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CO.06.12.02 
UNIVERSITY OF BIRMINGHAM 

 
COUNCIL 

 
14 November 2006 

 
UNCONFIRMED MINUTES 

 
Members: Mrs S Battle; Ms B Blow; Mr F D Brooks; Professor M G Clarke (Vice-Principal); Dr J 

D Craggs; Mr R M Dancey (Deputy Pro-Chancellor); Mrs M C Davies; Mr M G Gilbert 
(Treasurer); Mr W J Glover (Pro-Chancellor, in the Chair); Professor J K Heath; Mr G 
Hughes (President, Guild of Students); Ms C L McElroy; Mr P Mason (Vice-
President, Guild of Students); Professor J Michie; Councillor D Roy; Dr S Sahota; 
Professor M J H Sterling (Vice-Chancellor and Principal); Professor S C West.  

 
Also present: Miss S J Hordern (Minute Secretary); Dr J W Nicholls (Registrar and Secretary); 

Professor G E Petts (Pro-Vice-Chancellor). 
 
Apologies: Professor J S Bale; Mrs M Cass; Mr D Hartnett; the Rt Rev Dr M Santer; Dr J S 

Taunque; Mr R Taylor. 
 
Papers: The minute book contains copies of all written papers or reports to which reference 

is made below unless indicated otherwise. 
 

 
06/170 Consultation on Re-organising the University 
 

Considered: 
 
A consultation document on re-organising the University together with an associated plan 
for consultation and communication within the University and a timetable for implementation 
(CO.06.11.01), together with: 
 
(a) an explanatory presentation from the Registrar and Secretary regarding the current 

University organisational and management structures; 
 
(b) a presentation from the Vice-Chancellor summarising the key proposals in the 

consultation document for re-organisation of the University and the reasons for the 
recommendations.  

 
Resolved:   
 
(a) that there was a strong case for considering changes in the University’s 

organisational arrangements, for the reasons given in Part 1 of the consultation 
document; 

 
(b) that the consultation document be released as the basis for wide consultation within 

the University, in accordance with the communication plan. 
 
(c) that all members of Council be provided with copies of the Vice-Chancellor’s 

presentation and a summary of the main issues identified in the Council discussion 
groups on the consultation proposals prior to the business meeting (appended to 
these minutes) and be given access to the University website supporting the 
consultation which will provide information updates and record questions and 
answers (www.consultation.bham.ac.uk).  
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(d) that a progress report on the consultation and issues arising and a summary of the 
actions taken as a result of the Council’s seminar discussions be presented to the 
meeting of Council on 20 December 2006.  

 
06/171 Staff disciplinary and appeal cases 

 
Considered: 
 
Proposed nominations for membership of Tribunals and Enquiry Committees to consider a 
number of staff disciplinary and appeal cases (CO.06.11.02). 
 
Resolved:   
 
That the following nominations to the Tribunals and Enquiry Committees listed below be 
approved:  
 
(a) Tribunal for a disciplinary case relating to an academic member of staff 
 
• Chairperson - Mr Roger Dancey (Mr Mike Gilbert as alternate). 
• One lay member of the Council - Mrs Marilyn Cass (Ms Sue Battle as alternate). 
• One member of academic staff nominated by the Senate - Professor Ann Davis, 

School of Social Sciences (Dr Mike Harris, School of Psychology, as alternate). 
 
(b) Two Enquiry Committees for disciplinary cases relating to two administrative and 

other related staff 
 
• An independent chairperson acceptable to the Council and to the recognised trades 

union – two of the following: 
 

Emeritus Professor AJ Biddlestone 
Professor K Dowden (Department of Archaeology and Antiquity) 
Emeritus Professor C P Rickwood 
Professor K Spencer (Department of Local Government Studies) 
 

• A nominee of the Council (who may or may not be a member of Council) - Mr G 
Pringle (Director of Hospitality and Accommodation Services) for the case of alleged 
forgery; and Ms B Blow (lay member of Council) for the case of alleged circulation of 
indecent material. 

 
Noted:  that the recognised trade union had not yet confirmed its nominee to the Enquiry 
Committee. 
 
