching, research, and administration, may be 
followed in future (if one is to build up an adequate 
retirement pension) by a period of teaching and 
administration (possibly even for once ‘star’ research 
professors).

What is proposed is a short-term fix, which may bring 
long-term pain. We need a re-think and a broader view. In 
this context I would recommend a re-read of the Board of 
Scrutiny’s Sixth Report, where David Howarth (before his 
sojourn as an MP) attempted to grapple with related issues 
in the section on Academic Careers and University 
Governance.

Finally, notwithstanding all the above, I wish to make 
clear to those 180 unestablished appointments in the 
University whose primary duties are the delivery of 
teaching, or other instruction, that the University has a 
responsibility to treat you fairly and justly. The University 
has conventionally been seen as a ‘good’ employer, and it 
should continue to be so. One way may be through this 
Report, but there may be better ways to protect the interests 
of current staff with a solution that does not have unwanted 
long-term consequences.

Might I also comment on Professor Sanders’s earlier 
speech, where he suggested career progression for 
academics was Lecturer, Senior Lecturer, Reader, 
Professor. When Senior Lecturer was introduced, 
promotion from Lecturer to Reader was the anticipated 
career progression for most. I conclude that assurances in 
Reports are not all they are billed to be.

Report of the General Board, dated 2 July 2014, on the 
establishment or re-establishment of two Professorships 
in the Department of Clinical Neurosciences (Reporter, 
6355, 2013–14, p. 747).

No remarks were made on this Report.
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this document and report back on the feasibility of ensuring 
that its consultants are instructed to follow its 
recommendations.

Secondly, I also ask the Council to consider the creation 
of a formal Cycling Officer post within EMBS (or 
whichever Department is now in control), so that the issues 
are properly considered in all new developments.

Without addressing the above concerns, the new housing 
plots currently proposed under this Report will be 
substantially undermined by poor access to the 
development. The congestion will make it harder for the 
University to gain future planning permissions, as 
opposition to poor road designs and congestion rises.

Lastly, several Regent House members have been in 
contact with me to propose that a Topic of Concern be 
raised on this subject. I invite others to make contact with 
me if you share these concerns.

Mr M. G. Sargeant (University Information Services):
Deputy Vice-Chancellor, the Report of the Council says 
‘The development will also provide housing and facilities 
for the City more generally.’

I have previously spoken on the lack of affordable and 
social rented housing in the development for the City at 
large. I want to turn my attention today to the houses for 
sale, the only ones that will be available to the general 
public. We heard recently that Cambridge has the lowest 
level of houses for sale at any one time in the country, so 
there will be little difficulty selling these houses.

The University says ‘homes will be sold on the open 
market and are likely to include a variety of family-sized 
homes.’ The term open market, however, gives the 
connotation of maximizing profit – I am not clear if this is 
solely for the developers or whether the University will get 
a cut. Can you please advise us how this will work and 
whether it will be a Royal Mail type sell-off with the 
investors/developers making the most money out of the 
deal.

My main concern today, however, is who will buy these 
houses. You claim that this will help the City, but this is 
against the background of:

•	 the cost of buying a property in Cambridge, which 
is 12  times the salary of an average Cambridge 
resident;

•	 up to 30 per cent of new-build housing in 
Cambridge is now sold to foreign investors, where 
we are told there are three buyer profiles: parents of 
students, nostalgic alumni who are buying to let, 
and investors; also

•	 property in Cambridge is seen as a great investment 
as much as a good place to make your home. That’s 
what’s driven the market a lot locally – investors.

So when the University says this development will help the 
City can you tell me what plans there are:

(i)	 to ensure that Cambridge residents can afford to 
buy these houses;

(ii)	 to help first-time buyers with schemes such as 
shared equity; and

(iii)	 to make sure that houses are not just an investment 
which are ‘buy-to-let’ or even left empty.

However, the junctions that connect the development to 
the existing road network are being designed for high 
capacity car movements.

The junctions have been designed as if someone sitting 
in a London office has taken a standard design off the shelf, 
and plonked it on Madingley Road. No consideration for 
the fact this is Cambridge has been taken into account. In 
Cambridge, we have lots of people cycling. Some 29% of 
people cycle to work in Cambridge, with University staff 
and students probably a far greater proportion.

Yet even that 29% is far below what could be achieved. 
Cities in the Netherlands, Denmark, and others, achieve 
cycling levels of 40% or 50% of journeys. Such levels of 
cycling are essential if the new developments around 
Cambridge, especially the University’s developments, are 
not to cause gridlock of the kind we saw yesterday.

Accordingly, the University should not be taking off-
the-shelf, standard, old-fashioned designs. They should 
instead be looking abroad to the best standards of street 
design, and design for a development that will be suitable 
for the next 100 years, not one suitable for the 1980s.

In terms of the specific issues, while cars can exit the 
development in one traffic light phase, all the pedestrian 
and cycle connections to the road network are two-stage 
crossings. This means that cycling off-carriage-way or 
walking you have to wait twice to cross a single road, or 
four times if you need to make a diagonal movement.

A second motor traffic lane increases the capacity of the 
junction on every arm, for traffic which it is oddly claimed 
will not exist.

The central islands for the crossings are offset, requiring 
a 90° turn in a small space on a bicycle. This is particularly 
hard for anyone with a trike, or trailer: i.e. those people 
likely to be most vulnerable or carrying children. There is 
little waiting space in the middle, which is in any case only 
necessary because the crossings are two-stage. So for all 
these reasons, while car capacity is generous, the walking 
and cycling access has not been made for mass movement.

The toucan crossings connect up to shared-use paths. 
Shared-use alongside roads is now highly discredited and 
should have no place in a new development.

