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PRESENT1: 
 

President and Provost (Chair) 
  
Mr James Agar, Professor Alan Aylward, Dr Bob Barber, Dr Ruth Bell, Dr Peter Brett, Professor 
Robert Brown, Dr Eric Brunner, Mr Peter Cadley, Dr Ben Campkin, Dr Licia Capra, Professor May 
Cassar, Mr Michael Chessum, Professor Shamshad Cockcroft, Dr Susan Collins, Professor 
Christopher Danpure, Professor Peter Delves, Mr Thomas Elliott, Professor Vince Emery, Dr Caroline 
Essex, Professor Susan Evans, Professor Anthony Finkelstein, Professor Fred Fitzke, Professor Eric 
Fraga, Dr Martin Fry, Professor Mary Fulbrook, Mr Sol Gamsu, Professor Marcus Giaquinto, Professor 
David Green, Mr Christopher Hallas, Professor Steve Hart, Professor Therese Hesketh, Dr Graeme 
Hogarth, Professor Kate Jeffery, Mr Rex Knight, Dr Dilwyn Knox, Mr William Lehm, Dr Nikolas 
Maniatis, Professor Charles Marson, Ms Veronica Melchionda, Dr Charlotte Mitchell, Professor 
Michael Otsuka, Mr Frank Penter, Dr Hynek Pikhart, Professor Jane Rendell, Dr Benet Salway, Dr 
Stephanie Schorge, Professor Alwyn Seeds, Dr Nicola Shelton, Professor Stefaan Simons, Professor 
Lucia Sivilotti, Dr Joy Sleeman, Dr Dave Spratt, Dr Cecil Thompson, Professor Derek Tocher, Dr 
Andrea Townsend-Nicholson, Professor Stephen Wilson, Professor Michael Worton, Professor Henry 
Woudhuysen, Professor Maria Wyke, Dr Robert Wykes. 
 
In attendance: Dr Alex Braithwaite, Mr Miroslaw Cwiok, Miss Michelle Dean, Ms Valerie Hogg, Mr Nick 
McGhee, Dr Peg Rawes, Miss Clare Ryan, Dr Seb Savory, Mr Tim Perry (Secretary). 
 
Apologies for absence were received from: Professor Franco Cacialli, Professor Anthony Costello, 
Professor Jane Dacre, Ms Fiona Duffy, Professor Paul Ekins, Mr Marco Federighi, Professor Xavier 
Golay, Professor Mairead Hanrahan, Professor Susanne Kord, Professor Jonathan Ledermann, Dr 
Jennifer Linden, Professor Gill Livingston, Professor Paul Longley, Professor Usha Menon, Dr Jennifer 
Morgan, Dr Nicholas Ovenden, Dr Susan Parekh, Professor James Penner, Professor Kevin 
Pickering, Professor Andrew Ramage, Professor Sara Randall, Professor Paul Riley, Dr Chris Scotton, 
Professor Sacha Stern, Professor Janet Stocks, Mr Simon To, Dr Nalini Vittal, Dr Gavin Winston, 
Professor Richard Wortley.  

                                                 
1  An attendance sheet was circulated for signature at the meeting.  Any colleagues present who did not 

sign the sheet and whose names are therefore not recorded as present are invited to notify the AB 
Secretary's office (e-mail - n.mcghee@ucl.ac.uk) so that their names can be included in the record when 
these Minutes are confirmed at the next meeting of AB. 
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Key to abbreviations  
 
AB Academic Board 
CIF  Capital Investment Framework 
CPD  continuing professional development 
CSR Comprehensive Spending Review 
HEFCE Higher Education Funding Council for England  
HEI  higher education institution 
LSE  London School of Economics and Political Science 
OFFA  Office of Fair Access 
PGT postgraduate taught 
QR Quality-related research [funding] 
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18 UCL’S FUTURE FUNDING POSITION 
 [AB Minute 6, 2010-11] 
 
 Received 
 
 18.1 An oral report and presentation2  by the Provost. 
 
 Reported 
  
 18.2 The Coalition Government had recently taken two major decisions in 

relation to the funding of Higher Education: to reduce by £2.9 billion the 
annual teaching grant (‘T grant’) to universities; and to introduce a new 
student fees regime under which universities would be empowered, subject 
to their satisfying certain as yet unspecified conditions, to charge a student 
fees of up to £9,000 per annum.  The withdrawal of T grant funding was the 
same per capita across all price bands, and was tantamount to a complete 
withdrawal of funding for subjects not included in price bands A and B (ie 
clinical and laboratory-based subjects).  No indication had yet been given, 
however, of: (i) the amount of funding that would remain in the T grant for 
price bands A and B; (ii) the conditions under which a university would be 
permitted to charge fees above £6,000; and (iii) whether the current cap on 
home undergraduate student numbers would remain, change, or be 
removed entirely.  Such fundamental uncertainties presented well-nigh 
insuperable obstacles to realistic financial planning at this stage by 
universities. 
 