(c) Appeal panel to consider an appeal by a member of administrative and other related 

staff against dismissal on grounds of redundancy 
 
• An independent chairperson acceptable to the Council and to the recognised trade 

union – one of the nominees listed under item (b) above and not appointed to an 
Enquiry Committee 

• A nominee of the Council (who may or may not be a member of Council) - Ms G Ball 
(Director of Finance) 

 
Noted:  that the recognised trade union has not yet confirmed its nominee to the Appeal 
Panel. 
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06/172 Sale of University Property 
 

Considered:  
 
A proposal from the University’s Housing Services that authority be given to sell the 
following properties in accordance with a broader strategy for the University’s student 
residences which includes plans to dispose of a number of properties in the Selly Oak area, 
which were purchased between 1992 and 1996 (known as the Bulk Residential Purchase 
(ALTA) Property) (CO.06.11.03): 

 
126 Umberslade Road, Selly Oak B29 6SD 
3 Manilla Road, Selly Oak B29 7PZ 
 
Resolved:  
 
(a) That the disposal of University property at 126 Umberslade Road and 3 Manilla Road, 

Selly Oak be authorised to proceed.   
 
(b) That all future proposals for disposal of University property should be routed via the 

Estates and Infrastructure Sub-Committee and the Strategy, Planning and Resources 
Committee, prior to presentation to Council.  

 
 
06/173 Training events attended by Council members 
 

Received: 
 
Brief oral reports from the following members of Council who had recently attended the 
training events detailed below: 

 
(a) the Pro-Chancellor:  HEFCE Audit Committee Conference, Committee of University 

Chairmen Plenary and HEFCE Annual Meeting. 
(b) the Deputy Pro-Chancellor:  Developments in Human Resources and Employment 

(Leadership Foundation). 
(c) Mr G Hughes and Mr P Mason:  Induction for Student Members of Governing 

Bodies (Leadership Foundation).  
 

 
06/174 Date of next meeting 
  

Reported: 
 
That the next meeting of the Council would take place on Wednesday 20 December 2006, 
at 2.00 p.m., following a presentation and lunch at 1.00 p.m. 

_________________________ 
 
 



Outcomes of Council seminar discussion on re-organisation of the University 
 

Plenary 
 
It was noted that Heads of Schools and Deans had been previously consulted on the proposals 
and were broadly supportive of the proposed move to a smaller number of larger academic units 
(Colleges) and of the inclusion of College Heads in membership of the proposed University 
Strategic Executive Board, as this would provide a more direct link between senior management 
and the academic units.  However, it was expected that the composition and sub-structure of 
Colleges would be a source of much debate.  
 
It was confirmed that the proposals were not driven by financial cost-cutting reasons.  The costs of 
implementing the change process were expected to be broadly neutral, although there would be 
additional salary costs during the period of transition from Heads of Schools to Heads of Colleges, 
during autumn 2007.  
 
It was agreed the most important aspects of the change proposals were people-related, rather than 
structural i.e. about issues of performance, accountability and delivery in a student-led market, and 
the need to ensure that the right staff are in the right jobs.  The senior management team needed 
to emphasise this consistently during the consultation process. 
 
 
Group 1 

 
What ‘soft’ issues relating to the University’s culture and working practices need to be addressed in 
the process of re-organisation?  How should these matters be approached?   
 
There is no single University culture, as it is such a large, diverse organisation, but there may be 
common themes across different sub-cultures – it is important to understand the different cultures 
and to reassure that the good aspects of current cultures will be retained. 
 
Analysis of the University culture/s:   
• Loyalty to academic discipline over the University as a whole – positive and negative 
• Conservatism 
• Tendency to be overly critical / analytical / debate too much 
• ‘Them and us’ divides e.g. between academics and non-academics 
• Aston-Webb staff perceived as remote 
• Research stars tend to be excessively outward or inward facing 
 
Suggested keys to success: 
• Identify the cultural leaders and ensure they are ‘on board’ with the proposals 
• Ensure that USMC is sufficiently attuned to ‘customer’ needs 
• Ensure there is understanding of the different cultures within the University 
• Ensure that senior managers are also good leaders 
• Working practices need to enable swift responses and not stifle innovation 
 
Conclusions 
• Need for absolutely clarity about expectations of staff 
• Clear positioning of the University regarding desired values and behaviours 
• Clarity about the importance of teaching and research 
• Clarity that student experience is a key driver and the University is moving from being a 

public sector organisation (only 30% of funding from the government) towards being more of 
a commercial organisation 

• Identify, celebrate and develop success, influencers and talent 
• Introduce more robust performance management 
• Improve management and leadership development 
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Group 2 
 
What responsibilities should be assumed by the proposed University Strategic Executive Board 
(USEB) and therefore what range of skills will be required of the Board members? What 
relationship should there be between the Board and the Council?  

