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{Group ii) La Chanson de Roland, ed. F. Whitehead, 16711760, 2375-2475; Le Mystére o4 doali
P. Aebischer or P Noomen, 205-357, 591-744; Maric de France, Lais, ed. A, Ewert: A
‘Chevrefoil’; Chrétien de Troyes, Pvain, ed. T. B. W. Reid, lines 269-482, 3341-3562; Béroy] 'Tm ¢
A, Ewert, lines 1835-2146; Thomas, The Romance of Horn, ed. M. K. Pope, lines 4082—329_’ e

(Group iii) Nigel of Longchamps, Speculum Stuliorum, ed. I. H. Mozley and R R. Ravauiet
1503-1804; Medieval Latin Lyrics (selected), available in a booklet from the Faculty Office: Wﬁ'“‘

De Nugis Curialium, ed. M. R. James, rev. C. N. L. Brooke and R. A. B. Mynors, Dist, III,’cap )
line 17-p. 236, line 23; Andreas Capellanus, De Amore, ed. P. G. Walsh, Lib. L p. 104, para. 225 "I
end of para. 263; Gesta Herewardi ed. P. G. Schmidt (exerpts in a booklet available from the F-‘p o
Faculty Office). gl

ParTII

Group B (i)

Paper4.  Medieval English literature, 1066-1500 (also serves as Paper 13 of Part I of the Anglo-Saxon. hy
and Celtic Tripos) -
Subject for special study: Courts and Courtliness,

Paper5.  Special period of English literature (taken from the period after 1500 and before 1 700): 15001547,
Paper 6. Special period of English literature (taken from the period after 1700): 1847-1872,

Paper 7. Special subject I
(a) Shakespeare and the development of English literature: Shakespeare in performance,
(4) EzraPoundandT.S. Eliot.
{¢) Milton and his time,
(d) Samuel Johnson.

Group B (ii)

Paper 12. Special Subject IT
(a) Commonwealth and international literature in English.
(b) Gender and writing: 1879-1941.
(¢) Literature in English since 1970.

Group C (i)
Paper 13. History of the English language (also serves as Paper 13 of Part I) Section A Specified Topic: The
Language of Spenser.

Group C (i)
Paper 24. A special period or subject in French literature, thought or history (Paper 11 of Part II of the Modern and
Medieval Languages Tripos, in any year in which the subject announced by the Faculty Board ol
Maodern and Medieval Languages has been approved for this purpose by the Faculty Board of English)
Subject for special study: Modern critical theory.
The Faculty Board give notice that, under Regulation 3 of the English Tripos (Starutes i
Ordinances, p. 279}, a candidate who offers this paper in the English Tripos may not also offer Paper & ol
Part IT of the English Tripos (History and theory of literary criticism).

Second Report of the Board of Scrutiny*

The BOARD OF SCRUTINY beg leave to report to the University as follows:

1. The Board was established on the recommendation of the Wass Syndicatc and came into existence o
1 October 1995. The Board’s current duties, as defined in Statute A, VII, 1, are to ‘scrutinize on behalf of tie
Regent House the Annual Report of the Council, the abstract of the accounts of the University, and any Report tf
the Council proposing allocations from the Chest’. The Board’s first Report was published in the Easter Term 1936
(Reporter, 1995-96, p, 795), and made five recommendations, It was discussed on 11 June 1996 (Reporter, 1995-9%
p. 882), and the Council responded in a Notice dated 22 July 1996 (Reporter, p. 1028). In this Report, we begin by
summarizing progress made on our previous recommendations. Then we report on matters that we considered this
year, which arise in turn from the Allocations Report for 1996-97 (Reporter, 1995-96, p. 772), the Abstract ol
Accounts for 1995-96 (Reporter, 1996-97, Special No, 8), and the Council’s Annual Report for 1995-96 (Reportets
1996-97, p. 287) with its Annex comptising the General Board’s Report to the Council. Finally, we report of
certain constitutional matters.