The junctions are large, and open, and any person on a 
bike who ventures to use the road as the more convenient 
option will find it deeply unpleasant. Your journey can feel 
safe, or be convenient, but not both at the same time. This 
is not a design philosophy for widespread cycle use, and it 
certainly doesn’t encourage it.

I met with Professor Jeremy Sanders, Pro-Vice-
Chancellor, recently to discuss this issue. Accepting some 
of the concerns I am raising, he stated that improving the 
junctions would not now be possible because this would 
delay the development’s implementation. Yet the 
University has had years to get this right.

Organizations such as Cambridge Cycling Campaign 
and Sustrans objected to the planning application on these 
grounds when it was first made, citing ‘inappropriately 
large junctions’ as the basis for their objection. These 
concerns have been continually ignored.

I call upon the University to take the concerns of these 
bodies seriously and make efforts to submit better designs, 
both for the already-approved parts of the development, 
and future phases. They should meet the standards set out 
in the recently-published ‘Making Space for Cycling’ 
design guide, which I co-authored and which has been 
backed by every national cycling organization, 
Cambridge’s Member of Parliament, and others.

I ask the Council firstly to ask those involved in planning 
North West Cambridge and other developments to consider 
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schemes that were implemented to make them sustainable 
in the long term. However, all the signs are that the triennial 
valuation of the USS will bring worrying news for both the 
University and the scheme’s members. Given the ‘last man 
standing’ nature of the scheme, which relies on the 
collective wealth of the Universities of Oxford and 
Cambridge to underpin it, the Board reiterates our 
recommendation made last year in our Eighteenth Report.

We also highlight in Paragraphs 31–35 the need to 
support the changing needs of Open Access publication as 
this area continues to evolve. Here the Board is clear that 
ensuring our researchers’ academic freedom must be our 
priority.

Turning to governance, we have highlighted concerns 
about the relationship between the Press Syndicate and the 
Press’s Operating Board. We also comment upon the speed 
with which new policy has been introduced by the Human 
Resources Division without prior consultation last year.

North West Cambridge has rightly occupied much 
attention and is a major focus for activity in the 
enhancement of the University’s Estate. Yet we must not 
forget the major developments and changes that are under 
way elsewhere across the University and the increasing 
complexity involved in managing the University’s Estate, 
on which we comment in Paragraphs 21–30.

I commend the Board’s Nineteenth Report to the Regent 
House.

1 Statute A, Chapter VII (Statutes and Ordinances, p. 10). 
2 Reporter, 6084, 2007–08, p. 3; http://www.admin.cam.ac.uk/

reporter/2007-08/weekly/6084/5.html
3 Reporter 6162, 2009–10, p. 80; http://www.admin.cam.ac.uk/

reporter/2009-10/weekly/6162/section10.shtml#heading2-18

Professor A. C. Minson (Department of Pathology and 
Wolfson College):
The Report in Paragraph 49 comments on the governance 
of the University Press and makes recommendations. I was 
the Chair of Cambridge University Press from 2009 to 
2012, and I continue to serve as a co-opted member of the 
Syndicate. It appears to me that the Board of Scrutiny may 
have misunderstood the current governance structure of 
the Press and I would like to take this opportunity to 
describe that structure.

The Press Syndicate is (as defined by Statute J) 
responsible to the University for the operation of the 
University Press, and has the responsibilities and authority 
of the ‘board’ of a company. But the Syndicate has a wide 
range of responsibilities and is necessarily large – too large 
to meet frequently and act as the board of a commercial 
company would. To deal with this within the constraints of 
the Statute the following structure was adopted by the 
Syndicate in 2012:

The Syndicate in its entirety (which includes Syndics 
and co-optees) delegates tasks and authority to the 
following committees/boards:

1.  The Operating Board. This approximates to the 
board of a commercial company given the constraints 
imposed by Statute. It reviews the overall operation, 
performance, and strategy of the Press on behalf of the 
Syndicate and meets eight times a year. The senior 
executives report to it. It is composed of the Chair of the 
Syndicate (Sir David Bell) plus eleven other non-
executives and two executives (the Chief Executive and 
the Chief Financial Officer). It includes the chairs of 
committees 2–5 described below, who report the business 
of their committees. Of the twelve non-executives, only six 

Nineteenth Report of the Board of Scrutiny, dated 9 July 
2014 (Reporter, 6357, 2014–15, p. 13).

Dr R. Charles (Chair of the Board of Scrutiny, University 
Information Services, and Newnham College), read by the 
Deputy Junior Proctor:
Deputy Vice-Chancellor, I speak today as the outgoing 
Chair of the Board of Scrutiny. Last year the Board met 
regularly to examine many aspects of University business. 
As last year’s Chair, I was present at all the meetings which 
were recorded in Paragraph 3 of our Report. Throughout 
these meetings, our enquiries centred on aspects of finance 
and governance, and I am delighted by the willing co-
operation and generous assistance the Board received from 
everyone involved.

The Board has received no formal communication 
drawing its attention to errors or omissions in its published 
Nineteenth Report, although informal feedback suggests 
that some of our recommendations may be contentious. 
Notwithstanding this, the Nineteenth Report follows the 
long-standing tradition of offering its comments and 
recommendations in the spirit of constructive dialogue. 
The Board’s purpose continues to be that of scrutinizing 
aspects of governance and administration of the University 
on behalf of the Regent House1 and the Regent House 
remains the ultimate judge of how well we have performed 
that task.

In 2007, the Council began its practice of publishing 
some preliminary comments in advance of the Discussion 
on the Board’s Report.2 Although the Council has not 
always published a preliminary response, and indeed has 
chosen not to do so this year, these have generally proved 
beneficial and it is my hope that the Council will resume 
this practice next year.