 
It was noted that the new USEB would include a mix of members with staff and line responsibilities, 
with the main difference from the existing USMC being that there would be more members with line 
management responsibilities.  The presence of line managers on the USEB would empower the 
Vice-Chancellor to fulfil his /her responsibilities more effectively. 
 
The role of the Vice-Chancellor would be particularly affected by the proposals, as s/he would 
become more accountable (to Council) for delivery of performance targets and would in turn need 
to hold USEB members accountable for policy implementation and receive inputs from them.  
 
The group considered that the purposes of the USEB would be: 
• to improve performance and be held accountable in this regard 
• to implement a shared vision with improved speed and quality 
• to monitor the student experience and ensure there is a shared, high quality Birmingham 

experience  
 
In order to achieve this, the USEB would need to: 
• operate effectively as a team – working collaboratively, without competing interest groups 
• ensure individual members have the right levels of accountability and power  
• have an even distribution of work between the members 

 
In order to find the right individuals to become USEB members, the University needs to identify and 
train academic staff in management and leadership, to make these positions attractive, clear and 
part of a choice of career paths.  The skills required of particular USEB members would depend in 
part on the skills of the Vice-Chancellor and the way in which s/he wished to carry out that role. 
 
It was suggested that consideration might be given to including the President of the Guild of 
Students on the USEB (in accordance with the principles of accountability and giving primacy to 
the student experience), or having student representation on College Boards. 
 
It was felt that the division between governance (Council) and management (USMC / USEB) was 
clear in the current organisational structure and would continue to be so in new arrangements.  
However, there would need to be clarification of the precise powers which Council delegates to the 
Vice-Chancellor and to the USEB, and which powers it reserves. 

 
 

Group 3 
 
What is Council’s perspective on the case for change set out in the consultation document?  Are 
there any particular issues which Council would identify as being in need of change? 

 
The group agreed that the consultation document did make a clear case for change.  However, it 
was felt that there was a lack of clarity as to whether or not the proposed College structure was a 
matter open for debate.  
 
In terms of process, it is important to ensure that University staff are informed of issues arising and 
‘fine-tuning’ of proposals during the consultation.  
 
School identities were considered to be a key strength of current organisational arrangements, but 
it was felt this could be preserved within the new College structure. 



 33 

 
Particular issues which were identified as in need of change: 
 
• increased accountability (greater emphasis needed) 
• the length of appointment for College Heads 
• appraisals 
• career progression 
• individual concerns about loss of control and the personal impact of change 
 
 
Group 4 
 
What risks (positive and negative) can you foresee in managing this major change programme in 
the given timescale?  How can these risks be mitigated or managed?  

 
Positive and negative risks were identified within the following 3 themes: 
 
People 
Negative:   

• need for buy-in of (key) people 
• impact upon roles / status / personal situations - where do loyalties lie?  
• risk of loss of key staff as a result of uncertainty 
• need to ensure the proposals are not seen as staff reduction 

Positive: 
Opportunities for: 

• innovation, enabled by College structure 
• appointing the right people in influential posts 
• change in Corporate Services – need for clarity and explanation 
• training and development during the change process and afterwards  

 
Finances 
• Threat to existing (sound) devolved budgeting process – risk of breakdown of financial 

control 
• What is the cost of the change process and how will it be managed? 
 
Process 
• The consultation document has an air of finality – risk that it will stifle debate (particularly 

amongst academic staff?) 
• Is the questionnaire sufficiently balanced (and will this framework be off-putting to academic 

staff)?  
• Risk of loss of control over current operations, as a result of the change process – need for a 

dedicated Project Manager 
• Risk of imbalance in size of Colleges and need to consider how, in merging Schools into 

Colleges, these relate to the physical infrastructure of the campus 
 