 18.3 A detailed explication of the conditions under which student fees would be 
permitted to rise above the ‘soft cap’ of £6,000 was essential to UCL’s 
ability to plan for the next five years.  The only intimation of government 
thinking in this area so far had been that there would be a requirement to 
reach agreement with the Office of Fair Access (OFFA) as to securing 
access for students from non-traditional backgrounds.  It was important to 
note in this context the difference between the concepts of ‘broadening 
participation’ (increasing the proportion of school leavers entering higher 
education), ‘widening participation’ (increasing the proportion of university 
students from lower socio-economic backgrounds) and ‘fair access’ 
(ensuring that the most able students from lower socio-economic 
backgrounds were able to gain places at leading universities). 

 
 18.4 Lord Browne of Madingley’s independent review of higher education 

funding and student finance had proposed that the sector should move 
away from government regulation and towards a market-oriented system in 
which HEIs would compete for students and would be able to choose how 
many students to admit.  Although Treasury modelling was based on the 
assumption of an annual fee level of £7,500, it was currently unclear 
whether the Government had any mechanism for holding down fee levels.  
It was not yet clear either how the Government would choose to control 
student numbers in future. 

 
2  The presentation has been filed with these Minutes as APPENDIX AB 2/16 (10-11). 
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 18.5 It was anticipated that UCL’s performance in the current financial year 
would be reasonably healthy, although even this remained uncertain due to 
the likelihood of a clawback of HEFCE funding following the end of the 
Government’s financial year in April 2011 (ie three months ahead of the 
end of the HE financial year in July 2011).  A more serious financial impact 
could be expected in 2011-12; despite the Treasury’s claim that the cuts in 
the T grant would parallel the increased income from tuition fees, the timing 
of these two developments was not synchronised.  The year 2011-12 could 
be expected to be politically a very difficult one for the Government.  The 
number of students taking a gap year would plunge and the number of 
applicants failing to secure a place at university would rise accordingly; it 
would be necessary to keep a tight control over offer numbers as the 
acceptance rate increased. 

 
 18.6 Despite media focus on the issue of undergraduate tuition fees, it was 

noteworthy that the anticipated combined impact on UCL of the cut in 
capital funding through the HEFCE’s Capital Investment Framework (CIF) 
and the rise in VAT to 20% in January 2011 equated to approximately 50% 
of the total cut in the T grant.  The anticipated £15 million reduction in 
research funding reflected a cut of approximately £100 million in the total  
UK research budget of £780 million.  UCL’s research performance in recent 
years had been excellent and it would be vital to continue this.  There was 
scope for further adjustments in the QR allocation model so that QR was  
targeted increasingly on funding areas of international research excellence.   

 
 18.7 The model outlined in the presentation assumed a 20% provision of 

additional bursary funding, although there had been no indication as yet of 
what the OFFA might require in this regard.  A fee of £9,000 would only just 
cover the cut in the undergraduate T grant, but would not make up for 
losses in other areas, notably postgraduate fees and capital funding.   

 
 18.8 The figures in the Provost’s presentation outlined possible models for 

increases in UK/EU and overseas PGT fees.  It was essential to bear in 
mind, however, that HEIs would be operating in a national and international 
market; and it was unclear to what extent students who had already paid 
higher fees for an undergraduate programme would be willing or able to 
pay for a PGT programme.   

 
 18.9 Consideration would need to be given to the transfer of students between 

disciplines in response to differential demand.  UCL must remain 
committed to enhancing the student experience, and it would be important 
to bear in mind that increasing efficiencies would inevitably carry some 
impact in terms of the student experience.  Significant investment in 
electronic forms of delivery would be considered.  It was essential that due 
consideration be given too to developing a stronger commercial approach 
to CPD provision, consultancy work and the exploitation of intellectual 
property.   

   
 18.10 The HEFCE annual grant letter from the Secretary of State for Business, 

Innovation and Skills for 2011-12 and beyond was expected imminently3.   