Progress on last year’s recommendations 3

2. In their Notice of 22 July 1996 the Council accepted, with certain provisos, the first three of the Boarcs
recommendations, but postponed consideration of the remaining two. Recommendation I proposed that the
Abstract of Accounts should be accompanied by a fuller explanatory commentary, and this was accepted by th®

\ ¥ This Report is available on the World Wide Web, at http:/fwww.cam.ac.uk/CambUniv/ Scrutiny/. The Discussion at whidl
- this Report will be brought forward will be held on Wednesday, 9 July, at 2 p.m. in the Senate-House.
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council. Indeed, the accounts are now accompanied by an extensive Report from the Treasurer, for which the
niversity will be most grateful. Recommendation II proposed that the provision of proper management account-
ing procedures should be treated as a matter of urgency. This was accepted by the Council, who indicated that the

o work would be carried forward as rapidly as practicable, given that new resources would be required in competition
with other priorities. We are pleased to be able to report on subsequent progress towards a system of this kind, in

lines aragraphs 14-15. Recommendation 111 proposed that, for those Trust Funds for which it was a problem, action

1! . should be taken to enable surplus income to be put to good use. The Council responded that steps were being taken
s 24, to ensure that Trust Funds were used as effectively as possible, and stated that they would explore the possibility of
L ils; extending the University’s power to vary the application of Trust Funds. Subsequently the Treasurer’s Report con-
aglish firmed that a “careful review of the terms of individual trusts and of applicable law needs to be undertaken’. We

look forward to learning the outcome of these investigations, The Council also accepted our suggestion (paragraph
21 of our first Report) that the central offices could save time by making greater use of modern electronic commu-
nication to put information and correspondence online, and they indicated that this would be taken forward as
rapidly as practicable. We report further on this subject in paragraphs 22-24.

3. Recommendation IV proposed that the accounts of the University Press should be brought within the scope
Norie of the Board of Scrutiny, and that the Statutes and Ordinances be amended accordingly. Consideration of this item
was postponed by the Council, and we report on developments in paragraphs 34-36. Recommendation V proposed
that a small committee, with external representation, be established to administer the scheme for awards to
Professors for exceptional performance, and that existing holders should not be given preference over other candi-
dates. Consideration of this itern was postponed pending the installation of the new Vice-Chancellor, and after dia-
logue between the Board and the officers, the Council published a Notice (Reporter, 199697, p. 724) accepting our
recommendation.

The academic year 1996-97

4. During the course of the current academic vear, the Board have met on twelve occasions, and have received
numerous documents from a wide variety of bodies. As last year, we chose a nuraber of topics (arising from the
Accounts or Reports) about which we felt that members of the Regent House might entertain a reasonable concern,
or a legitimate curiosity. We looked into these matters by requesting relevant minutes and other papers, and by
tolding discussions with appropriate officers. The Board (or Board members) held about a dozen meetings with
officers, including: the Vice-Chancellor, the Pro-Vice-Chancellor (Research), the Registrary, the Secretary General,
the Treasurer, the Draftsman, the Director of the Computing Service, the Development Director, the Director of
the Estate Management and Building Service, the Head of the Research Grants section, and the Chairman of the
Press Syndicate. A further three meetings were held between representatives of the Board and representatives of the
University Press, including the Chairman of the Syndicate, the Chief Executive, the Deputy Chief Executive, and
several Syndics. We should like to thank all these officers for the extensive information that they provided to the
Board.

opic: The

odern i '[HE ALLOCATIONS REPORT

Boaré 0l

3 5. The main emphasis of the Allocations Report (for 1996-97, published on 30 May 1996) was the maintenance
" Englishi]

of the University’s mission of excellence in teaching and research, in spite of the severe reduction in government
lunding. In response to those reductions, the Council have been obliged to cut allocations for capital expenditure
ynd to propose a strategy for making savings. These cuts are harsh, but they appear unavoidable, and we offer com-
raent in only two areas: expenditure on central administration and on maintenance.

atutes ol
- Paper 4 4

Central administration

6. In the climate of continual pressure for cuts, we would remind the Regent House of the need for adequate pro-
Jision of central administrative services. In the heightened competition for limited resources, members of the cen-
iral bodies may at times be inclined to support ‘academic’ ventures to the exclusion of ‘administrative’ ones. But we
sbhould like to raise awareness of the need for a strong central administration, especially in view of the recent moves

istence @i Uy government towards greater and greater accountability of academics and of academic departments. We have

ohalf of 1 ﬂetectled a tendency for Cambridge academics to view the central administration as the body preventing, rather than
ny Repor! o *nabling, new initiatives. Howevet, our observations indicate that the Cambridge central administration is very
v Term E20 _tfﬁclenlt, and suggest that its deficiencies arise from under-resourcing. In comparison with other UK universities,
jer, 1995 50 ambridge’s central administration is funded at a low level. The Cambridge expenditure on ‘Administration and

