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NOTICES

Calendar

24 November, Tuesday. Discussion at 2 p.m. in the Senate-House (see below).
28 November, Saturday. Congregation of the Regent House at 2 p.m.
29 November, Sunday. End of third quarter of Michaelmas Term.

4 December, Friday. Full Term ends.

Discussions (at 2 p.m.) Congregations
24 November 28 November, Saturday at 2 p.m.
8 December

Notice of a Discussion on Tuesday, 24 November 2015

The Vice-Chancellor invites those qualified under the regulations for Discussions (Statutes and Ordinances, p. 107) to
attend a Discussion in the Senate-House on Tuesday, 24 November 2015, at 2 p.m. for the discussion of:

1. Report of the General Board, dated 4 November 2015, on the establishment of certain Professorships (see p. 124).

2. Report of the General Board, dated 4 November 2015, on the introduction of a Joint Tripos in History and Politics, and
a Joint Tripos in History and Modern Languages (see p. 126).

Notice of benefactions

9 November 2015

The Vice-Chancellor gives notice that he has accepted with gratitude a benefaction of £660,000 from the Standard Bank
of South Africa Ltd, of which both the capital and the income may be used, which is payable over five years. The
benefaction will be transferred to Magdalene College to support studentships offered over the same period to graduate
students who are candidates for any one-year taught Master’s Degree programme (with the exception of the M.B.A. and
M.Fin. Degrees) and will remain ordinarily resident in one of certain specified African countries. The studentships will
be called the Standard Bank Africa Derek Cooper Scholarships and will form part of Magdalene College’s Mandela
Magdalene Scholarships programme.

The Vice-Chancellor has also accepted with gratitude:

(a) a benefaction of £2,500,000 from Cambridge in America, payable over three years, following a donation from
Mr Charles Nicholas Corfield, to promote the study of mathematics by women by establishing an endowed
University teaching office in the Department of Pure Mathematics and Mathematical Statistics, whose duties will
include such promotion and encouragement;

(b) a benefaction of £1,650,000 from the Walters Kundert Charitable Trust to establish the Walters Kundert Next
Generation Chemistry Fellowships Fund with an endowment of £1,250,000 and the Walters Kundert Outreach in
Chemistry Fund with an endowment of £400,000;

(¢) abenefaction of £1,200,000 from the Kirby Laing Foundation to establish the Kirby Laing Graduate Studentship
Fund.

The Council is submitting Graces for the approval of regulations to govern the funds under (a)—(c) (Graces 1-4, p. 137).

Dates of Discussions for 201617

9 November 2015
The Vice-Chancellor gives notice that Discussions will be held on the following days in the academical year 2016-17:

Michaelmas Term 2016 Lent Term 2017 Easter Term 2017 Long Vacation 2017
11 October 24 January 2 May 11 July
25 October 7 February 16 May
8 November 21 February 30 May
22 November 7 March 13 June

6 December 21 March
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University salaries and stipends

9 November 2015

The Universities and Colleges Employers Association (UCEA) has proposed a pay settlement effective from 1 August
2015. The settlement provides for a 1% increase in the salaries of non-clinical academic and academic-related staff and
assistant staff except for spine points 9 to 20, where the increases are proposed as follows:

Points 9 to 13: 2.65% increase
Point 14: 2.4% increase
Point 15: 2.2% increase
Point 16: 2.0% increase
Point 17: 1.8% increase
Point 18: 1.6% increase
Point 19: 1.4% increase
Point 20: 1.2% increase

It should be noted that one of the five New Joint Negotiating Committee for Higher Education Staff (New JNCHES) trade
unions remains in dispute over the offer. However, UCEA has confirmed that the formal dispute resolution procedure set
out in the New JNCHES agreement has been exhausted and has therefore advised that implementation of the pay
settlement may proceed.

Pending the outcome of further discussions at national level, the Council and the General Board have agreed that an
increase on the basis set out above should be made in all relevant stipends and salaries with effect from 1 August 2015.

The stipends and salaries of certain University staff require the approval of the Regent House. The Council is
accordingly submitting a Grace (Grace 5, p. 139) to the Regent House for the approval of an increase of 1% to 2.65%
(as specified above) in these stipends and salaries. An updated Cambridge general stipend and salary scale showing the
proposed new stipends and salaries for each grade is included in this Notice. This indicates those points which are the
51 points of the national single spine and those points, above and below, which are extensions to the spine in Cambridge.
Changes will also be applied to those associated payments directly linked to a single spine stipend/salary point.

Subject to the approval of this Grace, the corresponding increases will be implemented in the stipends of those offices
which do not require the approval of the University as well as in the salaries of analogous unestablished staff. In the case
of contract research staft and other staff supported on non-central funds, payment of the increase will be conditional on
funds being available to meet the cost of the increase from the relevant funding source.

It is expected that, if the Grace is approved, the increases will be paid to staff in the December 2015 payroll.

Notes: University of Cambridge Single Salary Spine

Note 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.

Note 2: Grade T is for staff who are studying for an approved qualification or undergoing ‘in-service’ training.

Note 3: On 1 January 2010 the first contribution points of grades 2, 3, and 4 became service points.

Note 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.
Note 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.
Note 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.
Note 7: Specific arrangements will apply to progression in service-related points on some grades in compliance with the
Memorandum of Understanding.
Note 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 Technical Division appointments.
Note 9: Direct employees of the University appointed to grade 1 will not be paid below spine point 16, with effect from
1 August 2014.
Note 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.
Note 11:  On 1 January 2015 the first contribution points of grades 1, 5, and 6 became service points.
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SCHEDULE
UNIVERSITY OF CAMBRIDGE: SINGLE SALARY SPINE AS AT 1 AugusTt 2015
Grades
Point Single spine salary
Point on scale 12 on
T 1 2 3 4 s & 7 8 9 10 M scale | From 1 August | From 1 August
Band 1|Band 2|Band 3|Band 4 2014 2015
100 + 100 |£173,346 £175,079
99 + 99 £168,302 £169,985
98 + 98 £163,403 £165,037
97 + 97 £158,649 £160,235
96 + 96 £154,031 £155,571
95 + 95 £149,550 £151,046
94 + 94 £145,198 £146,650
93 + 93 £140,974 £142,384
92 i 92 £136,873 £138,242
91 i 91 £132,892 £134,221
90 i 90 £129,026 £130,316
89 i 89 £125,272 £126,525
88 + i 88 £121,629 £122,845
87 + i 87 £118,091 £119,272
86 i 86 £114,653 £115,800
85 i 85 £111,321 £112,434
Cambridge 84 F 84 £108,082 £109,163
extension to 83 i 83 £104,940 £105,989
national spine (82 + i 82 £101,887 £102,906
81 + F 81 £98,924 £99,913
80 E 80 £96,047 £97,007
79 E 79 £93,254 £94,187
78 E 78 £90,542 £91,447
77 E 77 £87,911 £88,790
76 + E 76 £85,354 £86,208
75 + E 75 £82,872 £83,701
74 E 74 £80,462 £81,267
73 E 73 £78,124 £78,905
72 E 72 £75,854 £76,613
71 E 71 £73,648 £74,384
70 E 70 £71,506 £72,221
69 E 69 £69,428 £70,122
68 E 68 £67,411 £68,085
67 6 67 £65,453 £66,108
66 5 66 £63,552 £64,188
65 4% 65 £61,706 £62,323
64 6" 3" 64 £59,913 £60,512
63 5% 2 63 £58,172 £58,754
62 4% [ 62 £56,482 £57,047
61 13* 3 61 £54,841 £55,389
60 23 2 60 £53,248 £53,781
59 i 1 59 £51,702 £52,219
58 14* 10* 58 £50,200 £50,702
57 13* 9 57 £48,743 £49,230
56 12" 8 56 £47,328 £47,801
55 11 7 55 £45,954 £46,414
54 10 6 54 £44,620 £45,066
53 9 5 53 £43,325 £43,758
52 14* 8 4 52 £42,067 £42,488
51 13* 7 3 51 £40,847 £41,255
50 128 |6 2 50 £39,685 £40,082
49 1 |5 1 49 £38,511 £38,896
48 12t 10 4 48 £37,394 £37,768
47 ikl 9 @] 47 £36,309 £36,672
46 10* |8 2 46 £35,256 £35,609
45 9 7 1 45 £34,233 £34,576
44 11* 8 6 44 £33,242 £33,574
43 10" |7 5 43 £32,277 £32,600
42 9" 6 4 42 £31,342 £31,656
National 41 8" 5 8] 41 £30,434 £30,738
spine 40 7 4 2 40 £29,552 £29,847
(Framework ~ [39 B 3 1 39 [£28,695 £28,982
Agreement) 38 10* 5 2 38 £27,864 £28,143
37 9" 4 1 37 £27,057 £27,328
36 8" 3 36 £26,274 £26,537
85| 7 2 35 £25,513 £25,769
34 6 1 34 £24,775 £25,023
33 10" |5 33 £24,057 £24,298
32 9" 4 32 £23,386 £23,619
31 8" 3 31 £22,685 £22,912
30 7" 2 30 £22,029 £22,249
29 6 1 29 £21,391 £21,605
28 10" |5 28 £20,781 £20,989
27 9* 4 27 £20,198 £20,400
26 8" 3 26 £19,632 £19,828
25 7 2 25 £19,083 £19,273
24 6 1 24 £18,549 £18,734
23 5 23 £18,031 £18,212
22 4 22 £17,528 £17,703
21 9" 3 21 £17,039 £17,210
20 8" 2 20 £16,577 £16,776
19 7 1 19 £16,131 £16,357
18 6 18 £15,765 £16,017
17 5 17 £15,356 £15,632
16 4 16 £14,959 £15,258
15 3 15 £14,631 £14,953
14 2 14 £14,257 £14,599
13 1 13 £13,953 £14,323
Trainees 12 T12 12 £13,537 £13,896
(Steps 1-8no |11 T11 11 £13,195 £13,545
longerinuse) 10 T10 10 £12,863 £13,204
9 T9 9 £12,541 £12,873
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Publication of the Higher Education Green Paper

The Department for Business, Innovation and Skills (BIS) published its Green Paper on higher education, Fulfilling
our Potential: Teaching Excellence, Social Mobility and Student Choice, on 6 November 2015. The consultation
document outlines the Department’s vision for the future of higher education in England, inviting views on proposed
next steps by 15 January 2016.