Turning to the contents of the Nineteenth Report, 
financial matters have, as always, been a major theme. The 
Board is delighted by the recent performance of the 
Cambridge University Endowment Fund (CUEF) and of 
the current financial position of the Chest, but strikes notes 
of caution as the long-term return targets for the Fund 
remain ambitious and the future projections for the Chest 
are expected to be adjusted downwards as assumptions 
regarding pay are updated to reflect recent settlements.

Paragraph 15 highlights the unforeseen financial impact 
of the 2011–12 Voluntary Severance Scheme, and the 
effect this had on the budget of the Unified Administrative 
Service (UAS). We also note the scale of changes in both 
the Cambridge University Development and Alumni 
Relations office, and Cambridge in America. In 
Paragraph  43, the Board returns to the subject of 
philanthropy, noting the ever present need to perform 
thorough and careful due diligence.

However, in the Board’s opinion, the two greatest areas 
of potential financial risk are currently the development of 
North West Cambridge and the Universities Superannuation 
Scheme (USS). North West Cambridge is among the most 
ambitious projects the University has undertaken. The 
University’s ability to pay the coupon on the public bond 
financing this project relies in part on projected rental 
income from this development; securing the necessary 
rental agreements to underpin this aspect remains a work 
in progress.

The sustainability of University pension schemes is a 
recurrent theme from past Reports. In introducing the 
Fourteenth Report, Professor Yates referred to the 
‘pensions time bomb’ whilst discussing both the Cambridge 
University Assistants’ Contributory Pension Scheme and 
the USS.3 Since 2009, we have seen reforms made to both 
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Dr S. J. Cowley (Chair of the Faculty of Mathematics and 
University Council):
Deputy Vice-Chancellor, Recommendation 9. The Board 
recommends that the Council must know the identity of the 
principals behind every donation, and assure itself that 
every donation complies with current money laundering 
legislation.

Yes, that would be a good idea. However, if the 
University finances are to be increasingly dependent on 
charitable gifts and donations, the University needs to be 
clear, possibly clearer, as to whom are acceptable donors 
(and also have slightly more foresight as to whom might be 
indicted). Further, the Council, if for a change it is to know 
the identity of all donors, then needs to cast a more critical 
eye over proposals.

There has been a palpable change in the nature of the 
Council over the nearly eight years that I have been a 
member. In the past, some of us were possibly too 
questioning, even confrontational, and over time maybe 
there have been beneficial changes to the style in which 
Council is run. However, recently my feeling is that too 
much is being rubber stamped. There is a need for more 
critical friends to stand for election to the Council, where 
the emphasis needs to be on both critical and friend, 
otherwise this recommendation will have little or no effect. 

Professor G. R. Evans (Emeritus Professor of Medieval 
Theology and Intellectual History), read by Dr de Lacey:
Deputy Vice-Chancellor, I confess to a twinge of 
disappointment when I read this Report. Last year’s 
Eighteenth Report made a promise (at para. 47) that ‘the 
Board intends next year to monitor human resource issues 
very closely’. If it has, it has failed to comment on its 
findings except for a brief mention (in para. 52) that 

‘a new University HR policy on sickness absence has 
been introduced without sufficient notice for comment 
from the Regent House and affected staff’. 

This was ‘announced in a letter to University staff dated 
21  March 2014 with the Policy being published and 
coming into effect simultaneously on 1 April 2014’.1 This 
brief touch-down on HR matters comes in the context of a 
note that 

‘the primacy of the Regent House must be maintained, 
and this requires that there be adequate consultation 
between the Regent House and those exercising powers 
on its behalf’ 

and a mention of ‘the revision of the then Statute  U’ (at 
para.  51). So may I take this opportunity of formally 
‘drawing to the attention of the Board’ one or two HR-
related concerns, in the context of worries about the 
consequential amendments needed after the tidy-up of the 
Statutes which has also been a repeated Board of Scrutiny 
recommendation.

The University has had its reorganized and renumbered 
Statutes in force since the Privy Council’s approval on 
11 February 2014, but many online documents still cite the 
old numbering. Does this send a warning signal about the 
frequency with which the University’s domestic legislation 
is actually referred to in its day-to-day running?2 The 
problem goes further. The need for clarity about the 
University’s domestic legislation affects all students and 
staff if they run into difficulties but it is a brave soul who sets 
out to master what is where, and who authorized it, in a 
legislative structure which stretches far below the hierarchy 
of Statutes, the new Special Ordinances, and the Ordinances. 

are University employees (one of whom is the University 
Finance Director). The external members have broad 
business expertise including in finance, technology, 
publishing, and education. Meeting minutes and reports 
are sent to all members of the Syndicate, to which the 
Operating Board reports.

2.  The Academic Publishing Committee is chaired by 
Professor David McKitterick and is composed of fourteen 
Cambridge academics plus four Press executives. Its job is 
to review all proposals for academic publications having 
considered the external peer-review reports, and to discuss 
academic publishing strategy. It meets eighteen times a 
year and deals with over 1,600 proposals. This is a key 
function of the Syndicate for maintaining the reputation of 
the Press and the University, and for ensuring that academic 
research publications of the Press meet the requirements of 
external peer review. It requires a membership that covers 
a broad range of academic disciplines. Meeting minutes 
are sent to all members of the Syndicate, to which the 
Committee reports through the Operating Board.

3.  The English Language Teaching (ELT) and 
Education Publishing Committee has five non-executive 
members (three external to Cambridge, one of whom 
chairs it – Professor Ron Carter of the University of 
Nottingham) with expertise in education and language 
learning, plus five Press executives. It meets four times a 
year and reviews proposals for publication and strategy in 
ELT and Education. Meeting minutes are sent to all 
members of the Syndicate, to which the Committee reports 
through the Operating Board.