Fentral services’, at 2-7 per cent, of total recurrent expenditure, is the lowest of all UK universities (Universities
Satistical Record, 1993-94, Table 7). This is about half the national average (5-3 per cent.), and considerably less
.Il1a!1 the Oxford figure (4-8 per cent.). We congratulate the University’s administrative officers for running the
il II!l‘_:'ersity so efficiently on minimal resources. But at the same time we point out to the Regent House that certain
- ®Tvices are seriously under-resourced, and in paragraphs 22-27 we comment on two specific cases.

, we begit: 1
nsidered 1
, Abstract 0F
96 (Repoit™
we report O _
Maintenance

7. Under the pressure of enforced cuts, expenditure on maintenance might appear an easy target. Indeed, our
3 h}Vt_?Stigations suggest that expenditure on maintenance is presently set at the minimum possible level. However, the
;i-:ﬂ{VEIsity expects {0 maintain most of its buildings into the indefinite future — a strategy recognized in the
MIIversity’s accounts by the absence of any allowance for depreciation. It would clearly be short-sighted in the
“itreme to allow either the standard or the amount of maintenance to fall to such a level that the effect was to cause
'¢ accumulation of problems for the future. We therefore urge that any further pressures to cut the expenditure on

f the Bouldd
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mainienance be resisted. Moreover, when new buildings are added to the University’s stock, explicit Consicopy

should be given not only to the amount of maintenance that will be required, but also to the way in which g )
of maintenance will be met. o)

THE UNIVERSITY ACCOUNTS

Trust Funds

8. We welcome the renewed publication, after a lapse of many years, of a summary of the funds of Which the
University is Trustee. In addition to informing members of the Regent House of the overall position, thg nf e
tion is of considerable value to Departments and to the Managers of individual Trusts, who in the Past have gy
always been aware of the financial position of the Trusts that they managed. We hope that awareness of the siji.
ation will help to lessen the problem of unspent income to which we referred last year (in paragraph 12). How,yes
awareness is not the whole solution, and we await the outcome of the review mentioned by the Council and. Ih;
Treasurer in their respective Reports.

Separation of the accounts of the Local Examinations Syndicate

9. For the first time, the accounts of the Local Examinations Syndicate have been separated from those o? the
rest of the University, and a separate abstract is attached as an Appendix to the University’s accounts, We welcome
the increased transparency provided by this separation, but it is unfortunate that the information is so out-of-dyje.
thus, the published accounts of the LES refer to the year October 1994 to September 1995, For the future, we pe
commend that the accounts of the LES be published as soon as they have been audited. We note that the presqp
scheduling difficulty could be avoided if the Syndicate’s financial year were 10 be synchronized with the Universiiy s
financial year. Although we arc aware of the difficultics involved in making such a transition, we recommend thit
the Council investigate the possibility. Finally, we wish to seek the assurance of the Council that, despite their pif-
lication as an Appendix, the accounts of the LES are still to be regarded as forming an integral part of the
University’s accounts, for the purposes of Statute A, VIL

Separation of HEFCE funding from other sources

10. For each of the last two years the Council have included with the Accounts a Notice, on p. 2, referring to ail
earlier Notice dated 22 May 1995 (Reporter, 1994-95, p. 807) in which they responded to Dr Edwards’s proposil
{Reporter, 1994-95, p. 320) that the University’s accounting system be revised so as to separate expenditure of
funds provided by HEFCE from other expenditure, Such separation would appear to have merit, and we hope thal
the University will soon be informed of the outcome of the Council’s review.

Transparency of information provided in the accounts

11. Last year we recommended that the accounts be accompanied by a fuller explanatory commentary, and v
warmly welcome the additional information provided this year in the Treasurer’s expanded Report. Qur analysis v
the Accounts was greatly aided by the unpublished Explanatory Notes to the Draft Abstract of Accounts preparel
for the Finance Comrmittee, and by detailed discussions with the Treasurer. However, in the absence of informatics
of this kind, we consider that ordinary members of the Regent House will remain unable to fathom a variety of
matters of legitimate interest relating to the University’s financial position.