Members of the University can read a brief summary of the Paper’s key recommendations, and access the Paper
itself at http://www.cam.ac.uk/for-staff/news/higher-education-green-paper-a-summary. Views and comments on the
Paper can be emailed to ConsultationResponses@admin.cam.ac.uk by 25 November 2015 and will inform the response
to BIS that will be considered by the Council on 14 December 2015.

Buildings Committee
9 November 2015

With effect from 1 January 2016

Following discussion at meetings of the Buildings Committee and the Planning and Resources Committee in June 2015,
the Council and the General Board have approved changes to the membership of the Buildings Committee as follows:

(i) Members in class (c) will be appointed by the General Board to be representative of user interests; membership
will not be limited to Heads of School;

(i) Class (d), the Professor of Architecture, and class (e), a member of the Regent House appointed by the Council,
will be replaced by a single class (d), two members of the Regent House with relevant expertise, appointed by the
Council;

(iii) Class (f), three persons with relevant expertise who are not members of the Regent House, appointed by the
Council, will become class (e), two persons with relevant expertise who are not members of the Regent House,
appointed by the Council. Appointments in class (e) are in addition to the Chair appointed in class (a), i.e. there
will be three external members of the Committee.

All Heads of School will continue to receive papers for the Committee and will continue to have the right of attendance,
subject to the agreement of the Chair, for specific items affecting their School. All Heads of School are members of the
Planning and Resources Committee, which seeks the advice of the Buildings Committee in setting the budget for each
capital project, and gives funding approval for each project. The membership continues to provide for cross-representation
with the Estates Strategy Committee.

Christmas and New Year closing: University offices

9 November 2015

The Council has authorized the closure of the University Offices from 5 p.m. on Thursday, 24 December 2015, until
8.30 a.m. on Monday, 4 January 2016. The University Messenger Service will not operate during the period of closure.

VACANCIES, APPOINTMENTS, ETC.

Vacancies in the University

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

Deputy Course Director of the M.Phil. in Engineering for Sustainable Development (fixed-term) in the Department
of Engineering; tenure: funds for this post are available for five years in the first instance; salary: £38,511—£48,743;
closing date: 4 December 2015; further details: http://www.jobs.cam.ac.uk/job/8530; quote reference: NM07463

Cambridge-INET Institute Postdoctoral Research Fellowship (Research Assistant or Research Associate) (fixed-
term) in the Faculty of Economics (two posts); tenure: funds for the post are available for three years in the first
instance; salary: £24,775-£37,394; closing date: 6 December 2015; further details: http://www.jobs.cam.ac.uk/job/8588;
quote reference: JHO7519

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.
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NOTICES BY FACULTY BOARDS, ETC.

Examination in Public Policy for the M.Phil. Degree, 2015-16

The Degree Committee for the Faculty of Human, Social, and Political Science give notice of the following list of
modules to be offered for examination for the M.Phil. Degree in Public Policy (Statutes and Ordinances, p. 508) in the
academical year 2015-16:

Case studies
Title
Global food security: challenges and policies

Health and welfare: ‘Regulating human embryology’

Risk and resilience: ‘Legislating about climate change’

Modules
Title

Macroeconomics

Philosophy and public affairs

Statistics

Systems (half module)

Scientific method and the nature of evidence

Method of assessment

Two problem sets of three to four questions;
group presentation based on the case; individual
summary memo of 500 — 700 words on the case

One essay of no more than 3,000 words
One essay of no more than 3,000 words

Method of assessment

One three-hour written examination

One essay of no more than 3,000 words

A project set by the course co-ordinator
Coursework assessed by the course co-ordinator

A group presentation; individual summary memo of

500 — 700 words on the case
Political and legal institutions One three-hour written examination
Topics in economic policy One essay of no more than 3,000 words

The media (half module) One project the equivalent of 3,000 words

FORM AND CONDUCT OF EXAMINATIONS, 2016

Notices by Faculty Boards, or other bodies concerned, of changes to the form and conduct of certain examinations to be
held in 2016, by comparison with those examinations in 2015, are published below. Complete details of the form and
conduct of all examinations are available from the Faculties or Departments concerned.

Rules for the guidance of candidates and for the prevention of misconduct in
examinations

The Board of Examinations give notice that they have amended the rules for the guidance of candidates and for the
prevention of misconduct in examinations (Statutes and Ordinances, p. 123) as follows:

By amending rule 3:

3. Acandidate may take a small bottle of non-carbonated drink to her or his desk for consumption during an examination
session provided that no disturbance is thereby caused to other candidates. Except with the written consent of the
Secretary of the Board of Examinations no food or other items of drink may be taken into an examination room; cigarettes,
e-cigarettes, and the like are also prohibited from all examination venues. A Supervisor, Invigilator, or Examiner has
authority to deprive a candidate of unauthorized items until the examination session is ended.

Asian and Middle Eastern Studies Tripos, Parts 1A, IB, and II, 2016

The Faculty Board of Asian and Middle Eastern Studies give notice that, with effect from the examinations to be held in
2016, the form of examination for the following papers of the Asian and Middle Eastern Studies Tripos will be as
specified below:

PART 1A

C.3 Literary Chinese 1

This paper is divided into three sections, all of which must be attempted. Section 1 contains passages in literary Chinese for
translation into English. Section 2 contains sentences in literary Chinese for translation into English; candidates will also be
asked to comment on the grammar of the sentences. Section 3 contains passages from cognate texts in English for comment.

J.2 Japanese grammar and translation

This paper will consist of two sections. In Section A candidates are required to answer questions that test their knowledge
of Japanese grammar. In Section B candidates are required: (1) to answer in Japanese and/or in English questions on one
unseen text in Japanese and translate part of the text into English; and (2) to produce a guided composition in Japanese.
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MES.2 Elementary Arabic language B
This paper consists of two sections: a one-and-a-half-hour written examination (50 marks) and an oral examination
(50 marks).

The written examination will contain one writing task in Arabic from a choice of tasks (30 marks) and a translation
from English into Arabic (20 marks).

The oral examination will consist of three sections:

(a) listening comprehension (20 marks);

(b) arole play (15 marks);

(c) adiscussion (15 marks).
Sections (b) and (c) together will last ten minutes. All timings are approximate and all oral examinations are recorded.

MES.3 Elementary Persian language

This paper will consist of two parts: an oral examination (30 marks) and a written paper (70 marks). The written paper
will consist of three sections: Section A will contain passages of Persian for translation into English (20 marks), Section B
will contain a choice of topics for a composition of approximately 100 words in Persian (20 marks), and Section C will
contain questions on Persian grammar (30 marks).

The oral examination will consist of three sections:

(a) dictation (10 marks);

(b) apresentation (10 marks);

(c) arole play (10 marks).

PART IB

C.6 Literary Chinese 2

This paper contains three sections, all of which must be attempted. Section 1 contains one or more passages from seen
texts in literary Chinese for translation into English. Candidates may be asked to comment on the texts in question.
Section 2 contains unseen texts for translation into English. Section 3 is a comprehensive reading exercise. Candidates
are asked to answer questions, in English, on one or more unseen texts. Candidates will be allowed to use copies of the
dictionaries provided.

J.8 Japanese literary modernity
This paper consists of ten essay questions of which candidates will be required to attempt three.

MES. 16 Hebrew literature (special topics)

This paper will be divided into two sections. Section A will contain four questions on modern Hebrew texts and Section B
will contain four questions on medieval Hebrew texts. Candidates will pick one section from which they must answer all
four questions. The questions carry equal marks, which are divided equally between translation and comment.

MES. 18 Topics in Hebrew studies

This paper will be divided into two sections. Section A will contain four questions on pre-modern Jewish literature and
Section B will contain four questions on modern Hebrew culture. Candidates must answer two questions from Section A
and two questions from Section B. All questions will carry equal marks.

PART I1

C.13 Literary Chinese 3

This paper contains three sections, all of which must be attempted. Section 1 contains one or more passages from seen
texts in literary Chinese for translation into English. Candidates may be asked to comment on the texts in question.
Section 2 contains unseen texts for translation into English. Section 3 is a comprehensive reading exercise. Candidates
are asked to answer questions, in English, on one or more unseen texts. Candidates will be allowed to use copies of
Chinese—Chinese dictionaries provided.

J.11 Modern Japanese 3

The paper will consist of three questions: (1) a short unseen passage for translation from English into Japanese; (2) an
unseen Japanese text to be summarized in Japanese; candidates will also be asked to answer in Japanese questions based
on the text; and (3) a short composition in Japanese. Candidates will be required to attempt all three questions.

J.O Japanese oral

(a) Listening comprehension: candidates will listen to a selection of recorded passages of Japanese and answer questions
in Japanese and/or in English;

(b) Oral précis: candidates will prepare a passage in English with the aid of dictionaries, the content of which will be
summarized in Japanese before the examiners. A short conversation in Japanese on the topic may follow;

(c¢) Speech: candidates will be asked to give an oral presentation based on an essay in Japanese that the students have
worked on over two terms. The speech itself should last no more than ten minutes; notes are allowed but the speech
must not be read aloud from a pre-written text. A short conversation may follow.
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MES.32 Advanced Persian language

The examination consists of two parts, a three-hour written examination (70 marks) and an oral examination which is
taken at the end of the fourth year (30 marks). The written examination consists of three sections. Section A consists of
one reading comprehension passage in Persian on which candidates will be required to answer questions in Persian
(15 marks). Section B consists of two unseen passages of modern Persian for translation into English (15 marks each).
Section C consists of three topics for an essay of about 400 words in Persian, of which one must be attempted (25 marks).
All sections must be attempted.
The oral examination consists of three sections. All timings are approximate and all oral examinations are recorded.
(a) Liaison interpreting: Candidates act as an interpreter for two examiners, one speaking Persian and one English
(10 marks: 10 minutes);
(b) Listening comprehension: Candidates listen to a short passage and answer oral questions about it (10 marks:
10 minutes);
(c) Discussion: Candidates discuss one topic selected at the time of the examination from a list of three, chosen and
provided previously by themselves (10 marks: 20 minutes).