 
3  The letter is available at http://www.bis.gov.uk/assets/biscore/higher-education/docs/h/10-1359-

hefce-grant-letter-20-dec-2010.pdf 

 4

http://www.bis.gov.uk/assets/biscore/higher-education/docs/h/10-1359-hefce-grant-letter-20-dec-2010.pdf
http://www.bis.gov.uk/assets/biscore/higher-education/docs/h/10-1359-hefce-grant-letter-20-dec-2010.pdf


 
UCL Academic Board – 16 December 2010 – Minutes 

___________________________________________________________________________ 
 

A Government White Paper was expected some time in the New Year but 
any further changes to the funding system beyond those already agreed 
would require primary legislation.  It was difficult to see how this process 
could be completed during the current parliamentary session, which implied 
a significant delay in resolving the variables outlined above.  Any 
suggestion that UCL should ride out the difficulties of the coming period by 
developing a series of deficit budgets was unrealistic:  such a move would 
be irresponsible in the absence of any real confidence of a recovery in the 
funding environment.   

 
  18.11  The Provost had drafted a new UCL ‘Green Paper’ in April 2010 but had 

set it aside in light of the rapidly shifting funding outlook for UK HE which 
had subsequently developed and which radically affected the underlying 
assumptions of a strategy of this kind.  A revised Green Paper would be 
developed in 2011.  Decisions on tuition fees would not be confirmed 
before the meeting of UCL Council in March 2011 but the Provost was 
eager to gather views from AB members in the meantime on the financial 
challenges facing UCL and how these might be addressed. 

 
 Discussion  
 

18.12 AB members suggested a number of areas in which there might be scope 
for UCL to generate additional income or increase efficiency: 

  
• Invest in the development of new teaching methods:  the focus 

should be on methods that would facilitate an increase in student 
numbers whilst maintaining quality.  Attention was also drawn to the 
importance of retaining experienced staff.      

• Consider the scope for reducing four-year undergraduate degrees 
to three years by increasing the number of teaching weeks in the 
year:  it was suggested that this could help to justify increased fees 
and would allow graduates an additional year in work.  It was noted, 
however, that in many cases a four-year programme was the 
nationally required standard for a student to progress to a PhD.  It 
was suggested that the Bologna agreement might also impede 
such a move but AB was advised that this would not be the case if 
sufficient contact hours were maintained. 

• Tackle a perceived lack of lecture theatre space through exploring 
options for booking external venues:  the Provost noted that the 
evidence arising out of the recent space utilisation survey was, if 
anything, that lecture theatres were not being used to their full 
capacity;  the issue was rather one of timing, particularly a 
concentration of teaching activity in the middle of the working week.  
The restricted hours during which it was possible to use 
laboratories was mentioned. 

• Develop distance learning:  the Provost noted that the area had real 
potential but that the development costs should not be 
underestimated.  UCL would be exploring opportunities for 
providing intellectual capital to programmes in which partner 
institutions had already made the initial investment. 

• Abandon the resource-heavy system of second marking:  it was 
noted, however, that a ‘comprehensive moderation’ model, 
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approved by Academic Committee in 2006, had already replaced 
the second marking system. 

• Centralise the admissions function: opposition to this suggestion 
was also expressed, however, on the grounds that subject 
specialist knowledge was required in certain academic areas.   

• Increase the marketing of taught graduate programmes:  this would 
be a means of encouraging current UCL undergraduates onto PGT 
programmes on completion of their undergraduate studies. 

• Participate in the University of London external LLB programme:  in 
response, the Provost noted that UCL already participated in the 
external LLB in tandem with the LSE and that future arrangements 
were currently under discussion. 

• Relax the residential requirements for PhD students:  there might 
be many potential overseas research students for whom it was 
cheaper to fly to London for tutorials than to move to the UK. 

 
 18.13 Student members of AB suggested that students on courses with a 

relatively low number of contact hours might be unwilling to pay higher 
fees, and asked why the salaries of senior managers at UCL had been 
allowed to increase in recent years.  The Provost expressed surprise at the 
low number of contact hours cited by way of example and advised that he 
would look into the matter.  The Provost refuted the assertion regarding 
salary increases, noting in particular the continued freeze in senior 
management pay and the reduction in his own [AB Minute 33.8 2009-10 
refers] and that similar restraint would need to be observed across UCL. 

  
 18.14 In response to questions regarding the position taken by Universities UK 

and the Russell Group on the Government’s funding proposals, the Provost 
noted that the proposal to take £2.9 billion out of the T grant had been 
vigorously opposed across the sector.  The first public attack on the 
implications of major HE funding cuts had been made by the Chair and the 
Director-General of the Russell Group in an article in The Guardian in 
January 20104 (an article  which had at the time been widely condemned 
as scaremongering).  The Russell Group had maintained this positio
subsequently but, in the run-up to the Comprehensive Spending Review 
and the widespread expectation that the CSR would result in a large 
reduction in research funding, the Russell Group had concentrated on 
lobbying against a reduction in the Science Budget.  The relatively 
favourable outcome for research funding in the CSR had vindicated this 
approach.  In terms of the impact on the sector as a whole, the Provost 
noted that any move by top-ranking universities such as UCL to increase 
significantly their intake of students onto the most popular programmes 
might have a significant detrimental impact on those lower-ranking 
universities which did not have a distinct regional profile and mission.  
Concern was expressed too about the future operation of HEFCE if it were 
to become primarily a regulatory rather than a funding body.  
 