12. One area of legitimate interest to members of the Regent House is the financial relation between the
University and its two “trading’ Syndicates. Readers will find, under Note 4 to the accounts, the item ‘Gener
Donations: Local Examinations Syndicate, £9-4m’, but they will be unable to find any comparable figure for thz
generous donations from the University Press. Similarly, the ordinary reader will be unable to interpret, under Not:
23, the item ‘Special Funds, Income: Donations, £21-5m’. And it would take a very careful reader to interpret the
link between the Treasurer’s statement about *a reorganization of Chest capital so as to show money previous_lf-
held in the Local Examinations Syndicate Special Fund as patt of the Chest assets’ and the transfers, recorded i
Notes 23 and 24 to the accounts, between Special Funds and General Endowments. In the spirit of our first recom:-
mendation/from last year, we consider it reasonable for the Council to inform the Regent House, in comprehensibls
language, of the meaning of these and other similarly obscure figures.

™~
Conformity of accounts to SORPs

13. The University’s main accounts already conform to the requirements of the Statement of Recommfzndee'
Practice (SORP), Accounting in Higher Education Institutions, but at present the accounts of subsidiary bodies do
not similarly conform. Although some ambiguity may remain in relation to the legal requirement for conform}tf
with 2 SORP, a written parliamentary answer indicated that “the statement of recommended accounting practice
Accounting by Charities, published by the Charity Commission, applies in relation to all charity accounts unless #
more specific statement of recommended practice applies” (Mr Sproat, on behalf of the Secretary of St?,te for
National Heritage, 28 January 1997). Such SORPs have been drawn up within the framework of the Charities Act
1993, and incorporate accounting principles that command widespread support. In the words of Earl Ferrers.
Minister of State at the Home Office, moving the second reading of the Bill in the House of Lords, “Itis nota qUESy
tion of increasing bureaucracy, which none of us wants; .... We think that the best way of maintaining the public’s
goodwill is to ensure that every charity is accountable, publicly and openly, for the manner in which it conducts Its
affairs”. In our view it is important, both for public accountability and openness, and for the provision of full and
meaningful financial information to the Regent House, that all of the University’s accounts should conform te fhﬁ_'
appropriate SORP. We ask the Council to confirm that in future the published accounts of all University bodies
will conform in this way.
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TuE COUNCIL’S ANNUAL REPORT

Vanagement dccounting

14. Last year we recommended that the provision of proper management accounting procedures be treated asa
matter of urgency, and this was accepted by the Council, subject to competition for limited resources. During the
course of the present year, the central bodies have approved a proposal for a ‘commitment accounting’ system, to
pe developed and implemented throughout the University over the next three years. This system will provide
(Jniversity-wide access to information on the central administrative computer, and in particular will allow depart-
mental input of purchase order and invoice information, and it will provide relevant officers with an overview of
the state of accounts, both at departmental and at University level. We warmly welcome this initiative, and we
axpect that it will go a considerable way towards providing the kind of management accounting information that
the central bodies require.

15. We would sound one note of caution in relation to the implementation of this system. Since a lukewarm and
naphazard take-up by Departments would jeopardize the whole scheme, it is essential that the system be adopted
gniformly by Departments. We therefore regard it as important that the implementation phase should be under the
direct control of a very senior officer in the Old Schools (see also paragraph 18).

Information technology

16. We wish to comment on two aspects of information technology in the University. Firstly, we recommend a
review of the organization and administration of computing in the Old Schools, and secondly we report on the
argent need for electronic dissemination of information from the Old Schools. During the Lent Term we discussed
these issues with the Vice-Chancellor and senior officers, and we understand that they are currently being
addressed. Nevertheless, we think it appropriate to report on them to the University, to raise awareness of the

tsSues.

Management of information systems

17. We take the view that there is a need for a radical change in the management of, and responsibility for, infor-
mation systems in the Old Schools. Whereas most academic Departments are making (or have made) the transition
to networking and distributed systems, the experience and ethos of the Old Schools seems not to have moved from
the days of main-frame computers.

18. Our discussions have indicated that there is a pressing need for a very sepior officer in the University, who
could take responsibility for all aspects of information systems in the central administration. The duties of this offi-
cer ought to include: implementing the move to full networking and electronic communication within the adminis-
tration; overseeing all networked administrative resources; overseeing the administration’s central web site;
overseeing the introduction of commitment accounting; overseeing the computing aspects of further moves
towards full management accounting; overseeing the provision of computing resources for the next HEFCE
Research Assessment Exercise; and running a training programme to bring administrative staff into the modern
computing era.