MES.33 Advanced Hebrew language

The paper will be divided into two sections, at least one of which must be answered. Section A (pre-modern Hebrew) will
contain three questions on Hebrew language and two questions on specified texts. Section B (modern Hebrew) will
contain two questions on Hebrew language, two questions on specified texts, and an oral. Candidates offering one section
only must answer all questions. Candidates studying both pre-modern Hebrew and modern Hebrew must offer one
language question and one specified text question from Section A and one language question, one specified text question
from Section B, and an oral. Each question, including the oral, is worth 20 marks.
The oral will consist of:

(a) translation and interpretation test (5 marks);

(b) listening comprehension test (5 marks);

(c) general oral ability test (10 marks).

MES.36 Advanced literary Hebrew

This paper will be divided into two sections. Section A will contain eight questions on modern Hebrew literature and
Section B will contain eight questions on ancient/medieval Jewish literature. Candidates must choose one section and
answer four questions from the section of their choice. All questions will carry equal marks.

All other papers remain unchanged.

Linguistics Tripos, Parts I1A and 118, 2016

The Faculty Board of Modern and Medieval Languages give notice that, with effect from the examination to be held in
2016, the form of the examination for the following papers for the Linguistics Tripos will be as specified below.

SECTION C
Paper 12. History of ideas on language (also serves as Paper O1 of Part II of the Classical Tripos and Paper Li.12 of
the Modern and Medieval Languages Tripos)

Candidates will be required to answer three questions, including at least one from each section. Candidates may not use
substantially the same material in more than one answer.

Paper 13. History of the English language (also serves as Paper 15(b) of Part II of the Anglo Saxon, Norse, and Celtic
Tripos, Paper Li.13 of the Modern and Medieval Languages Tripos, and as Paper 43B of Part II of the English Tripos)

Candidates at Part I1a will be required to answer any three questions. Candidates at Part IIB will be required to answer
three questions, including at least one from each section. Candidates may not use substantially the same material in more
than one answer.

All other papers remain unchanged.

Music Tripos, Parts IB and 11, 2016

The Faculty Board of Music give notice that, with effect from the examination to be held in 2016, the form of the
examination for the following papers for Parts IB and II of the Music Tripos will be as follows:

PART IB

Paper 10: Elective topics I (ii): Popular music of the Black Atlantic
There will be a three-hour examination in which candidates will be required to answer two questions from a broader choice.

Paper 11: Elective topics Il (ii): Introduction to Schenkerian analysis
The examination will be of three hours’ duration. Candidates will be required to answer two questions.
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PART II

Paper 10: Constructing the ‘Cantata’, from Schiitz to J. S. Bach

The examination will be of three hours’ duration. Candidates will be required to answer three questions, from a broader
choice.

Paper 11: Beethoven: the late string quartets

The examination will be of three hours’ duration. Candidates will be required to answer three questions, from a broader
choice.

Paper 16: The music industry in the digital age

The examination will consist of two elements: (i) the submission of a research essay (of c. 3,000 words) analysing current
developments in the industry using the theoretical framework provided during the course; and (ii) a two-hour written
examination that will consist of two answers from a broader selection of questions. Each element is worth 50% of the
total mark.

Paper 17: Exploring music psychology
The examination will be of three hours’ duration. Candidates will be required to answer three questions from a broader
choice, relating to the theoretical and practical components of the course.

All other papers remain unchanged.

Full details about examinations for the Tripos can be found here: http://www.mus.cam.ac.uk/internal/students/
undergraduate/examinations/.

Philosophy Tripos, Part 1A, 2016

The Faculty Board of Philosophy give notice that, with effect from the examination to be held in 2016, the form of the
examination for the following paper for Part Ia of the Philosophy Tripos has been amended as specified below.

Paper 5. General paper

The part of the rubric that reads: ‘your essay must not overlap substantially with the content of any other essay that you
have submitted as part of this examination’ has been removed.

All other papers remain unchanged.

Theology and Religious Studies Tripos, Parts I1A and IIB, 2016
The Faculty Board of Divinity give notice that, with effect from the examination to be held in 2016, the form of the

examination for the following papers for Parts 1A and IIB of the Theological and Religious Studies Tripos will be as
specified below:
GROUP B

Paper B13. Religious themes in literature
The paper will be assessed by two long essays (not more than 5,000 words) on topics chosen by candidates from a list

published by the Examiners. Guidelines for these and suggested topics for essays will be found on the Faculty’s website
from the beginning of the Michaelmas Term in the year in which the paper is taught. Candidates should avoid overlap
between the essays.

GROUP D

Paper D2. Interdisciplinary subjects, specified by the Faculty Board

(b) Religious experience: mesmerism, spiritualism, and psychical research

The assessment will consist of the submission of two essays, each of no more than 5,000 words in length, on topics
chosen by candidates in accordance with the provisions of Regulation 19.

(e) Christianity and society in Africa and its diaspora, 1800-2000

The paper will be assessed by a three-hour examination comprised of two sections. Section A will comprise ten essay-
style questions, from which candidates will be required to answer two. Section B will comprise three unseen historical
texts, from which candidates will be required to write a commentary on one.

All other papers remain unchanged.
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Bachelor of Theology for Ministry, 2016

The Faculty Board of Divinity give notice that, with effect from the examination to be held in 2016, the form of the
examination for the following paper for the Bachelor of Theology for Ministry will be as specified below:

GROUP C

BTh 22. Intermediate Greek

The examination will consist of three questions, each of which will carry equal value. Question 1 will require students to
translate and comment exegetically on four short gobbets from the prescribed texts in Greek (out of six). Question 2 will
ask for translation and comment of one longer passage from the set text (out of two). Question 3 will ask for translation
and comment of one longer passage from the other set text (out of two). Copies of the New Testament in Greek will be

provided.

All other papers remain unchanged.

REPORTS

Report of the General Board on the establishment of certain Professorships

The GENERAL BOARD beg leave to report to the University as follows:

1. The General Board recommend the establishment of
two Professorships as set out in paragraphs 2 and 3 below.
The funding arrangements in each case were scrutinized by
the Resource Management Committee at their meeting on
the 14 October 2015.

2. The Board have accepted an academic case from the
Council of the School of the Humanities and Social
Sciences for the establishment from 1 September 2016 of
an El-Erian Professorship of Economics in the Faculty of
Economics. The Professorship will be funded by a
benefaction of $25m from Mr Mohammed El-Erian of the
El-Erian Family Foundation as an endowment to be held
on trust by the University. The endowment will also
support a Fellowship at Queen’s College to be held by the
person holding the office and will provide funding to
support the El-Erian Institute for Human Behaviour and
Economic Policy within the Faculty of Economics. The
Board have agreed that the El-Erian Professor of
Economics shall be elected in accordance with Special
Ordinance C (vii) B.6, provided that, on the occasion of an
election to the Professorship, the General Board shall

4. The General Board recommend:

invite the Governing Body of Queens’ College to nominate
a representative to receive papers and to attend meetings
relating to the election, including the meeting of the Board
of Electors as a non-voting observer. The election to the
Professorship should be made by an ad hoc Board of
Electors and preference should be given by the Electors to
persons whose work is in the area of Human Behaviour
and Economic Policy.

3. The Board have accepted an academic case from the
Council of the School of Clinical Medicine for the
establishment for a single tenure from 1 January 2016 of a
Professorship of Otology and Skull Base Surgery in the
Department of Clinical Neurosciences. The full cost of the
Professorship will be met by the Cambridge Hearing Trust
for the first two years, and thereafter by Cambridge
University Hospitals NHS Foundation Trust. The Board
have agreed that election to the Professorship should be
made by an ad hoc Board of Electors and that the
candidature should be open to all persons whose work falls
within the general field of the title of the office.

I. That an El-Erian Professorship of Economics be established in the University from 1 September 2016,
placed in the Schedule to Special Ordinance C (vii) 1, and assigned to the Faculty of Economics.

II. That regulations for the El-Erian Fund for Economics, as set out in the Schedule to this Report, be

approved.

II. That a Professorship of Otology and Skull Base Surgery be established for a single tenure from
1 January 2016, placed in the Schedule to Special Ordinance C (vii) 1, and assigned to the Department of

Clinical Neurosciences.

4 November 2015 L. K. BOrRYSIEWICZ, Vice-Chancellor

PHILIP ALLMENDINGER
ROBERT CASHMAN
ANNE DAvIS

ABIGAIL FOWDEN

HELEN THOMPSON
GRAHAM VIRGO
CHRIS YOUNG

ROBERT KENNICUTT
PATRICK MAXWELL
MARTIN MILLETT
RACHAEL PADMAN
RICHARD PRAGER
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SCHEDULE
EL-ERrRIAN FUND FOR ECcONOMICS

1. The funds received from the Board of Cambridge in America representing a benefaction from Mohamed
El-Erian together with such other sums as may be received or allocated for the same purpose, shall form a
Fund called the El-Erian Fund for Economics.

2. The Managers shall be responsible for the administration of the Fund and the application of its
expendable capital and income and shall comprise:

(a) the Head of the School of the Humanities and Social Science (who shall be Chair);

(b) the Chair of the Faculty Board of Economics;

(c¢) the El-Erian Professor of Economics (or, in the event the Professorship is vacant, another individual

appointed by the Vice-Chancellor for such period as the Vice-Chancellor shall determine);

(d) a member appointed by the Governing Body of Queens’ College for such period as the Governing
Body of Queens’ College shall determine; and

(e) an external member appointed by the Vice-Chancellor for such period as the Vice-Chancellor shall
determine.

3. The University shall retain as permanent endowment those of the assets in the Fund which are

contributed on the express understanding that they are to be treated as permanent endowment.

4. Subject to the arrangements specified by Cambridge in America at the time of receipt for the period
ending on 15 August 2019 the income from the permanent endowment of the Fund shall be used to support
research into human behaviour and economic policy through:

(a) the payment of the stipend, national insurance, pension contributions, and associated indirect costs of
an El-Erian Professorship of Economics payable by the University and funding for the research
activities of the Professor as determined by the Managers;

(b) adistribution of 4.95% of the income from the permanent endowment of the Fund to Queens’ College
in each financial year in support of a linked Fellowship in Economics for the holder of the Professorship
(or, in the event that the Fellowship is vacant, an equivalent payment to the College in support of
teaching in economics); and

(c) adistribution of 45.45% of the income from the permanent endowment of the Fund to Queens’ College
in each financial year in support of Studentships for doctoral research students selected by the Faculty
of Economics, to be administered by the Governing Body of Queens’ College.