18.15 Total student numbers at UCL had increased 3-4% per annum in recent 
years, reflecting both rises in overseas numbers and an increase in UCL’s 
quota.   If further growth in this area came to be regarded as the principal 

 
4  http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2010/jan/11/universities-face-meltdown-britain-suffer 
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means of UCL surviving the funding crisis, a fundamental review of the 
estate would be needed as some academic departments were already 
running at full capacity.  A suggestion was made by one member of AB that 
UCL might consider ignoring any cap on home undergraduate student 
numbers on the grounds that writing off the resultant fines could become a 
financially viable option if UCL were no longer to be dependent on the T 
grant. 

 
 18.16 In response to a question, the Provost advised that the recent international 

developments in South Australia, Kazakhstan and Qatar were consistent 
with the mission of a global university and, while not designed to yield 
major financial profits to UCL, were a significant factor in raising UCL’s 
profile and extending its sphere of intellectual influence.  It was noted that 
UCL was currently in the early stages of discussions regarding proposed 
developments in two other countries.  Careful risk assessments were 
undertaken in relation to all such projects before UCL entered into formal 
agreements. 
 

 18.17 A question was raised about the extent to which UCL’s research-led 
teaching model truly reflected what took place on the ground.  It was 
suggested that there were cases where some staff did not teach at all and 
the bulk of the teaching burden fell on those whose time was less 
committed to research.  A number of faculties had found it valuable to 
review and revise teaching and research responsibilities through workload 
allocation modelling.  It was noted too that an acute research perspective 
was essential for the supervision of final year undergraduate projects.  The 
Provost reaffirmed his commitment to the principle that all research-active 
staff should also teach. 
 

 18.18 A question was raised about the causes of the apparent deterioration in the 
funding situation since the AB meeting of 20 October 2010, which had 
noted that, in order for UCL to replace a forecast fall in the HEFCE T grant 
of £38 million, undergraduate student fees would need to be set at a level 
of approximately £8,000 [AB Minute 6.5, 2010-11].  The Provost, in response, 
drew attention to the extent of the reduction in capital funding from HEFCE 
and uncertainty over the extent of hypothecation of fee income for 
bursaries and scholarships.   
 

 18.19 The Provost reaffirmed the crucial importance of UCL’s continuing to offer a 
full range of academic disciplines and for UCL graduates in any of those 
disciplines to be highly employable.  In this connection, it would be vital to 
ensure that the public debate about the future of the arts and humanities in 
higher education did not lead to a perception on the part of prospective 
students, their parents and employers that these subjects had been 
downgraded within the institutions that continued to offer them.     

 
 18.20 In response to a question about the impact of the funding situation on the 

opportunities for post-doctoral staff to progress to full academic 
appointments, the Provost noted that there was no intention to institute an 
absolute hiring freeze at UCL, although the current hiring review system 
would continue until further notice.  In the longer term, the outlook for 
academic career development would inevitably be affected by the 
Government’s proposal to phase out the compulsory retirement age of 65.  
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On an encouraging note, the Provost drew attention to UCL’s considerable 
success in winning highly competitive funding through the European 
Research Council’s awards for top-flight early career researchers. 

 
 18.21 In response to a question, the Vice-Provost (Academic and International) 

confirmed that it was planned that student fees for those on a year abroad 
would rise from one third to one half of their UCL fee, but advised that it 
was intended that the level of support provided by UCL to such students 
during their year abroad would be strengthened. 

 
 18.22  The Provost noted that he considered transparent and sustained 

communication with the UCL community to be essential to the process of 
developing UCL’s strategy in the coming weeks and months.  He was 
confident that UCL would continue to thrive in the turbulent times ahead but 
it was equally clear that, in order to do so, the university would need to 
prepare for and embrace change.  Drawing the meeting to a close, the 
Provost thanked AB members for their contributions to a wide-ranging and 
constructive discussion.  

    
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
TIM PERRY 
Director of Academic Services  
10 January 2011 
 
[telephone 020 7679 8874; internal extension 28874; fax 020 7679 8595; e-mail - tim.perry@ucl.ac.uk] 