4.  The Audit Committee is chaired by Professor Sarah 
Worthington and has three additional members (none of 
whom are University employees) with expertise in finance, 
risk management, and audit (including former partners at 
Deloitte and PricewaterhouseCoopers). It scrutinizes 
financial statements and all aspects of risk management in 
collaboration with external auditors and sets the internal 
audit agenda. Minutes are sent to all members of the 
Syndicate, and the Committee also reports to the University 
Audit Committee (of which Professor Worthington is a 
member). The Audit Committee meets at least five times a 
year.

5.  The Remuneration Committee. This has three 
members – the Syndicate Chair plus two members, neither 
of whom is a University employee. It agrees remuneration 
of the Chief Executive and the Chief Financial Officer, and 
the overall remuneration strategy of the Press. It reports to 
the Syndicate through the Operating Board.

The Syndicate in its entirety meets at least twice a year 
(Plenary meetings) to receive and discuss reports from the 
Chairs of committees 1–5 above.

Note that this structure attempts to achieve the ‘best 
practise’ recommended by the Board of Scrutiny Report: 
namely that (a) governance is dominated by non-executives 
and (b) expert non-executives external to Cambridge are 
very much in evidence except on the Academic Publishing 
Committee where the appropriate expertise lies within the 
University.

The Report comments that ‘the board’ of the Press is 
composed entirely of executives. This is the management 
board. It is not part of the governance structure. It is the 
senior management team and is accountable to the Syndicate 
in exactly the same way that the senior management of a 
company is accountable to the company board.
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But by whom and on what authority would it have been 
approved in any case? Just by HR/UAS staff? How do they 
organize that? The Minutes of the academic-led HR 
Committee do not suggest that they approve new 
procedures, or even see them. Yet new Statute C II 2 
requires that:

‘The competent authorities shall establish committees 
and processes for the management of employment by 
the University. Regulations for the establishment of 
such committees may be made by Ordinance.’

Now the only ‘competent authorities’ according to the 
Statutes and Ordinances are the Council and the General 
Board. Can whoever drafted this have intended that only the 
establishment of the Human Resources Committee should 
be under their control and not the making of authoritative 
‘procedures’ affecting employees at every turn? 

For reasons I will not go into here I have recently 
become interested in the powers and duties of Heads of 
Department (HoDs) and their accountability if they do not 
fulfil those duties or misuse those powers. So let me take 
this tale of legislative confusion into that area.

The first question of course is what rules govern the 
appointment of HoDs. In a number of Departments the 
holder of an established Chair is automatically made Head 
of Department. This is governed by an old General Board 
Ordinance (not a Special Ordinance) under Chapter IX, 
Section 4(2).9 The reference to ‘Regulation 3’ in (2) is the 
only indication that (2) is also a Regulation. Under 
Regulation 3 is a list of Departments. In a number of cases 
there is a proviso that:

‘the General Board may, on the recommendation of the 
Faculty Board of X, require the Head of the Department 
to resign the Headship with effect from the date on 
which a newly-elected holder of the Professorship of Y 
takes up the duties of the office, so that the latter may be 
appointed Head of the Department.’

This means that the holders of a number of established 
named Chairs automatically take over as Heads of 
Department regardless of their fitness or inclination to 
discharge the responsibilities involved.   

In 2010, the General Board had an item on its agenda 
relating to the accompanying GB Paper No. 14 C 10. This 
concerned Appointment of Heads of Institutions. The 
content was approved subject to some adjustments and it 
has been in force since, with revisions on 2 August 2013,  
22 January 2014, and 30 January 2014, though it has still 
not updated the Statute numbering to the new system. It 
has not, however, been published in the Reporter and its 
legislative status remains undefined. I should be interested 
to know how many members of the Council could put their 
hands on a copy or knew about its existence at all. It is 
respectful of the autonomy of Faculty Boards. It puts a 
high value on subsidiarity. But a consequence of that is that 
in practice Faculty Boards have a wide discretion about the 
method of appointment they use, with the politics and the 
stated procedure forming a complex mesh from which 
Heads pop up one way or another to be approved by the 
General Board.

In recognition that this is not a job for the reluctant, 
these days the HoD receives an additional pensionable sum 
as a reward for taking the job on. Information on that point 
may be found in the Ordinances under University Officers, 
Payments additional to stipend, currently located in 
Regulations 2 and 5, p.  684, as amended by Grace 2 of 
22 May 2013, so that was not a General Board but a Regent 
House-approved change of Ordinance, following a Report 
and a Discussion.

You are a student with a complaint? You will find a page 
of general information by Googling ‘student complaints’ 
and that will take you to a procedure ‘approved by 
Council’. If you are very assiduous you may find where 
this is located in the legislative hierarchy. It is in the 
Ordinances, tucked in below material on Student Discipline 
and the University Courts and a note on the rescinding of 
provisions for Grievance committees for academic staff. 
But if it has merely been approved by Council it is not an 
Ordinance.3 

You are a member of staff with a grievance? You will 
need to find the Human Resources pages and there you’ll 
see that if you are not a University officer there are 
procedures ‘© Human Resources Division’ dated 2013.4  If 
you are an officer, you are subject to Statutes and 
Ordinances, though the link provided took you until a few 
days ago to an archived and now superseded Statute U, and 
not to the new Grievance procedure now applicable at a 
different level of the legislative hierarchy (Special 
Ordinance C (xii)). I wrote to the Registrary suggesting 
some updating, so I hope he is to be thanked for this, 
although an acknowledgement of my email would have 
been reassuring. (And I note in passing, that what I feared 
has come to pass. Academic staff may no longer be 
accompanied by a ‘friend’ of their choice, only a ‘colleague 
or trade union representative’ and that has now been tested.)