19, There are at least two routes towards a solution. The first would simply involve the creation of a new senior
post within the OQld Schools, probably at about professorial level (and possibly for a fixed term), but without any
changes in responsibility for computing at a University level. A more radical solution would involve a review of the
overall responsibility for computing within the University.

20. In our view, the advent of distributed computing systems, the installation of the Granta Backbone Network,
the recent introduction of a unified administrative service in the University, and the need for a post of the kind just
mentioned, have combined to blur the justification that previously existed for the separation of academic and
administrative computing responsibilities within the University. We believe that much of the difficulty that we now
see facing administrative computing in the University could be alleviated by the formation of a single authority
with ultimate responsibility both for the University’s academic computing and for its administrative computing.

21. It seems cleatr that either of these approaches would create substantial implications for the allocation of
resources. However, we consider it critical that a proper solution be found, and we urge the central authorities to
bring forward/a suitable plan prior to the next Allocations Report.

Electronic dissemination of information

22. In response to our recommendation last year that greater use be made of modern electronic communication
to put information and correspondence online, the Council responded that this would be taken forward as rapidly
as practicable, While it is welcome that electronic mail (‘e-mail’) is being utilized by some administrative officers, it
is disconcerting to find that others (including some senior officers) are apparently still not using e-mail. It is also
disappointing that the majority of the University’s circular notices are still sent to Departments only on paper. We
recommend that all officers in the Old Schools be contactable by e-mail, and that all circular notices from the centre
be available electronically, with provision for Departments to send their replies electronically. We are not suggesting
that paper circulars be discontinued, but simply that electronic versions be made available; paper versions are likely
1o remain important for some Departments, and as a permanent record.

23. Tt is extremely disappointing that dissemination of information via the World Wide Web is almost non-
existent. In this area the University’s central administration lags far behind its Departments, and behind other
universities such as Oxford. For example, one cannot obtain electronically any information about applying for
a research grant. Nor can one consult official publications, such as the Statutes and Ordinances or the Reporter.
Although the University’s Prospectuses (Graduate and Undergraduate) are available on the web, this information
18 aimed at those external to the University. The glaring omission in Cambridge is the lack of availability of
mformation for members of the University’s own staff.
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24. 'We have recently learned that authorization has been given for the setting up of an Old Schools weh «
and for two associated posts, and we enthusiastically welcome these moves. In our view the additional quite o
resources required for this initiative are entirely justified. We hope that this venture will Proceed rapidly, !
recommend that by the end of 1997 the following information be available (at least to those with * g,

addresses):

* an e-mail directory of the Old Schools (listed by function as well as by name)
* the University telephone directory

* the Research Grants Handbook

* the Reporter (including a proper search facility)

* acontinually updated ‘Officers manber’

* the Statutes and Ordinances

* the University’s Staff Handbook.

and e
am.ac g

THE GENERAL BOARD’S ANNUAL REPORT

Research Grants Section

25. During 1996 a unified Research Grants and Contracts Section was formed, by the merger of the two forme,
scctions in the General Board and Financial Board offices, This merger has been an important step in co~ordinati.;;ls
the University’s handling of research grant policy and practice, and we welcome it greatly. Our investigations ingi
cate that the merger has been very successful, and suggest that it is widely welcomed in academic Departments, e
support the General Board’s policy of giving high priority to streamlining the checking and approval of graih
applications, and we congratulate the staff of the section for substantially reducing applicants’ waiting time,

26. An efficient Research Grants Section is a very high priority in a University with such an outstandiy
rescarch profile as Cambridge, and one may view its rolc as facilitating the conduct of research of the highest quis-
ity. In addition to acting as the formal interface between researchers and grant-giving bodies, this section, of the
administration ought to be able to ease the burden on researchers by providing them with ready access to all the re:
evant information on policy and practice (both of the University and of sponsors). It also setves an important rols
in ensuring that the University maximizes its recavery of the direct and indirect costs of research. We commented
on the last of these items in our first Report, and we know that the General Board currently have the matter under
review.