5. The income and (if the Managers think fit) the capital of the Fund not held as permanent endowment

shall be used as follows:

(a) the funds so specified by Cambridge in America at the time of receipt shall be used for the support of
research in human behaviour and economic policy through the foundation of an El-Erian Institute of
Human Behaviour and Economic Policy in the Faculty of Economics which may include the funding
of research, postdoctoral research fellowships and doctoral studentships, visitor programmes and
conferences, and the support of research in human behaviour and economic policy in such manner as
the Managers shall determine, provided that, if the Managers are satisfied that surplus funds are
available, such surplus may be applied as an accretion to the funds held in accordance with
Regulation 4(a); and

(b) the funds so specified by Cambridge in America at the time of receipt shall be distributed to Queens’
College for the support of outreach activities for the El-Erian Institute of Human Behaviour and
Economic Policy in the Faculty of Economics which may include the funding of research, postdoctoral
research fellowships and doctoral studentships, visitor programmes and conferences, and the support
of research in human behaviour and economic policy in such manner as Queens’ College shall
determine.

6. Any unexpended income in any financial year which the University is not required to distribute to
Queens’ College may, at the discretion of the Managers, be carried forward for use as income in accordance
with Regulation 4 or 5 in any one or more subsequent financial years in such proportions as the Managers
determine.

7. The El-Erian Professor of Economics shall be elected in accordance with Special Ordinance C (vii) B.6,
provided that, on the occasion of an election to the Professorship, the General Board shall invite the Governing
Body of Queens’ College to nominate a representative to receive papers and to attend meetings relating to the
election, including the meeting of the Board of Electors as a non-voting observer.
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8. If the Fund ceases for any reason, the University shall (after meeting the costs or expenses resulting

from such cessation):

(a) appoint the Governing Body of Queens’ College as trustee of any permanent endowment and associated
income held in accordance with Regulations 4(b) and 4(c) to be held by Queens’ College for the
purposes set out in Regulations 4(b) and 4(c) respectively; and

(b) distribute to Queens’ College any funds held in accordance with Regulation 5(b) to be held by the
Governing Body of Queens’ College for the purposes set out in Regulation 5(5); and

(¢) apply any of the Fund remaining after the satisfaction of paragraphs (@) and () of this regulation to
any of the purposes of the Fund and otherwise for any purpose which is consonant with the original

purpose of the Fund.

Report of the General Board on the introduction of a Joint Tripos in History and
Politics, and a Joint Tripos in History and Modern Languages

The GENERAL BOARD beg leave to report to the University as follows:

1. This Report proposes the introduction of two new
joint Triposes, in History and Politics, and in History and
Modern Languages, with effect from October 2017. These
are not intended to replace existing Tripos provision in the
core disciplines, but to supplement single-subject Triposes
in order to attract high-quality students who currently
apply elsewhere in pursuit of joint study in these subjects.

2. The proposals have arisen from the deliberations of a
Working Group established by the Councils of the Schools
of Arts and Humanities, and of the Humanities and Social
Sciences. The Working Group was convinced at an early
stage of the potential of a limited number of joint degrees
to enrich the intellectual environment of both Schools and
enhance the number and quality of applicants. While
noting the existing opportunities for ‘borrowing’ papers
within the existing Tripos structure, the Working Group’s
research showed a clear demand for a joint, integrated
Tripos that allows students to study two complementary
subjects equally. Not only is it difficult to convince
potential applicants that ‘borrowing’ will give them the
same intellectual experience as joint programmes offered
by rival institutions, it is in fact not possible to create such
learning pathways within current Tripos structures.

3. These proposals have the support of: the Faculty
Boards of History, of Modern and Medieval Languages
(MML), and of Human, Social, and Political Science; the
Human, Social and Political Sciences (HSPS) Tripos
Management Committee; the Councils of the two Schools;
the Senior Tutors’ Committee; the Undergraduate
Admissions Committee; and the Admissions Forum.

4. The core teaching contributions will be provided by
the Faculties concerned. The new Triposes are largely
based on existing courses; some new teaching will be
introduced to ensure coherent academic linkage between
the disciplines. The General Board are satisfied that this
additional teaching can be provided within current staff
resources.

5. The Triposes are not intended to mirror each other,
but have been broadly based on the following pattern:

(a) Each Tripos will comprise a Part 1A, Part IB, and
Part II, each Part being based on a four-unit
structure (where a unit consists of the papers that
make up the core language component of a single
language or any other paper taken from the relevant
Tripos schedule). In History and Modern Languages
(HML), this structure is supplemented at Part II by
the Year Abroad Project.

(b) The first year (Part Ia) will play a critical role in
introducing students to the fundamental materials
and concepts in each of the two disciplines. History

(©)
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and Politics will introduce a new paper to integrate
both subjects.

The second year (Part IB) will extend the core
knowledge of the first, while increasing elements
that integrate the two disciplines.

The final year (Part II) of each Tripos will both
allow specialization within the disciplines while
also encouraging students to draw on and reflect
upon their knowledge of each.

Each Tripos will allow for appropriate subject
specialization for those students who choose to
pursue a particular combination of subjects. Careful
thought has gone into the range of options that
might be available, which will necessarily be less
extensive than the range available to students on
the MML, Historical, and HSPS Triposes, but
nonetheless represent a rich array of stimulating
options.

Provision is made for students to transfer from the
Joint Tripos to either of the respective single
Triposes, or to other Triposes, subject to the normal
conditions applying to such transfers. Transfers
from the joint History and Modern and Medieval
Languages Tripos will only be feasible after
Part IB; in other cases transfers could take place at
either Part Ia or Part IB. It will not normally be
possible for students to transfer from a single
Tripos to the Joint Tripos in History and Politics
after Part IA; transfers from a single Tripos to the
Joint Tripos in History and Modern and Medieval
Languages will be possible after either Part IA or
Part IB, subject to requisite language skills. The
attached Regulations indicate the possible transfers
into one of the Joint Triposes. Transfers out of
those Triposes into other Triposes will be addressed
through such amendments to the Regulations for
those latter Triposes as may be necessary in the
event that the proposals in this Report are approved.
There will be a single Board of Examiners, for each
Part of each Tripos, comprised of sub-sets of the
Boards of Examiners for the single Triposes. The
Chair of each of the Boards of Examiners will
rotate between the institutions concerned. Separate
class-lists will be published in each Part of each
Tripos.

Each Tripos shall have a Committee of
Management. That Committee’s responsibilities
will include: keeping under review all student-
related administration for the several Parts of the
Tripos; advice to the relevant bodies on the efficient
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use of teaching; oversight of examinations; keeping
under review the regulations for the Tripos;
determining teaching timetables; liaison with the
Colleges and the Senior Tutors’” Committee on
student numbers and other matters of relevance to
the Colleges; and promoting an understanding of
the Tripos within and outside the University.

(i) Admissions numbers can be absorbed within the
Planning Round numbers assigned to the Schools
of the Arts and Humanities and of the Humanities
and Social Sciences. In its first year, the Tripos will
not be open to affiliated students, but this may be
opened up in subsequent years.

History and Politics Joint Tripos

6. The proposed Joint Tripos will draw on the
considerable strengths of History and Politics and
International Relations in Cambridge, and will be a very
strong proposition in the UK higher education market. It
will be an intellectually coherent course with some shared
papers, and some papers unique to it designed to familiarize
students with analytical methods from both Political
Science and History. As such it should have a significant
beneficial impact on the specific recruitment needs of both
disciplines. While History has high quality applicants, it
has not yet recovered from an earlier decrease in numbers;
HSPS has buoyant applicant numbers but a lack of quality
in depth. It is anticipated that a Joint Tripos would attract
more high-quality students; would raise interest in the
existing Historical Tripos; would attract Politics and
International Relations students who are currently lost to
rival degrees elsewhere; and would help recruit state
school applicants in Politics and International Relations in
particular — it is intended that these students will substitute
for the ‘tail of the current HSPS intake and that the number
in the Politics and International Relations Part II track in
the HSPS Tripos will regularize.

7. This Tripos will be under the overall governance of
the Faculty Board of History. In all major respects, the
Tripos will be managed by a separate Committee of
Management with representatives from the Faculty Board
of History and the Department of Politics and International
Studies, reporting to the relevant Faculty Boards on a
regular basis.

8. The new Tripos will comprise Part 1A, Part I, and
Part II. In their first year all students will take a specially
designed paper to introduce them to methods and
approaches from the two disciplines and guide them in
how to study the disciplines in combination. They will also
take papers in History and Politics that will provide a core
grounding in historical knowledge, intellectual history,
political science, and international relations. In their
second year they will progress to more specialized papers
in the history of political thought, international relations,
comparative politics, and European and extra-European
history, with options to pursue more tailored methodological
training in quantitative and statistical analysis. Progression
into the third year will allow students to specialize more
within either History or Politics (including the opportunity
for a dissertation) as well as requiring them to take a
general paper assessing their overall knowledge and
understanding of the two disciplines. Overall the aim of the
Tripos is to build on Cambridge’s strengths across the two
disciplines to provide a wide-ranging education in both
History and Politics with an emphasis on the relationship
between them. In particular Cambridge’s outstanding
reputation in the history of political thought provides the
opportunity to offer a uniquely integrated degree with a
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focus on the relationship between ideas, institutions, and
international context. By the end of their course, students
will have a good understanding of core concepts and
methods across the two disciplines and specialist
knowledge enabling them to pursue postgraduate work in a
wide range of disciplines in the humanities and social
sciences. The rigour, diversity, and flexibility of the degree
will also leave them extremely well placed for the
employment market.

9. In Part 1A, students will take four units:

e a new paper exploring evidence, argument,

comparative politics, evidence, and sources;

*  two specified papers in Politics;

*  one paper from a specified range in History.

10. In Part IB, students will take four units:

*  one paper in the History of Political Thought;

*  one paper in International Relations or Comparative

Politics;

e one paper from a specified range in History;

*  one paper from a specified range in Politics.

11. In Part II, students will take:

* one general and thematic paper;

» three papers from a specified range offered by

Politics and History (one paper may be replaced by
a dissertation of 10,000 words).