Where to place in the legislative hierarchy any new rules 
which may be created is an important question. Only 
Statutes and Ordinances come before the Regent House by 
Report for Discussion and eventual approval. Under old 
Statute C, Ordinances could be created directly by the 
General Board, but it can create only Regulations, under 
Statute A V 1(d), so long as they are not ‘inconsistent with 
the provisions of any Statute, Ordinance, or Order’, and 
are ‘published’. ‘Regulations’ may apparently form part of 
an Ordinance or proliferate at a tertiary level, with this 
proviso.

Below those floats a collection of guidelines and 
assorted procedures of varied importance and bindingness 
and authority, whose authors may or may not be clear 
about their status. Among the densest thickets of assorted 
‘procedures’ seems to be the one on the Human Resources 
web pages. It said there until a week or so ago that HR 
‘devises HR policies, procedures and initiatives to promote 
the University’s objectives of being a good employer’. 
Now it speaks of ‘the effective HR policies, procedures 
and guidelines being in place throughout the full life-cycle 
of employment’.5 There is no distinction of Statute from 
Ordinance and Regulation and ‘guideline’ in the immensely 
lengthy alphabetical list given online by HR.6 Even a long-
term employee of the University might be foxed as to the 
authority behind a ‘procedure’ under which he finds his job 
security threatened. For instance, in the Raven-only list of 
quasi-legislative ‘work in progress’ (Latest news on policy 
development)7 may be found a ‘capability policy’ (May 
2013). This is now on the main list as a procedure to be 
followed for non-officer staff. But its only appearance in 
the Reporter appears to be a passing mention in the Annual 
Report of the Health and Safety Executive Committee 2012 
that that Committee had made a contribution to the 
deliberations of the HR working party.8 

Even quasi-legislation surely ought to be published, 
with a clear statement of its date of enactment and its 
authority. The fact that many procedures on that list simply 
say ‘©  Human Resources Division’ while others say 
‘© University of Cambridge’, and some are published only 
behind the Raven barrier suggests a lack of consistency in 
the treatment of the University’s domestic legislation. 
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Finance.13 The Policy on Misconduct in Research, in two 
places, online © Human Resources and dated 2011 but still 
referring to the ‘Personnel Committee’, could be relevant.14 
And there is also the Public Interest Disclosure Policy 
which still refers to the CVCP, renamed Universities UK in 
2000, and is confined to ‘employees’, though the CVCP 
thought universities ought to provide for students to raise 
concerns too.15 I wonder if these provide a sufficiently 
robust machinery for ensuring that the odd rogue Head of 
Department is rounded up and dealt with and any dispute 
affecting an individual considered against the background 
of systemic failings revealed?

So, Board of Scrutiny, could you huff and puff some 
more and ensure that the University of Cambridge now 
finishes putting its legislative house in order and gets the 
HR empire under better control?

1  http://www.admin.cam.ac.uk/offices/hr/policy/leave/sickness/
2  A cross-reference spreadsheet may be downloaded: http://

www.admin.cam.ac.uk/univ/so/
3  http://www.admin.cam.ac.uk/univ/so/2013/chapter02-

section25.html#heading2-28
4  http://www.admin.cam.ac.uk/offices/hr/policy/grievance/

grievance.html
5  http://www.hr.admin.cam.ac.uk/hr-services
6  http://www.admin.cam.ac.uk/offices/hr/policy/
7  http://www.admin.cam.ac.uk/cam-only/offices/hr/policy/

development/news/
8  http://www.admin.cam.ac.uk/reporter/2012-13/weekly/6316/

HSE-Annual-Report-2012.pdf
9  http://www.admin.cam.ac.uk/univ/so/2013/chapter09-

section4.html
10  http://www.admin.cam.ac.uk/offices/finance/regulations/

index.shtml and see HEFCE  Financial returns
http://www.hefce.ac.uk/media/hefce/content/

pubs/2014/201420/HEFCE2014_20a.pdf
11  http://www.admin.cam.ac.uk/offices/hr/policy/behavioural/

framework.html
12  http://www.admin.cam.ac.uk/offices/research/documents/

local/applying/x5/Responsibilities_for_X5_Project_Proposals.
pdf and http://www.admin.cam.ac.uk/offices/research/documents/
local/camonly/X5/HOD_Guide_to_Approving_Costings_
FINAL.pdf

13  http://www.admin.cam.ac.uk/offices/finance/regulations/
finregs/fraud.html

14  http://www.admin.cam.ac.uk/offices/research/documents/
research/Misconduct_in_Research.pdf and http://www.admin.
cam.ac.uk/offices/hr/policy/misconduct.html

15  http://www.admin.cam.ac.uk/offices/hr/policy/
whistleblowing.html

Dr D. R. de Lacey (Faculty of Divinity):
Deputy Vice-Chancellor, it is always good to read the 
Reports of the Board of Scrutiny and I congratulate its 
members on their work. I am however disappointed that in 
their study of the development of North West Cambridge 
they omitted one aspect, which could be described as 
‘Naming of Parts’. In the Reporter No. 6350 of Wednesday, 
4 June 2014, the principles of naming the parts of West and 
North West Cambridge were laid out:

‘The West and North West Cambridge Estates Syndicate 
will grant names on the West and North West Cambridge 
sites as follows:
‘(i) Some of the roads and neighbourhoods will be 
named after physical features of the site, drawing closely 
on the characteristics of their location and the existing 
natural landscape...’1