27. The provision of appropriate facilities in the Research Grants Section requires a considerable allocation of
resources, and in our view the present level is not adequate. In paragraph 6 we commented in general terms on the
low level of funding of Cambridge’s central administration, and we would point to the Rescarch Grants Section a=
one particular area that deserves increased resources. We note that there is an urgent need for the University’s
policy on research grants (the Research Granis Handbook) to be brought up-to-date, and to be maintained curren:
Yet we are told that because of lack of staff this has not been possible for a number of years. Similarly, we note thai
there is an urgent need to make information on research grant policy and practice available online to the
University’s researchers (see also paragraphs 22-24). Overall, we believe that the importance of research grants ti:
the University makes it imperative that the Research Grants Section be adequately resourced. On the two specific
matters that we have mentioned above (preparation of an updated Handbook, and its availability online), it would
in our view be a great pity if these had not been implemented by the end of the present calendar year.

Research Assessment Exercise

28. We note that the General Board are teviewing the local handling of the 1996 Research Assessment Exercise
in order to improve the conduct of future exercises (paragraph 12 of their Annual Report). Having discussed the
situation with the Secretary General of the Faculties, we examined the relevant minutes and papers of the General
Board, and of its Needs Committee. It is widely acknowledged that there were significant problems with the pre-
paration of Cambridge’s submission, on a number of fronts, However, it is clear to us that the General Board arc
taking these shortcomings seriously, and that they are working actively towards the introduction of improved pro-

.cedures for the future. They arc aware of the need for a substantial range of improvements, including: the provision
‘'of additional staff during future exercises; the establishment of a more formal organizational structure; t_hﬂ PIC
vision of adequate computing systems and personnel; the setting-up of annual procedures for the acquisition and
checking of data; the provision of better communication with Departments; and the setting out of a clear ti:petaple
of actions and a clear statement of responsibilities so as to ensure timely submission. They are also considering
strategic matters relating to future assessment exercises,

29. Early in December 1996, the Secretary General wrote to Heads of Departments and to Chairmen and
Secretaries of Faculty Boards and Councils of Schools, enumerating many of these points, and inviting comment.
Our main concern is that awareness of the existence and scope of the Board’s review does not appear to have seeped
through to the academic members of most Departments, with the consequence that widespread lack of confidence
regarding the conduct of future exercises appears to persist. We feel that it would have been helpful for the Board
to have publicized their review more widely, since in our view the brief description in their last Annual Report
was quite inadequate. We understand that the Board intend to provide detailed information on the outcome
of their review in their next Annual Report to the Council, to be published in December 1997. While we are
pleased that a detailed report will be given to the University, we think it a pity that the information will not be
available uatil so long after submission of the assessment material, in April/May 1996. We note that HEFCE
have already published two reviews of the conduct of the national exercise, on their Web page at
http:/fwww.niss.ac.uk/education/hefc/rac96/,
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CONSTITUTIONAL MATTERS

Remit of the Board

30. In the course of the first two years of cxistence of the Board of Scrutiny, it has become apparent to us
that there is some uncertainty in the University as to our role, and we feel that it would be helpful o try to clarify
the situation.

31. The Board of Scrutiny appears unique amongst the University’s statutory bodies, in having no Ordinances
to amplify or clarify its statutory role. Statute A, VII, 1 states that “There shail be in the University a Board of
Scrutiny, which shall in each year scrutinize on behalf of the Regent House the Annual Report of the Council, the
abstract of the accounts of the University, and any Report of the Council proposing allocations from the Chest. In
addition the Board shall perform such other duties, and shall have such powers, as may be specified by Ordinance
or Order’. No such Ordinances have yet been enacted.

32. In interpreting the Statute, we have thought it important to bear in mind the aims of the Wass Syndicate,
who proposed the establishment of the Board of Scrutiny “in order to make the central bodies genuinely account-
able to the Regent House’ (Reporter, 1988-89, p. 622, Paragraph 5.2.1). We have therefore viewed our duty to scru-
tinize the Accounts and Reports in wide terms, in an attempt to provide the accountability that the Wass Syndicate
desired. Indecd we have taken the view that, should some hypothetical topic of importance to the University not be
addressed in the Council’s Annual Report (or in the accounts or othet Reports), it would nevertheless be incumbent
upon us to scrutinize the matter. Should we not do so, we feel certain that the Regent House would see us as failing
in our duty. We would stress, however, that no such situation has arisen,

33, The Wass Syndicate suggested (paragraph 5.2.3) ‘that the establishment of the Board by Statute should
include provision for its duties to be adjusted in the light of experience’, and the Statutes and Ordinances Revision
Syndicate commented in their Third Report that ‘to some extent it will be necessary for the Board to establish its
own conventions and to devise rules of procedure in the light of experience’ (Reporter, 1992-93, p. 772, paragraph
4.11). Now that the Board has been in operation for two years, it seems appropriate to inform the Regent House of
our experience, and to set out a statement of our conventions. After discussion with the officers, we wish to submit
the following ‘statement of remil’ to the Regent House for consideration. We hope that this statement will be
acceptable to the University, in which case we ask the Council to propose regulations putting it into effect.