12. Evidence from other universities indicates that joint
programmes are highly attractive, but that a number of
applicants to joint programmes are eventually admitted to
a single track. It is anticipated that the introduction of this
Tripos will increase the overall numbers of applications
from well qualified students, either to this Tripos or to
existing Triposes, and that a cohort of between 3040 p.a.
can, in time, reasonably be expected for the Joint Tripos.

History and Modern Languages Joint Tripos

13. The proposed Joint Tripos combines Cambridge’s
recognized strengths in History and Modern Languages
and addresses perceived problems in each area. The
History Faculty does not receive sufficient applications
from candidates who are proficient in languages. Currently,
many applicants are lost to Oxford who are either set on
reading for a joint history and languages degree or who are
sufficiently interested in doing so to exclude Cambridge at
an early stage of their reflections on where to study.
Modern and Medieval Languages has suffered from falling
applications over recent years. The main cause has been
the effect of government languages policy in the school
system, which has led to a decline in the take-up of
languages at secondary level and the consequent erosion of
their attractiveness as a subject for university study. At the
same time, the increasingly non-literary focus of school
language curricula has led to a certain drift away from the
traditional strengths of modern languages departments in
literary study. Offering a course in History and Modern
Languages would bring Cambridge into line with the other
successful languages departments in the UK and attract a
significant number of very good students. This new
programme will enable students better to engage with non-
English-language sources and secondary literature; and
open possibilities for future specialized study. In the first
instance, the languages available will be French, German,
and Spanish (post-A-level), and Russian (post-A-level and
ab initio). Italian will be added with effect from the second
intake in 2018, with other languages included at a later
stage.

14. The Tripos will be under the governance of the
Faculty Board of Modern and Medieval Languages. In all
major respects, the Tripos will be managed by a separate
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Committee of Management with representatives from the
Faculty Boards of History and of Modern and Medieval
Languages, reporting to those Faculty Boards on a regular
basis.

15. The new Tripos will comprise Part 1A, Part IB, and
Part II. In Part IA students will enhance their written and
spoken language skills and study one related course,
normally an introduction to the literature, thought, and
history of the relevant country. In addition they will choose
two outline courses from the History Part I schedule which
will widen their range of historical knowledge and
introduce them to the methods of historical enquiry. In
Part IB students will continue their advanced language (or
ab initio) study. In addition they will choose three further
papers, at least one from each Tripos (the Part IB schedules
in MML and the Part I schedule in History). The two-year
Part II comprises a Year Abroad and a final year of study in
Cambridge. The Year Abroad will give students the
opportunity to immerse themselves in the language, culture
and politics of their chosen language area. They will also
prepare a Year Abroad Project which will be examined in
Part I and will normally have some bearing on the history
of the country in which time is being spent. The Year
Abroad Project will be a dissertation of 8,000 words
relating to the culture, thought, history, or politics of the
country in which the Year Abroad is spent. On their return
to Cambridge at the start of the fourth year, students will
also take an Advanced Oral examination, which contributes
to the mark they receive for their language papers in Part I1.
During their final year students will take the regular
advanced language papers in their chosen language. In
addition they will study three other advanced papers (or
two papers and a dissertation), at least one from each of the
single Triposes. The dissertation will be 10,000 words.
Students will graduate with near native-speaker skills in
one language and with a deep knowledge and understanding
of the area in which that language is used. They will also
have acquired wide-ranging knowledge of European or
extra-European history; they may have chosen to become
proficient in the history of ideas, the history of culture, or
political, social, and economic history. They will be well
equipped to appeal to a wide range of potential employers;
the possession of advanced language skills and of
experience of living abroad is known to be high on the list
of transferrable skills that are in great demand. They will
also be very well qualified to undertake further study in
either History or MML.

16. In Part 1A, students will take four units:

e the core post-A-level language papers in either
French, German, Spanish, or Russian (including
oral examination) or the core ab initio language
papers in Russian;

22. The General Board recommend:
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*  one other paper from a specified range in MML;

*  two papers from a specified range in History.

17. In Part IB, students will take four units:

»  the core language papers in the chosen language
(including an oral examination for those following
the ab initio Russian track);

*  one paper from a specified range in MML;

*  one paper from a specified range in History;

»  one further specialist paper from either subject.

18. In Part II, students will:

In their third year:

e undertake a Year Abroad, under arrangements
comparable to those applying to the MML Tripos,
and write a project report of 8,000 words.

In their fourth year:

e take the core language papers in the chosen
language (including oral examination);

» take one paper from a specified range in MML;

» take one paper from a specified range in History;

» take one further specialist paper from either subject.

(One paper may be replaced by a dissertation of 10,000
words.)

19. All our competitor universities run very successful
joint undergraduate programmes in History and Languages.
As with History and Politics, it is anticipated that the
introduction of this Tripos will increase the overall
numbers of applications from well qualified students,
either to this Tripos or to existing Triposes and that a cohort
of between 15-20 p.a. can, in time, reasonably be expected
for the HML Tripos.

Admissions and recruitment

20. Arrangements have been discussed with the
Admissions Forum for management of admissions.
Admissions Tutors and Directors of Studies will be fully
briefed about the Triposes. Particular care will be taken,
through the University’s Prospectus, the website, open
days, and other student recruitment and widening
participation activities, to ensure that the full range of
choices open to students in each Tripos is clearly explained.

Concluding comments

21. The General Board see a range of benefits in the
proposals contained in this Report. They believe that they
will provide attractive undergraduate routes through the
University’s expertise in History, Politics, and Modern
Languages. Discussions with representatives of Schools
and Colleges have confirmed strong support for the
proposals. Each will contribute positively to Cambridge’s
widening participation strategies. The proposals play to the
University’s strengths in the constituent disciplines while
enhancing the educational provision.

I. That a Tripos in History and Politics and a Tripos in History and Modern Languages be established with
effect from 1 October 2017, with regulations as set out in Annexes I and II.

4 November 2015 L. K. BORYSIEWICZ, Vice-Chancellor

PHILIP ALLMENDINGER
ROBERT CASHMAN
ANNE DaAvIs

ABIGAIL FOWDEN

HELEN THOMPSON
GRAHAM VIRGO
CHRIS YOUNG

ROBERT KENNICUTT
PATRICK MAXWELL
MARTIN MILLETT
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RICHARD PRAGER
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ANNEX 1!
HisTorYy AND PoLiTICS TRIPOS
GENERAL

1. The History and Politics Tripos shall consist of three Parts: Part 1A, Part IB, and Part II. A separate class-
list shall be published for each Part.

2. The Faculty Board of History shall be responsible for the Tripos and shall be advised by a Committee
of Management for the Tripos which shall comprise such representatives of the Faculties of History and of
Human, Social, and Political Science and which will have such responsibilities as the two Faculty Boards
shall determine, and which shall report to both Faculty Boards.

3. On the recommendation of the Committee of Management, the Faculty Board of History shall nominate
a Chair of Examiners and such number of Examiners and Assessors for each Part of the Tripos, as they shall
deem sufficient, provided that the Chair, Examiners, and Assessors may be appointed to examine in more
than one Part of the Tripos. If required to do so, Assessors shall set papers in the subject or subjects assigned
to them, shall mark the answers of the candidates in these papers, shall assess dissertations, and shall present
written reports to the Examiners. Assessors may be summoned to meetings of the Examiners for the purpose
of consultation and advice, but shall not be entitled to vote.

4. The Faculty Board may from time to time make supplementary regulations defining all or any of the
subjects and specified texts of examination, and may modify, alter, or withdraw such supplementary
regulations as they see fit, as advised by the Committee of Management, due care being taken that sufficient
notice is given of any changes.

5. Before the end of the Easter Term each year the Faculty Board shall give notice of the variable subjects
for the examinations to be held in the academical year next following; provided that the Board shall have the
power of subsequently issuing amendments if they have due reason for doing so and if they are satisfied that
no student’s preparation for the examination is adversely affected. The Board shall have power when they
give notice of variable subjects to announce any restriction on the combination of papers that a candidate may
offer.

6. The questions proposed by each Examiner and Assessor shall be submitted for approval to the whole
body of Examiners for the Part of the Tripos concerned.

7. Separate meetings shall be held of all the Examiners for each Part, at which the respective class-lists
shall be drawn up. In each class-list the names of candidates who deserve honours shall be placed in three
classes, of which the second shall be divided into two divisions. The names in the first and third classes, and
in each division of the second class, shall be arranged in alphabetical order. Those candidates placed in the
first class whose work is of special merit shall be awarded a mark of distinction.

8. No student shall be a candidate for more than one Part, or any Part and also for another Honours
examination in the same term.

9. No student who has been a candidate for any Part shall again be a candidate for the same Part.

10. A candidate shall not offer in any Part of the Tripos a paper that he or she has previously offered in
another University examination.

PART 1A

11. The following may present themselves as candidates for honours in Part IA:

(a) a student who has not obtained honours in another Honours examination, provided that he or she has
kept one term and that three complete terms have not passed after the student’s first term of residence;

(b) a student who has obtained honours in another Honours examination, in the year after so obtaining
honours, provided that he or she has kept seven terms and that nine complete terms have not passed
after the student’s first term of residence.

12. The scheme of examination for Part IA shall be:

Paper 1. Evidence and argument

Paper 2. Analysis of politics (also serves as Paper POL1 in Part I of the Human, Social, and Political Sciences
Tripos and as an optional paper for Paper 5 of Part IIA of the Economics Tripos)

Paper 3. International relations I (also serves as Paper POL2 of Part I of the Human, Social, and Political Sciences
Tripos and as an optional paper for Paper 5 of Part I1A of the Economics Tripos)

Paper 4. British political history, 1688—1886 (also serves as Paper 5 of Part I of the Historical Tripos)

Paper 5. British political history since 1880 (also serves as Paper 6 of Part I of the Historical Tripos)

! Supplementary regulations will be inserted as and when required.
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Paper 6. European history, 1715-1890 (also serves as Paper 17 of Part I of the Historical Tripos)
Paper 7. European history since 1890 (also serves as Paper 18 of Part I of the Historical Tripos)

A candidate for Part 1A shall be required to offer Papers 1-3 and one further paper from Papers 4—7.

