


Action: to check whether the ONS Public Service Productivity Review (PSPR) 
would be presented to Finance Committee or Audit and Risk Committee. 
Governance Office. 
 

3 Portfolio Overview 
 
Received: an overview of the current status of the Strategic Change portfolio. 
 
Noted:  

a) The portfolio had been streamlined both in terms of total number of projects and 
the number of major projects.  There are now three major projects: Student 
Experience Programme (SEP), Flexible Learning, and Evolve, and the number 
of projects had reduced by circa 10 from the previous 36.   

b) Changes in the portfolio included:  
i) The People and OD Programme had been closed with some of the 

remaining scope now being delivered via continuous improvement.  
ii) Exploration of the potential benefits of an Enterprise Resource Planning 

(ERP) system had commenced (combining the long term roadmap for HR 
and Finance systems modernisation). The scale up of a full project is 
subject to future decision.  

iii) The Security Improvement programme had been repurposed as an 
operational improvement function rather than a project.  

c) The new financial benefits emerging from the portfolio as part of the V2 budget 
process were marginal although some areas of further financial and non-
financial benefit potential had been identified during budgeting (for example 
research recovery). Realising more significant financial benefits via projects 
continues to be dependent on strategic decisions that do not currently underpin 
the 5 year plan (for example in relation to the scaling up of digital learning, or 
rethinking the University’s operating model)  

d) A paper to the Board meeting in May would outline more specifically the 
remaining projects for 2024/25, the allocated and unallocated spend in the 5YP, 
the overall context of these investments within the overall investment headroom 
in the plan, and the initial indications for future demand that could (subject to 
prioritisation) be a future draw on the unallocated funds. This latter section will 
be an initial view as a portfolio review will continue into the summer, in 
preparation for a broader review of university strategy next year. The goal is to 
have a very clearly financially defined and simplified portfolio in preparation for 
next year.  

e) Members comments included:  
i) The simplification of the portfolio was welcomed.  
ii) That investment decisions need to be balanced against priorities and there 

is an opportunity to potentially think more radically.  
iii) That there should be consideration about the level of ‘no regret’ spending in 

current forecasts, given potential for different strategic decisions and 
priorities in the future.  It was confirmed that the bulk of the 2023/24 spend 
was on the three major projects and associated “catch up” technology 
investments which were needed to underpin a wide range of future 
scenarios.  

iv) A request to explain the SEP move from large programme into individual 
projects.  It was reported that, with the major people change projects now 
completed, the outstanding projects including IT and process changes will 
be smaller scale projects.  

 
  





The Teachers Pension Scheme in particular was a matter of concern for the 
non-Russell Group institutions. 

c) Whilst applications from international students appeared to be satisfactory 
currently, there was an increasing pattern of non-arrivals across the sector, 
therefore these numbers could not be relied on until students arrived on campus.  
The Government’s decision on the future of the Graduate Route would be crucial 
for the sector. 

d) The five year plan will include scenario modelling. 
e) Members comments included: 

i. The net debt against total income being an outlier for the University.  It was 
questioned if the difference lay in the University’s operating model.  It was 
noted that when the University’s bond was put in place for MECD funding, it 
had been a strategic decision for the University due to the financial position 
at that time. 

ii. That it would be interesting to review the IT spend as a proportion of budget 
against the peer group to ascertain if the University’s current level of 
spending was appropriate. 

iii. The benefits of philanthropic giving was also an area of interest.  The 
University was currently 5th in this area.  However, whilst there was data 
available, it was difficult to know whether the definition of ‘philanthropic 
giving’ was common across the sector.  

iv. There was to be a deep dive on student experience at the Board meeting 
and it was suggested that it would be helpful to have information on 
overseas income for that discussion. 

v. It would also be helpful to look at comparative data against universities that 
are leaders in specific areas e.g. NSS scores or staff budget.  

 
Action: to consider contingency and scenario planning as part of the Budget and Plan 
process and present to the next FC meeting. CFO/Deputy CFO 
 

5 Funding Options for Zero Carbon Plan 
 
Received: an overview of the options for funding the Zero Carbon (ZC) Plan, report 
provided by external consultants. 
 
Noted: 

a) The report showed that there was not a specific source for funding in this area 
that the University was currently missing, there are varying different methods 
depending on the type and scale of projects.  There were specific opportunities 
for large scale works, e.g. the heat network. 

b) The pace of change in technology in this area was acknowledged, which made it 
difficult to assess the benefits quickly.  

c) It was expected that the University would exceed its carbon budget this year.  It 
was noted that a number of universities were resetting their ZC targets due to 
difficulties in meeting them. 

d) Key achievements in ZC for the University included: 
i. The University’s first ZC building had been completed recently with 

another two on the way. 
ii. The Residences Programme would be ZC in operation. 
iii. The cPPA was a great stride forward for the University. 

e) Members queried the use of off-balance sheet items and considered whether 
this was acceptable.  It was suggested that there should be principles on the 
approach to funding. 

f) Members commented on the ability of ZC work to lead to reduced future 
operating costs.  The data on savings needed to be collated to provide a 
stronger case on return on investments.  







f) As part of the income strip fund, the University needed to make provision for 
developer contingency.  This would then be returned to the University at 
practical completion but was a risk in the case of contractor default during 
construction.  Members commented on the need to be clear about the plan in 
this case and to ensure that there was careful due diligence on partners. 

g) Members commented on the increase in the rent proposal of £5 a week and the 
extended tenancies to 43 weeks.  The potential impact on the student perception 
was questioned and it was noted that the SU Union Affairs Officer was on the 
project board and the SU had been positive about the developments.  The 
commitment was to keep rent below market levels and this was still within that 
commitment. 

h) The time required for thorough evaluation of the tenders may require additional 
Finance Committee and Board meetings to approve the preferred bidder in the 
Summer period.  Leaving this approval to the usual autumn cycle of meetings 
may lead to an academic year’s delay in use of the new residences. 

i) Members agreed that it was important to ensure that appropriate evaluation was 
made of the tenders including comparisons, details of previous projects and 
detail on the individual proposals.  It was important to ensure the right decision 
was made even if this took longer than currently expected. 

 
Action: to hold a briefing session for Finance Committee members before the next 
meeting. including a decision tree. Director of Estates and Facilities 
 

11 Capital Programme Report 
 
Received: the update on the Capital Programme Report from the Estates Team. 
 
Noted: 

a) Booth Street East is the University’s first zero carbon building. 
b) George Kenyon Hall work was progressing but requirements in the new Building 

Safety Act were a concern for further progress. 
c) Planning issues for the Humanities Size and Shape project in the Rutherford 

Building were being resolved. 
d) The demolition of Owens Park had begun in earnest. 

 
12 Chemistry LTM Phase 4&5 Business Case 

 
Received: the Business Case for the LTM work on the remaining Chemistry floors 
(phases 4 & 5). 
 
Noted: 

a) Henry Brothers have been the contractors throughout the project and 
procurement were happy for them to be awarded the contract for phases 4 & 5. 

b) The additional budget requested for this phase to accommodate 
additional fume cupboards and for the final phase if works in the Dover Street 
wing. 

c) The improvements to fume cupboards were needed for research and it was 
noted that funders for research would not fund infrastructure. 

d) Members commented on the number of buildings on campus and whether 
disposal of buildings may become a discussion in the future.  It was noted that 
the utilisation study would provide data to support the review of the estate but 
that there would be costs to shrinking the estate.  This would need to be 
considered carefully. 

e) There was a strong suggestion that the University need to consider proposals in 
the round and prioritise as appropriate. 