Statement of Remit by the Board of Scrutiny

L. We understand the scope of our scrutiny to encompass the University as a whole, This includes adminis-
trative and academic institutions, as well as bodies under the control of Syndicates. We note that our power to
consult official documents, under Statute A, VII, 6(a), currently excludes those of the University Press,

2. Within the context of Statute A, VII, 1, we consider our remit to include scrutiny of the following, when
arising in relation to the Annual Report of the Council, the abstract of accounts of the University, and any
Reports of the Council proposing allocations from the Chest:
* lines of management, responsibility, and accountability within the University;
* processes of decision-making within the University, and whether decisions have been taken at the most
appropriate level, by the most appropriate body, and with all the relevant information;
* whether systems are in place to ensure that appropriate financial and administrative checks are operating
within the University;
« the allocation of resources from the Chest;
¢ the accounts of any University organization;
* financial arrangements, whether or not these have been put to the Regent House for approval;
* any other financial matters that appear relevant to the Board.
3. We will avoid, as far as possible, duplicating the work of other University bodies.

4. We will not scrutinize the cases of individuals (e.g. individual appointments, promotions, grievances, etc,)
uniess matters arise in relation to our scrutiny of relevant Council Reports and University accounts which

appear to indicate that proper systems of management are lacking. In such situations, we will restrict our con-
sideration to the systems.

University Press*

34. Last year, in Recommendation IV, we proposed that the accounts of the University Press be brought within
the scope of the Board of Scrutiny, and that the Statutes and Ordinances be amended accordingly. This proposal
was made without consulting the Press Syndicate, a course which, with hindsight, we regret. During the year dis-
cussions have been held between representatives of the Board and representatives of the Syndicate, seeking to
establish common ground. Broadly speaking, the views of the two bodies are as follows. The Board of Scrutiny
consider that, in order properly to scrutinize the financial position of the University as a whole, it is necessary for
the Board to have access to appropriate financial information about all component parts of the University, includ-
Ing the Press. The Syndicate, who are responsible for the Press and are keenly aware of its unique position in the
University, have opposed any statutory change which, in their view, could damage the Press. Nevertheless, the
Syndicate are sympathetic to the argument that, in order for the Board to be able properly to consider the Annuat
Report of the Council, the University Accounts, and any Report dealing with allocations from the Chest, they

* Dr Garling, as a Press Syndic, absented himself from discussion of this item.
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might think it Decessary to have access to information about the University Press which is not in the public d

The Syndicate have looked at ways of accommodating the Board’s wish without statutory change, RS
35. After discussions i i

lationship between them,

willing for the Board to

Committee, and in addj

also been provided,
36. It will be important to ensure that any new Ordinances are consistent with the Statutes, At present
VIL, 6(a) empowers the Board “to consult any official documents or accounts (other than thoge
Press) which may be relevant to any enquiry”,
cal words in this subsection. In order to meet
excessive access to sensitive i

een agreed by the Syndicate, and we therefore ask the Council to submit the proposal to tlie
Regent House for approval, In formulating the accompanying regulations to govern the interaction between 1.
two bodies, we recommend that the Council consult both the Syndicate and the Board.
Efigibifity for re-election to the Board

37. We wish to infi
of our first two years
of Statute A, VII, 4 provides that ‘No retiring
class (¢) until one year has elapsed after th
reasonable in the case of a member who has
ed to fill a casual vacancy. This yeat, one member retires after having filled a casyal vacancy for a single year, but .»
precluded by Statute from standing for re-election; another member is resigning after two years’ service, and tiy
clected repiacement will be excluded from serving beyond a two-year period. When taken in conjunction with the
fact that six members retire in alternate years, the statutory provision enforces an unacceptable lack of continuit:
on the Board. In addition, it makes the fillingof ac i i

only a short term (say, not more than two years).
Recommendations
38. We recommend:

L. That prior to the next Allocations Report the Council address the issue of the under-resourcing o¢
the central administration {paragraph 6).