PART IB

13. The following may present themselves as candidates for honours in Part IB:
a student who has obtained honours in Part 1A of the Tripos in the next year after so obtaining honours.
14. The scheme of examination for Part IB shall be as follows:

Paper 8. History of political thought to ¢. 1700 (also serves as Paper 19 of Part I of the Historical Tripos, and as
Paper POL7 of the Human, Social, and Political Sciences Tripos, and as Paper O6 of Part I of the Classical
Tripos)

Paper 9. History of political thought from ¢. 1700 to ¢. 1890 (also serves as Paper 20 of Part I of the Historical
Tripos and as Paper POL8 of the Human, Social, and Political Sciences Tripos)

Paper 10. International relations II (also serves as Paper POL3 of the Human, Social, and Political Sciences Tripos)

Paper 11. Comparative politics (also serves as Paper POL4 of the Human, Social, and Political Sciences Tripos)

Paper 12. World history since 1914 (also serves as Paper 23 of Part I of the Historical Tripos)
Paper 13. History of the United States since 1865 (also serves as Paper 24 of Part I of the Historical Tripos)
Paper 14. British economic and social history, 1700—1880 (also serves as Paper 10 of Part I of the Historical Tripos)

Paper 15. British economic and social history, since c¢. 1880 (also serves as Paper 11 of Part I of the Historical
Tripos)

Paper 16. Statistics and economic methods

Paper 17. Conceptual issues in political and international relations (also serves as Paper POLS5 of Part II of the

Human, Social, and Political Sciences Tripos)
Paper 18. Historical project

A candidate for Part IB shall be required to offer:

e either Paper 8 or 9; and

e either Paper 10 or 11; and

* one paper from Papers 12—15; and

* one paper from Papers 16-18.

Each paper shall be of three hours’ duration except Papers 17 and 18. The examination for Paper 17 shall
consist of the submission of two essays each of not more than 5,000 words. The examination for Paper 18
shall consist of the submission of two essays of no fewer than 3,000 and not more than 5,000 words each. The
Faculty Board of History shall publish prescribed titles or subjects for essays by the beginning of the
Michaelmas Term next preceding the examination concerned. The two essays shall be typewritten and
submitted, in accordance with detailed arrangements approved by the Faculty Board, not later than the first
Friday of Full Lent Term and Full Easter Term respectively.

PARrT II

15. The following may present themselves as candidates for Part II:

(a) astudent who has obtained honours in Part IB of the Tripos in the year next after so obtaining honours,
provided that the student has kept seven terms and twelve complete terms have not passed since her or
his first term of residence;

(b) astudent who has obtained honours in Part I of the Historical Tripos in the next year after so obtaining
honours, provided that he or she has taken either Paper 19 or Paper 20 in Part I of that Tripos;

(¢) a student who has obtained honours in Part IIA of the Human, Social, and Political Sciences Tripos,
provided that he or she has taken either Paper POL7 or Paper POLS in that Tripos.

16.  The scheme of examination for Part II shall be as follows:

A candidate for Part II shall be required to offer:

e Paper 19; and

e either three papers from Papers 20-54;

e ortwo papers from Papers 20-54 and a dissertation.

Paper 19. General themes and issues

Papers 20.  The history of political thought from c. 1700 to c. 1890 (also serves as Paper 4 of Part II of the Historical
Tripos and as Paper POL10 of Parts 11a and IIB of the Human, Social, and Political Sciences Tripos)

Paper 21. Political philosophy and the history of political thought since c. 1890 (also serves as Paper POL11 of
Parts 11A and IIB of the Human, Social, and Political Sciences Tripos and Paper 5 of Part II of the
Historical Tripos)
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Paper 22. States between states: The history of international political thought from the Roman Empire to the early
nineteenth century (also serves as Paper 6 of Part II of the Historical Tripos)

Paper 23-27. Variable papers, approved by the Committee of Management, on subjects in Politics and International
Relations specified by the Faculty Board of Human, Social, and Political Science for Parts IIA and IIB
of the Human, Social, and Political Sciences Tripos

Paper 31-54. Variable papers, approved by the Committee of Management, on topics or comparative themes in
history specified by the Faculty Board of History for Part II of the Historical Tripos

17. (a) A candidate for Part II who wishes to offer a dissertation under Regulation 16 shall submit an
application, including the title of the proposed dissertation and a statement of the scheme of papers to be
offered in examination. Applications, signed by the candidate’s Director of Studies, shall be submitted to the
Faculty of History so as to arrive not later than the division of the Easter Term next preceding the examination.
Applications submitted after that date will be considered by the Faculty Board only in the most exceptional
circumstances.

(b) Each candidate shall obtain the approval of the proposed title by the Faculty Board not later than the
last day of August preceding the examination. When the Faculty Board have approved a title, no
change shall be made to it without the further approval of the Board. A candidate may submit a revised
title no later than the division of the Lent Term,; titles submitted after that date will be considered by
the Board only in the most exceptional circumstances.

(c) A dissertation shall be not less than 10,000 words and not more than 15,000 words in length, shall
show knowledge of primary sources if on a historical subject, and shall give full reference to all
sources used. Each dissertation shall be typewritten, with proper attention to style and presentation in
accordance with detailed guidelines issued by the Faculty Board. Candidates will be required to
provide a brief synopsis of the contents of the dissertation, and to declare that the dissertation is their
own original work and that it does not contain material already used to any substantial extent for a
comparable purpose.

(d) A dissertation shall be submitted in accordance with arrangements approved by the Faculty Board, so
as to arrive not later than the first Friday of the Full Easter Term in which the examination is to be held.

(e) A candidate may be called for viva voce examination on her or his dissertation and on the general field
of knowledge within which it falls.

ANNEX II!
HISTORY AND MODERN LANGUAGES TRIPOS
GENERAL

1. The History and Modern Languages Tripos shall consist of three Parts: Part 1A, Part I, and Part II.
A separate class-list shall be published for each Part.

2. The Faculty Board of Modern and Medieval Languages shall be responsible for the Tripos and shall be
advised by a Committee of Management for the Tripos which shall comprise such members of the Faculty
Boards of History and of Modern and Medieval Languages and which will have such responsibilities as these
Boards shall determine, and which shall report to both Faculty Boards.

3. On the recommendation of the Committee of Management, the Faculty Board of Modern and Medieval
Languages shall nominate a Chair of Examiners and such number of Examiners and Assessors as they shall
deem sufficient to conduct the examination for each Part of the Tripos. There shall be at least one Examiner
in each language. If required to do so, Assessors shall set papers in the subject or subjects assigned to them,
shall mark the answers of the candidates in these papers, shall set and conduct oral examinations, shall assess
dissertations and projects, and shall present written reports to the Examiners. Assessors may be summoned to
meetings of the Examiners for the purpose of consultation and advice, but shall not be entitled to vote. Two
Examiners or Assessors shall be present for each oral examination in a language.

4. The Faculty Board may from time to time make supplementary regulations defining all or any of the
subjects and specified texts of examination, and may modify, alter, or withdraw such supplementary
regulations as they see fit, as advised by the Committee of Management, due care being taken that sufficient
notice is given of any changes.

5. Before the end of the Easter Term each year the Faculty Board shall give notice of the variable subjects
for the examinations to be held in the academical year next following; provided that the Board shall have the

! Supplementary regulations will be inserted as and when required.
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power of subsequently issuing amendments if they have due reason for doing so and if they are satisfied that
no student’s preparation for the examination is adversely affected. The Board shall have power when they
give notice of variable subjects to announce any restriction on the combination of papers that a candidate may
offer.

6. The questions proposed by each Examiner and Assessor shall be submitted for approval to the whole
body of Examiners for the Part of the Tripos concerned.

7. Separate meetings shall be held of all the Examiners for each Part, at which the respective class-lists
shall be drawn up. In each class-list the names of candidates who deserve honours shall be placed in three
classes, of which the second shall be divided into two divisions. The names in the first and third classes, and
in each division of the second class, shall be arranged in alphabetical order. Those candidates placed in the
first class whose work is of special merit shall be awarded a mark of distinction. The class-list for Part IA shall
indicate the modern languages examined and whether the candidate has taken that language ab initio or post-
A-level.

8. No student shall be a candidate for more than one Part, or any Part and also for another Honours
examination in the same term.

9. No student who has been a candidate for any Part shall again be a candidate for the same Part.

10. A candidate shall not offer in any Part of the Tripos a paper that he or she has previously offered in
another University examination.

11. Modern and Medieval Languages Examinations shall be held in the following languages: French,
German, Russian, and Spanish.

PART 1A

12. The following may present themselves as candidates for honours in Part 1A:

(a) a student who has not obtained honours in another Honours examination, provided that he or she has
kept one term and that three complete terms have not passed after the student’s first term of residence;

(b) a student who has obtained honours in another Honours examination, in the year after so obtaining
honours, provided that he or she has kept seven terms and that nine complete terms have not passed
after the student’s first term of residence.

13. The scheme of examination for Part IA shall be:

History

Paper 1. European history, 776 BC—AD 69 (also serves as Paper 12 of Part I of the Historical Tripos)

Paper 2. European history, 31 Bc—AD 900 (also serves as Paper 13 of Part I of the Historical Tripos)

Paper 3. European history, 900—c. 1215 (also serves as Paper 14 of Part I of the Historical Tripos)

Paper 4. European history, 1200-1520 (also serves as Paper 15 of Part I of the Historical Tripos)

Paper 5. European history, 1450—1760 (also serves as Paper 16 of Part I of the Historical Tripos)

Paper 6. European history, 1715-1890 (also serves as Paper 17 of Part I of the Historical Tripos)

Paper 7. European history, since 1890 (also serves as Paper 18 of Part I of the Historical Tripos)

Paper 8. History of political thought to c¢. 1700 (also serves as Paper 19 of Part I of the Historical Tripos and as
Paper POL7 of the Human, Social, and Political Sciences Tripos and as Paper O6 of Part II of the
Classical Tripos)

Paper 9. History of political thought from c. 1700 to c. 1890 (also serves as Paper 20 of Part I of the Historical

Tripos and as Paper POLS of Parts I1a and IIB of the Human, Social, and Political Sciences Tripos)

Paper 10. Empires and world history from the fifteenth century to the First World War (also serves as Paper 21 of
Part I of the Historical Tripos)

Paper 11. World History since 1914 (also serves as Paper 23 of Part I of the Historical Tripos)

Modern Languages

(i) French, German, and Spanish

Paper B1 Use of the foreign language

Paper B2 Translation from the foreign language
Oral examination B
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(i1) Russian
Either Option A (ab initio):

Paper Al Introduction to the foreign language 1: Use of Russian
Paper A2 Introduction to the foreign language 2: Translation from Russian
Paper A3 Introduction to the foreign language 3: Introduction to Russian culture

Oral examination A

or Option B (post-A-level):
Papers B1, B2, and Oral examination B, as in (i) above.