However in the Reporter No. 6353 of Wednesday, 25 June 
2014, I was aghast to read:

What is the job? That is defined in various places and at 
various levels of the legislative hierarchy and the quasi-
legislation of the University. Statute C V 3 defines the 
duties of a Head of Department. The Financial Regulations 
under which the University is answerable to HEFCE have 
much more to say and (4.2) may be consulted online.10  

The unpublished General Board paper from 2010 gives 
some information about the way Heads of Department are  
to be ‘prepared’ to shoulder these responsibilities. They are 
expected to ‘participate in’ a programme which explores 
the challenges and which is ‘supported’ by ‘a series of one 
hour lunchtime briefing sessions’. The Cambridge 
Leadership Attributes Framework was designed by the 
Judge Business School commissioned by HR, and may be 
downloaded.11 It contains many pages of aspirational 
language. A friend to whom I showed it in search of 
translations kindly offered some. Our Head of Department 
as a Leader ‘Manages in an environment of uncertainty’ 
(‘hasn’t got a clue what’s going on’); ‘Creates a clear, 
compelling vision of organizational excellence for the 
future, within the context of multiple future scenarios.’ 
(‘Tells a lot of fairy stories, making them up as he goes 
along’); ‘Creates a culture where it is normal to exceed 
performance through the full engagement and 
empowerment of all of its internal and external 
stakeholders’ (‘Gets other people to do his work’); 
‘Operates within the context of the University governance 
structure and aligned to its culture and values’ (‘Does what 
he’s told by the Registrary’). Chuckle. I did. But what 
possible use is this kind of language to a conscientious 
academic reluctantly taking on the responsibilities of a 
Head of Department out of a sense of duty (or obliged to 
when he or she is appointed to an established Chair)?

HR staff have very helpfully answered some enquiries 
and I am told that ‘Personal and Professional Development 
offer a programme for new or recently appointed Heads of 
Department.’ This too seems heavily geared to modules on 
abstract notions of ‘leadership’ (including ‘acting 
strategically’ and ‘talent management’, for example). New 
HoDs are also ‘offered’ briefings on ‘financial issues’ and 
‘legal and policy issues’ among other things (though 
apparently not required to attend nor examined afterwards 
to see what they have learned?). When HoDs are formally 
appointed by the General Board and receive a confirmation 
letter from the Vice-Chancellor they are reminded that 
‘guidance’ on the University’s policies and procedures is to 
be had. They are provided with contact details so that they 
have someone to turn to when a problem arises. The HR 
Business Manager for the School briefs the new HoD on 
the role of HR and is available to answer any questions 
about HR policies, procedures, or processes. HoDs who 
will be dealing with grant applications for research funding 
are given further supportive information.12

So the UAS is doing its bit to equip HoDs to fulfil their 
gigantic responsibilities. But it is not made clear what 
happens if a Head of Department fails to do any or all of 
these things, whether in terms of mismanagement, 
maladministration, or just ‘capability’, or bullying and the 
other unpleasantnesses in breach of various University 
policies which have been known to occur in Departments. 
What happens when the rules for delegating become 
blurred? I understand that no central register of delegations 
of power is kept. No one junior can initiate a disciplinary 
procedure. And what Head of School is likely to have the 
stomach for that when the HoD is a colleague? The Bribery, 
Fraud, and Financial Irregularity Policy ‘accepted by 
Council on 23 April 2012’, requires ‘any member of staff’ 
to report ‘any suspicion’ to the Registrary and Director of 

http://www.admin.cam.ac.uk/offices/hr/policy/leave/sickness/
http://www.admin.cam.ac.uk/offices/hr/policy/
http://www.admin.cam.ac.uk/offices/finance/regulations/index.shtml
http://www.admin.cam.ac.uk/offices/finance/regulations/index.shtml
http://www.admin.cam.ac.uk/offices/hr/policy/behavioural/framework.html
http://www.admin.cam.ac.uk/offices/hr/policy/behavioural/framework.html
http://www.admin.cam.ac.uk/offices/research/documents/local/applying/x5/Responsibilities_for_X5_Project_Proposals.pdf
http://www.admin.cam.ac.uk/offices/research/documents/local/applying/x5/Responsibilities_for_X5_Project_Proposals.pdf
http://www.admin.cam.ac.uk/offices/research/documents/local/applying/x5/Responsibilities_for_X5_Project_Proposals.pdf
http://www.admin.cam.ac.uk/offices/research/documents/local/camonly/X5/HOD_Guide_to_Approving_Costings_FINAL.pdf
http://www.admin.cam.ac.uk/offices/research/documents/local/camonly/X5/HOD_Guide_to_Approving_Costings_FINAL.pdf
http://www.admin.cam.ac.uk/offices/research/documents/local/camonly/X5/HOD_Guide_to_Approving_Costings_FINAL.pdf
http://www.admin.cam.ac.uk/offices/research/documents/research/Misconduct_in_Research.pdf
http://www.admin.cam.ac.uk/offices/research/documents/research/Misconduct_in_Research.pdf
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managers cause stress and distress, suspensions, and 
loss of employment. … In other words, we know that in 
most instances when a local baron takes against a 
subordinate, the Administration will give full support to 
the Head of institution.’1

My view is that this blind support in the absence of proper 
training for Heads of Departments by the University 
should not be happening. 

If a Head of Department has a problem in managing the 
basic rules of fair-play as guaranteed under employment 
law, one might ask how the individual will manage other 
aspects of the position which include ‘proper allocation of 
funds’, ‘sound financial control, authorizations, and 
separation of duties’, ‘that accounts are correctly 
maintained’, and ‘that funds available for spending are not 
exceeded’ as well as ‘that these Regulations are publicized 
and observed within their Department’; and ‘that all 
information and explanations required by the University’s 
internal or external auditors are provided promptly’.