II. That any pressures to make further cuts in expenditure on maintenance be resisted {paragraph 7).

HI. That the review of Trust Funds referred to by the Council and the Treasurer be brought forward
soon (paragraphs 2 and 8).

IV. That the Council arrange for the publication of the accounts of the Local Examinations
Syndicate as soon as they have been audited, and that the University be assured that these accounts

VI. That the Council confirm that in future the published accounts of ali University bodies will con-
form to the relevant SORP (paragraph 14).

'VII. That the implementation phase of the new System of commiiment accounting be the re-
sponsibility of senior management (paragraph 15),

VIIILThat the Council bring forward plans for the management of information systems in the Old
Schools (paragraphs 17-21).

5-27).
XI. That approval be given to the statement of remit of the Board of Scrutiny set out in paragraph
33.
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blic .| XII. That the Council implement Recommendation IV of our first Report, by the insertion of a new
subsection within Statute A, VII, 6 and by the formulation of appropriate Ordinances {(paragraphs
;II:(‘;IL .thu' e 34-36).
il’s u:“i:ﬁ XIII. That the statutory exclusion from eligibility for re-election to the Board be revised, in the case
or myg _ where the member was elected to fill a casual vacancy (paragraph 37).
ments et
Boar Iu“; 2 June 1997 TREVOR LAMB, Chairman  ELLEN CLARK-KING DEBBIE LOWTHER
1 MARK BAILEY JouN E. Frowcs WILLIAMS ~ MICHAEL A. MESSAGE
t Sla:‘;a1;¢ A, CLAIRE Y. BARLOW D. 1 H. GARLING OLIVER RACKHAM
T ey MaRrkUS BOCKMUEHL D.R. HowARTH T. I. SMILEY
Pareniheg.
the Bujir)
= oA Correction of a class-list
nancg (Reporter, 1995-96, Special No. 16)
sal (. ihe

Stweei (e Diplomas in Modern Languages, 1996 (p. 77)

Under the heading German the name Thompson, A. C., , should be added and the name Wilson, C. I, CL, should
be deleted.

Under the heading Hungarian the entry for Schmidt, J. H., T, should have (c), to denote a mark of credit, added.

Graces submitted to the Regent House on 18 June 1997

The Council submit the following Graces to the Regent House. These Graces, other than any which is
withdrawn or for which a ballot is requested in accordance with the regulations for Graces of the
Regent House (Statutes and Ordinances, p. 113) will be deemed to have been approved at 4 p.m. on

is entirely
tber elsit.
2ar, bul iy
y and (e
- with thy

pntiggﬁ- Friday, 27 June 1997.

8§ ne

on on re- 1. That the recommendations contained in paragraph 57 of the Report, dated 26 May 1997, of the
srved for Council on the financial position of the Chest, reccommending allocations for 1997-98 (Reporter, p. 768)

be approved. !

2. That the recommendations contained in paragraph 6 of the Report, dated 26 May 1997, of the
Council on the construction of an extension to the Fitzwilliam Museum (Reporter, p. 789) be

reing ol
approved.?

iph 71,

- 3. That the recommendations contained in paragraph 9 of the Joint Report, dated 26/21 May 1997, of

the Council and the General Board on the implementation in Cambridge of the April 1996 and 1997

5 pay increases for non-clinical academic and academic-related staff (Reporter, p. 793) be approved.
1ations

counts 4. That the recommendations contained in paragraph 5 of the Report, dated 15 May 1997, of the

Faculty Board of Classics on certain Studentships for research in Classical subjects (Reporter, p. 795) be

2 king approved.

! See the Council’s Notice, p. 848.

l con- ? This Grace is to be the subject of a ballot. See the Council’s Notice, p. 849.

ae re-

Graces to be submitted to the Regent House at a Congregation on 19 July 1997

A Iy
The Council have sanctioned the submission of the following Graces to the Regent House at a
Congregation to be held on 19 July 1997:

e Old

'T;herr That the foltowing persons be admitted to the degree of Master of Arts under Statute B, III, 6:
L

1. ANDREW vON HiRscH, Fellow of Fitzwilliam College.
ool 2. ANNETTE BOHR, Research Fellow of Sidney Sussex College.

8. G. FLEET, Registrary

END OF THE OFFICIAL PART OF THE ‘REPORTER’