(iii) Introductory Scheduled Paper relating to the language concerned:

Introduction to French literature, linguistics, film, and thought (also serves as Paper Fr.1 of the Modern and Medieval
Languages Tripos);

Introduction to German studies (also serves as Paper Ge.1 of the Modern and Medieval Languages Tripos);

Introduction to the language, literatures, and cultures of the Spanish speaking world (also serves as Paper Sp.1 of the
Modern and Medieval Languages Tripos)

Introduction to Russian culture (also serves as Paper Sl.1 of the Modern and Medieval Languages Tripos)

A candidate shall offer (a) two papers from Papers 1-11, (b) the papers indicated in (i) or (ii) above, and, for
candidates taking Papers B1, B2, and oral examination B, (c) the relevant paper in (iii).

PART IB

14. The following may present themselves as candidates for honours in Part IB:

(a) astudent who has obtained honours in Part 1A of the Tripos, in the year after so obtaining honours;

(b) a student who has obtained honours in Part 1A of the Modern and Medieval Languages Tripos, in the
year next after so obtaining honours;

(¢) a student who has obtained honours in another Honours Examination, in the year after so obtaining
honours, provided that he or she has kept four terms and that nine complete terms have not passed after
her or his first term of residence, and subject to the prior approval of the Faculty Board of Modern and
Medieval Languages.

The scheme of examination for Part IB shall be:

History
Papers 1-11 from Regulation 13.

Modern Languages
(1) French, German, Spanish, Russian (Option B)
Translation into the foreign language, and test in the foreign language through audio-visual media
(also serves as Paper B3 of the Modern and Medieval Languages Tripos)
(i1) Russian (Option A)
(a)  Use of the foreign language (also serves as Paper B1 of the Modern and Medieval Languages
Tripos)
Translation from the foreign language (also serves as Paper B2 of the Modern and Medieval
Languages Tripos)
Oral examination B
(b)  Translation into the foreign language, and test in the foreign language through audio-visual
media (also serves as Paper B3 of the Modern and Medieval Languages Tripos)
(ii1) The papers listed in Schedule A and in Schedule B

A candidate shall offer the papers indicated in either (i) or (ii)(a) or (ii)(b) above, and three other papers,
including at least one paper from Papers 1-11 in Regulation 13, and one paper from (iii) above.

15. A candidate may offer, in place of one of the designated papers from (iii) above two long essays, each
of not fewer than 3,500 and not more than 4,000 words in length including footnotes but excluding
bibliography. Both essays must be in answer to questions prescribed by the examiners for the paper and
advertised by the division of term preceding the submission deadlines. The two essays shall be submitted to
the Secretary of the Faculty Board, in accordance with detailed arrangements approved by the Board, so as
to arrive not later than 12 noon on the first Friday of the Full Lent Term and Full Easter Term respectively.
Candidates may receive one hour’s supervision devoted to discussion of a plan of each essay but shall receive
no further assistance in the writing of the essays. Detailed instructions will be issued by the Committee of
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Management regarding any other requirements for the essays as a whole. Candidates will be required to
declare that the essays are their own work, and that they do not overlap in content with material submitted for
supervisions. Candidates may be called for viva voce examination in connection with their essays.

16.
(@)

()

(©)

17.
(M)

(i)

(iii)
(iv)

Part II

The following may present themselves as candidates for honours in Part II:

a student who has obtained honours in Part IB of the Tripos or Part IB of the MML Tripos, and has
subsequently spent a period abroad in accordance with the requirements of Regulations 19-21, may be
a candidate in the year next but one after last obtaining honours, provided that he or she has kept seven
terms and that fifteen terms have not passed after her or his first term of residence;

a student who has obtained honours in Part I of the Historical Tripos may be a candidate in the year
next but one after last obtaining honours, provided that () he or she has kept seven terms and that
fifteen terms have not passed after her or his first term of residence, (b) the Faculty Board of Modern
and Medieval Languages has given its prior approval, and (c¢) he or she has satisfied the requirements
of Regulations 19-21;

a student who has obtained honours in another Honours examination may be a candidate in the year
next but one and after last obtaining honours subject to the same proviso as in (b) above.

The scheme of examination shall be:

Translation from and into the foreign language (also serves as Paper C1 of the Modern and Medieval
languages Tripos)

Foreign language text and culture (also serves as Paper C2 of the Modern and Medieval Languages
Tripos)

Oral examination C;

A Year Abroad Project, which shall be offered in accordance with the requirements of Regulations
19-21;

The papers listed in Schedule B and in Schedule C;

The history of political thought from c. 1700 to c¢. 1890 (also serves as Paper 4 of Part II of the
Historical Tripos and as Paper POL10 of the Human, Social, and Political Sciences Tripos)

Political philosophy and the history of political thought since ¢. 1890 (also serves as Paper 5 of Part
II of the Historical Tripos and as Paper POL11 of the Human, Social, and Political Sciences Tripos)
Papers on topics or comparative themes in history, as specified by the Committee of Management
from among those specified by the Faculty Board of History for Part II of the Historical Tripos.

A candidate shall offer:

(a)
(b)
(©

the papers in the relevant language in (i) above;

a Year Abroad Project in accordance with the requirements of Regulations 19-21;

either three papers from Schedule C and Schedule B and from (iv) above, provided that at least one
paper shall be offered from those listed in the Schedules and one paper shall be offered from those
listed in (iv)

or one paper from (iii) above, and one paper from (iv) above, and a dissertation in accordance with the
requirements of Regulation 18;

provided that a candidate who has previously offered a paper from Schedule B cannot offer another paper
from that Schedule, and provided that no candidate may offer more than one paper from Schedule B.

18.

()

(©)

(a) A candidate for Part II who wishes to offer a dissertation under Regulation 17 shall submit an
application, including the title of the proposed dissertation and a statement of the scheme of papers to
be offered in the examination. Applications, signed by the candidate’s Director of Studies, shall be
submitted to the Modern and Medieval Languages Faculty Office so as to arrive not later than the
division of the Easter Term next preceding the examination. Applications submitted after that date will
be considered only in the most exceptional circumstances.

Each candidate shall obtain the approval of the proposed title by the Committee of Management no
later than the third Friday of the Michaelmas Term preceding the examination. When that Committee
has approved a title, no change shall be made to it without the further approval of the Committee. A
candidate may submit a revised title so as to reach the Modern and Medieval Languages Faculty Office
not later than the division of the Lent Term; titles submitted after that date will be considered only in
the most exceptional circumstances.

A dissertation shall be not less than 10,000 and not more than 15,000 words in length, shall show
knowledge of primary sources, and shall give full reference to all sources used. Each dissertation shall
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(@)

(e)

19.

be typewritten, with proper attention to style and presentation in accordance with detailed guidelines
issued by the Committee of Management. Candidates will be required to provide a full brief synopsis
of the contents of the dissertation, and to declare that the dissertation is their own original work and
that it does not contain material already used to any substantial extent for a comparable purpose.

A dissertation shall be submitted to the Modern and Medieval Languages Faculty Office, in accordance
with arrangements approved by the Board, so as to arrive not later than the first Friday of the Full
Easter Term in which the examination is to be held.

A candidate may be called for viva voce examination on her or his dissertation and on the general field
of knowledge within which it falls.

AYear Abroad Project offered under Regulation 17 shall be submitted in accordance with the provisions

set out below.

(a)
()

(©)
(@)
(e)

69}
(h)

(®

Fr.2.
Fr.3.

Fr.4.
Fr.5.
Fr.6.

Every Year Abroad Project offered under Regulation 17 shall normally relate to an aspect of the
history, thought, or culture of the country in which the year abroad is spent.

A candidate shall give notice to the Modern and Medieval Languages Faculty Office of the subject of
the proposed project and the general area within which it will fall by a date announced by the Committee
of Management, which shall be not later than the third Friday of the Full Easter Term in the year next
but one preceding the examination. If, after giving such notice, a candidate subsequently wishes to
revise her or his choice of subject and to offer a project on a subject that falls within a general area
different from that notified, he or she must seek the permission of the Committee of Management not
later than the division of the Full Lent Term in the year next preceding the examination.

After giving notice as required above, a candidate shall submit the proposed title of the project to the
Modern and Medieval Languages Faculty Office, in accordance with instructions issued by the
Committee of Management.

A Year Abroad Project shall be written in English, except that quotations from primary sources must
be in the language of the original.

A Year Abroad Project shall normally be of not less than 7,000 words and in any case not more than
8,000 words in length.

The word limits specified above include notes and appendices but exclude bibliography. A project
shall be typewritten. Each candidate will be required to sign a declaration that the project is her or his
own work, unaided except as may be specified in the declaration, and that it does not contain material
that has already been used to any substantial extent for a comparable purpose.

Two copies of the Year Abroad Project shall be submitted, in accordance with detailed arrangements
approved by the Committee of Management.

A candidate may be called for viva voce examination on the subject of her or his Year Abroad Project.
No student shall be a candidate for Part II unless evidence has been produced to the Modern and
Medieval Languages Faculty Office that during the academical year next before the year of the
examination he or she has spent a period studying abroad under conditions approved by the Committee
of Management in a country or countries relevant to the papers to be offered in examination. Such
evidence will normally consist of a certificate from a university or employer confirming dates of
attendance. Every student shall submit a report on their year abroad in the manner prescribed by the
Committee of Management. Students shall keep the Modern and Medieval Languages Faculty Office
informed of their address abroad at all times.