It is my understanding that the Human Resources 
Division runs a programme for new Heads of Institutions 
that includes a module such as ‘Personal and Professional 
Development’ and ‘Leadership’; however, it is also my 
understanding that there is no requirement to attend these 
programmes. There also appears to be no training on issues 
of proper procedure when a Head of Department decides to 
take action against a fellow Faculty member. The 
University might be interested in the experience at the 
University of Toronto which requires Heads of Department 
to attend a retreat called, appropriately enough, a ‘Just-In-
Time Workshop’ on the duties of the position. It is highly 
regarded and a successful programme.

I would therefore request that the Board of Scrutiny 
recommend that the University of Cambridge adopt proper 
programmes to ensure the in-depth training of Heads of 
Department and that HoDs are held to an accountable 
standard.

1 http://www.admin.cam.ac.uk/reporter/2002-03/weekly/5904/ 
18.html

Second-stage Report of the Council, dated 1  October 
2014, on the replacement and rationalization of facilities 
covered by the University’s Home Office Establishment 
Licence (Reporter, 6358, 2014–15, p. 31).

No remarks were made on this Report.

‘In accordance with [those principles] ... the Council, on 
the recommendation of the West and North West 
Cambridge Estates Syndicate, has approved the 
following names for neighbourhoods on the North West 
Cambridge site, for allocation by the Syndicate:

‘Ridgeway Village ...’2

May I remind the Council through you, Deputy Vice-
Chancellor, that a major ‘characteristic of the location’ of a 
village is a church, which in our case we have not got. 
Further, this part of the site lies within Girton Parish, and 
the civic representatives of Girton, that is the Parish 
Council, of which I am Chair, are much distressed that 
there was no consultation over this designation. They feel 
it appears to denigrate the actual location in which this part 
of the site sits. I hope it is not too late for the Board of 
Scrutiny to put pressure on the Council, or the Council 
simply to rectify this situation and adopt a name more 
appropriate to the location. The Parish Council would be 
only too happy to help.

1 http://www.admin.cam.ac.uk/reporter/2013-14/weekly/6350/
section1.shtml

2 http://www.admin.cam.ac.uk/reporter/2013-14/weekly/6353/
section1.shtml

Professor C. E. Rudd (Department of Pathology):
Deputy Vice-Chancellor, I notice that the Board of Scrutiny 
has made little reference to the management of employment 
in the University. I am a Canadian with some 17 years of 
experience at Harvard University in the US and another 
five years at Imperial College before coming to Cambridge. 
I am afraid that certain aspects of my experience at 
Cambridge have been surprising.

I would like to address briefly some concerns related to 
the training of Heads of Department (HoDs) and the 
apparent lack of regulations and standards to ensure 
accountability. Heads of Department have considerable 
powers that can have major, obvious, consequences for the 
careers and the productivity of members of their 
Departments. It is therefore essential that they are trained 
in a manner that is consistent with the laws of the country 
and in particular, employment law.

In some universities in the United States and Canada, 
the position of HoD is considered somewhat undesirable 
due to the administrative burden. In that context, the 
position is sometimes shared on a rotational basis, a system 
with certain merits that the University might consider for 
the sciences and other Departments. In the UK, and in 
particular in our University, the position of HoD is 
prestigious and as such is often simply sought because of 
the prestige factor, and not because the individual has a 
real interest or the necessary skills in management and 
administration. It nevertheless confers considerable 
personal power for which the holder in my experience is 
often unaccountable.

I have come to see that many HoDs can lack an 
understanding of the rudimentary aspects of employment 
law and good practice. My concern is that in Cambridge 
University there is a defect in the training that is offered 
new HoDs and the skills needed to manage a Department.

Some twelve years ago here, Professor David Dumville 
in a memorable speech said: 

‘Some barons are no doubt cuddly and devoted to 
fairness and to the welfare of all their staff. But others 
are robber-barons who oppress their local peasantry. 
Bullying and other prejudicial behaviour by over-mighty 
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Robinson College
Elected into a Fellowship in Class B with effect from 
1 October 2014:

Dr I. Galambos, M.A., Eötvös Loránd University of 
Science, Budapest, M.A., Ph.D., California, Berkeley

Elected into a Fellowship in Class B with effect from 
1 October 2014:

Dr Helen C. Leggett, M.Biol.Sci., Sheffield, D.Phil., 
Oxford 

Trinity College
Elected into Teaching Fellowships under Title C from 
1 October 2014:

Claudio Castelnovo, M.S., Milan, Ph.D., Boston, 
University Lecturer in Physics

Henry  John  Rutley Wilton, B.A., T, Ph.D., Imperial, 
University Lecturer in Pure Mathematics

Elected into Junior Research Fellowships under Title A 
from 6 October 2014:

Sean Paul Curran, B.A., Oxford, Ph.D., Berkeley, for 
research in Medieval Musicology

Alexander Lloyd Gaunt, B.A., T, for research in 
Physics

Paul Howard, B.A., D.Phil., Oxford, for research in 
Italian Literature

Ailsa Macgregor Keating, B.A., CL, Ph.D., MIT, for 
research in Pure Mathematics

James Edward Kirby, B.A., Oxford, for research in 
Intellectual History

Francis Gordon Woodhouse, B.A., Ph.D., T, for 
research in Applied Mathematics

Elected into an Honorary Fellowship from 18 July 2014:
Revd Canon John Charlton Polkinghorne, KBE, Sc.D., 

FRS

Other Notices
Murray Edwards College: A Commemoration of Dr Janet 
Moore, M.A., Ph.D., Fellow Emerita of Murray Edwards 
College, formerly Fellow and College Lecturer in 
Zoology (1971–1992) and Senior Tutor (1973–1984) of 
New Hall, will be held at 3 p.m. at Murray Edwards 
College on Sunday, 30 November 2014. 

Refreshments will be served after the service. RSVP by 
14 November to alumnae@murrayedwards.cam.ac.uk or 
telephone 01223 762288.

The College has established a fund in the name of 
Dr Moore, which will be used to support students in the 
Natural Sciences (to provide small bursaries, travel and 
field trip awards, prizes, etc.). Contributions can be made 
at http://www.murrayedwards.cam.ac.uk/giving/
makeagift.

COLLEGE NOTICES

Vacancies
Gonville and Caius College: Development Director; 
salary: £60,000; tenure: from 1 January 2015; informal 
enquiries: Senior Bursar (email: senior.bursar@cai.cam.
ac.uk or tel.: 01223 332499); closing date: 30 October 
2014; further particulars: http://www.cai.cam.ac.uk/
development-director

Hughes Hall: Non-Stipendiary Research Fellowship and 
Post-Doctoral Research Associateship Competition 2014–15; 
no subject limitations; tenure for Research Fellowships: 
three years initially and five years maximum; tenure for 
Associateship: two years initially and four years 
maximum; closing date: 10 December 2014; further 
details: http://www.hughes.cam.ac.uk/researchfellowships

Personal Assistant to the President and the Assistant 
Fellowship Administrator; salary: £26,274, plus benefits; 
closing date: 27 October 2014; further particulars: http://
www.hughes.cam.ac.uk/about-us/positions-available/

Lucy Cavendish College: Ethel Cruickshank Research 
Fellowship; tenure: three years from 1 October 2015; 
non-stipendiary with benefits; closing date: 1 December 
2014 at 12 noon; further particulars: http://www.lucy-cav.
cam.ac.uk/about-us/vacancies/

Greenwood Bidder Research Fellowship; tenure: three 
years from 1 October 2015; non-stipendiary with benefits; 
closing date: 1 December 2014 at 12 noon; further 
particulars: http://www.lucy-cav.cam.ac.uk/about-us/
vacancies/

Alice Tong Sze Post-doctoral Research Fellowship in 
the Arts; tenure: three years from 1 October 2015; 
stipend: £18,031 plus benefits; closing date: 1 December 
2014 at 12 noon; further particulars: http://www.lucy-cav.
cam.ac.uk/about-us/vacancies/

Lu Gwei Djen Research Fellowship; tenure: three years 
from 1 October 2015; stipend: £18,031 plus benefits; 
closing date: 1 December 2014 at 12 noon; further 
particulars: http://www.lucy-cav.cam.ac.uk/about-us/
vacancies/

St Catharine’s College: College Associate Teaching 
Officer and Fellow in Law; tenure: three years; salary: 
£28,132–£30,728 (depending on qualifications and 
experience), plus Fellows’ commons and other customary 
benefits of a Fellowship; closing date: 28 November 
2014; further particulars: http://www.caths.cam.ac.uk/
vacancies

Elections
Fitzwilliam College
The following elections have been made:

Elected into Fellowships in Class A, with effect from 
15 October 2014:

Subha Mukherji, B.A., M.Phil., Ph.D.
Stephen Sawiak, M.A., M.Sc., Ph.D.

Elected to an Honorary Fellowship on 15 October 2014:
Professor M. S. Swaminathan, B.Sc., Ph.D., FRS
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Said Business School: L’Oréal Professorship of 
Marketing; closing date: 15 December 2014; further 
particulars: http://www.ox.ac.uk/about_the_university/
jobs/fp/

Merton College: Stipendiary Lecturer in Mathematics; 
stipend: £4,689 plus benefits; closing date: 10 November 
2014 at 12 noon; further particulars: http://www.merton.
ox.ac.uk/jobs

St Cross College: The St Cross Series in the History and 
Philosophy of Physics inaugural event will be a one-day 
conference entitled Wittgenstein and physics. The 
conference will take place on 22 November 2014 at 
St Cross College. Registration and attendance at the 
conference are free. Further details and information about 
how to register are available at http://www.stx.ox.ac.uk/
happ/events/wittgenstein-and-physics-one-day-
conference.

University College: Junior Research Fellowship in 
Philosophy or Politics; salary: £21,597 plus benefits; 
closing date: 19 November 2014 at 12 noon; further 
particulars: http://www.univ.ox.ac.uk/content/junior-
research-fellowship-philosophy-or-politics

SOCIETIES,  ETC.

Philosophical Society 
The Society’s next lecture will take place at 6 p.m. on 
Monday, 27 October 2014, in the Bristol-Myers Squibb 
Lecture Theatre, Department of Chemistry, Lensfield Road.  
Professor Paul Fletcher of the Department of Psychiatry 
will give a lecture entitled Perception and belief in 
psychosis.

Further details are available at http://www.
cambridgephilosophicalsociety.org/lectures.shtml.

EXTERNAL NOTICES

University of Oxford
Faculty of Classics: Regius Professorship of Greek; 
closing date: 8 December 2014; further particulars: 
https://www.ox.ac.uk/about/jobs/fp/

Department of Economics: Professorship of Economic 
History; closing date: 8 December 2014; further 
particulars: http://www.ox.ac.uk/about_the_university/
jobs/fp/

Mathematical, Physical, and Life Sciences Division: Head 
of Division; closing date: 28 November 2014; further 
particulars: https://www.ox.ac.uk/about/jobs/fp/
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