A candidate proposing to study abroad shall apply for the approval of her or his plans, using a form
issued by the Year Abroad Office. The application shall be submitted through the candidate’s Director
of Studies to the Year Abroad Office so as to arrive not later than the last day of Full Michaelmas Term
in the academical year next preceding that which the candidate proposes to spend abroad, and shall
indicate the country or countries that the student intends to visit and the way in which he or she will
be occupied while abroad. If a student subsequently changes her or his plans, he or she must inform
the Year Abroad Office and seek permission afresh.

SCHEDULE A4

French

Structures and varieties of French

Love, violence, and power in France, 1100—-1500 (also serves as Paper 12 of Part I of the Anglo-Saxon, Norse,
and Celtic Tripos)

Rethinking the human: French literature, thought, and culture, 1500-1700

Revolutions in writing, 1700-1900

Innovation and upheaval: deformation and reformulation in the 20th and 21st centuries
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Ge.2.
Ge.3.
Ge 4.
Ge.5.
Ge.6.
Ge.7.

Sp.2.
Sp.3.
Sp.4.
Sp.5.
Sp.6.
Sp.10.
Sp.11.

S1.2.
S1.3.
S1.4.
SL5.
SLeé.
S1.7.
S1.8.
SL.9.
SI1.10.
SL.11.
SL12.
SI.13.

Du.5.
Gr.3.
NLI1.
Pg.3.

SL.9.
Sl13
Sp.10.

Fr.7.

Fr.8.
Fr.9.

Fr.10.
Fr.11.

Fr.12.

Fr.13.
Fr.14.
Fr.15.
Fr.16.

Ge.8.
Ge.9

Ge.10.
Ge.11.
Ge.12.
Ge.13.
Ge.14.
Ge.15.

German

German history and thought since 1750
Introduction to German literary texts
The making of German culture, |
Modern German culture I, 1750 to 1914
Modern German culture, 11

German, a linguistic introduction

Spanish

Introduction to Hispanic texts

Medieval Iberian and Spanish Golden Age culture

Modern Spanish culture and history

Spanish-American culture and history

Topics in medieval Iberian culture

Introduction to Catalan language and culture

The Hispanic languages (also serves as Paper 21 of the Linguistics Tripos)

Slavonic Studies

The history and culture of Early Rus

Early modern Russia: Literature, history, and visual culture from 1300 to 1725
Russian culture from the Golden Age to the Silver Age

Russian culture after 1880

Russian culture after 1953

Soviet and Russian cinema

The history of the Russian language (also serves as Paper 23 of the Linguistics Tripos)
Introduction to the language, literature, and culture of Ukraine

Studies in twentieth-century Ukrainian literature and film

Russia in revolution from 1861 to 1917

Socialist Russia 1917-1991

Introduction to the language, literature, and culture of Poland

SCHEDULE B

Introduction to the language and literature of the Low Countries (Part IB)

Introduction to Modern Greek language and culture (Part IB and Part II)

Introduction to Neo-Latin literature 1350—1700 (Part I8 and Part II).

Introduction to the language and literature of Portugal, Brazil, and Portuguese-speaking Africa (Part IB and
Part IT)

Introduction to the language, literature, and culture of Ukraine (Part IB and Part II)

Introduction to the language, literature, and culture of Poland (Part I and Part II)

Introduction to the Catalan language and culture (Part IB and Part II)

SCHEDULE C

French

Topics in medieval studies to be specified by the Faculty Board from time to time (also serves as Paper 18 of
Part I of the Anglo-Saxon, Norse, and Celtic Tripos and as Paper 34 of Part II of the English Tripos)

Living, loving, and dying in Renaissance France (also serves as Paper 35 of Part II of the English Tripos)
Reason, experience, and authority: French literature, thought, and history, 1594—1700 (also serves as Paper 36
of Part II of the English Tripos)

Enlightenment and its limits (also serves as Paper 37 of Part II of the English Tripos)

Gender, desire, and power in 19th century French culture (also serves as Paper 38 of Part II of the English
Tripos)

Ethics and experience: literature, thought, and visual culture of the French-speaking world (1900 to the
present) (also serves as Paper 39 of Part II of the English Tripos)

The French language: variation and change (also serves as Paper 33 of the Linguistics Tripos)

A special topic in French studies (A) to be specified by the Faculty Board from time to time

A special topic in French studies (B) to be specified by the Faculty Board from time to time

A special topic in French studies (C) to be specified by the Faculty Board from time to time

German

German literature, thought, and history, from 1700 to 1815, including Goethe works to 1832
German literature, thought, and history, from 1815 to 1914

German literature, thought, and history, since 1910

Aspects of the history of the German language (also serves as Paper 22 of the Linguistics Tripos)
A special period or subject in German literature, thought, or history (i)

A special period or subject in German literature, thought, or history (ii)

The making of German culture 11

Modern German cultures of performance
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Spanish

Sp.7.  Spanish literature, thought, and history, from 1492—1700

Sp.8.  Spanish cinema and television

Sp.9.  Spanish literature, thought, and history, after 1820

Sp.10. Introduction to the Catalan language and culture

Sp.11. The Hispanic languages (also serves as Paper 21 of the Linguistics Tripos)
Sp.12. Latin-American culture

Sp.13. Contemporary Latin-American culture

Sp.14. Spanish literature, life, and history, before 1492

Slavonic Studies

S1.2.  The history and culture of Early Rus

S1.3.  Early modern Russia: Literature, history, and visual culture from 1300 to 1725
S1.4.  Russian culture from the Golden Age to the Silver Age

S1.5.  Russian culture after 1880

S1.6.  Russian culture after 1953

S1.7.  Soviet and Russian cinema

S1.8.  The history of the Russian language (also serves as Paper 23 of the Linguistics Tripos)
S1.9.  Introduction to the language, literature, and culture of Ukraine

S1.10.  Studies in twentieth-century Ukrainian literature and film

SI1.11. Russia in revolution, from 1861 to 1917

S1.12.  Socialist Russia 1917-1991

S1.13. Introduction to the language, literature, and culture of Poland

OBITUARIES

Obituary Notice

Mr Barry MOORE, M.A., M.Sc., London School of Economics, Fellow of Downing College 1979-2008 and Emeritus
Fellow 2008-15, died on 18 August 2015, aged 74 years.

GRACES

Graces submitted to the Regent House on 11 November 2015

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, 20 November 2015.

1. That a Corfield Fund for Mathematics be established in the University, to be governed by the following
regulations:!

CORFIELD FUND FOR MATHEMATICS

1. The funds received from Mr Charles Nicholas Corfield, together with such other sums as may be received
or applied for the same purpose, shall form an endowment fund called the Corfield Fund for Mathematics to
promote the study of mathematics by women and to advance research in the field of mathematics.

2. The Fund shall be administered by Managers who shall comprise three members of the Faculty Board
of Mathematics appointed by the Faculty Board of Mathematics for such period as the Board shall
determine, one of whom shall be appointed Chair by the Board.

3. Subject to Regulation 4, the income of the Fund shall be applied towards the payment of the stipend,
national insurance, pension contributions, and associated indirect costs of a University office in the
Department of Pure Mathematics and Mathematical Statistics, provided that the duties of the holder of the
office shall include the promotion of the study of mathematics by women.

4. Any unexpended income in any financial year, including income accrued in circumstances where it
has not been possible to apply the income of the Fund in accordance with Regulation 3, whether as a result
of a vacancy in an office or otherwise, may at the discretion of the Managers:

(a) be applied to support the work of the holder of any office in respect of which the income of the Fund

is being applied in accordance with Regulation 3, including by the provision of doctoral research
studentships or postdoctoral fellowships;

! See the Vice-Chancellor’s Notice (p. 116).
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(b) be applied, with the approval of the General Board, to support research in the field of mathematics
in the University; and/or

(¢) be carried forward for use as income in accordance with these regulations in any one or more
subsequent financial years.

2. That a Walters Kundert Next Generation Chemistry Fellowships Fund be established in the University, to
be governed by the following regulations:'

WALTERS KUNDERT NEXT GENERATION CHEMISTRY FELLOWSHIPS FUND

1. The benefaction received from the Walters Kundert Charitable Trust shall form an endowment fund
called the Walters Kundert Next Generation Chemistry Fellowships Fund, which shall be used to support
innovative research in chemistry in the University which would not otherwise take place in the absence of
such support.

2. The Managers of the Fund shall be responsible for the administration of the Fund, including the
awarding of grants under Regulation 3, and shall comprise the persons for the time being occupying the
positions of Head of the Department of Chemistry, the Geoffrey Moorhouse Gibson Professor of Chemistry,
the Professor of Physical Chemistry (1920), the Professor of Chemistry (1968), and the BP Professor of
Chemistry (1702). If one Manager is both the Head of Department of Chemistry and one of the Professors
named above, then in the event of a tied decision, that Manager will have a casting vote.

3. The income of the Fund shall be used to provide grants to support innovative research in the field of
chemistry carried out by one or more Walters Kundert Next Generation Fellows, who shall be persons of
any age who are employed at an early stage of their postdoctoral academic careers in the Department of
Chemistry. The Managers shall determine the amount of the grant available annually to support the work
of each Fellow. A Fellowship shall usually be held for a period of five years but the Managers may award
a Fellowship for a shorter period of years and may subsequently extend such period for one or more years
up to a maximum period of five years. In the event that a Fellow ceases to be an employee of the University,
her or his Fellowship shall cease and any grant associated with the Fellowship shall cease to be available
to support the research work of the individual concerned and may be applied by the Managers to support
the work of other Fellows.

4. In the event that there is a vacancy for a Fellow and no suitable candidate carrying out innovative
research in the field of chemistry is available, the Managers may, after consulting with the donor or such
representative or representatives as the donor may appoint, award a Fellowship to a person undertaking
innovative research in the Natural Sciences. Preference shall be given to persons undertaking research in
an area closely related to the field of chemistry.

5. Anyunexpended income in any financial year may, at the discretion of the Managers, be carried forward
for use as income in accordance with Regulations 3 and 4 in any one or more subsequent financial years.

3. That a Walters Kundert Outreach in Chemistry Fund be established in the University, to be governed by
the following regulations:!

WALTERS KUNDERT OUTREACH IN CHEMISTRY FUND

1. The benefaction received from the Walters Kundert Charitable Trust shall form an endowment fund
called the Walters Kundert Outreach in Chemistry Fund, which shall be used to support the University’s
outreach activities to schoolchildren in the field of chemistry.

2. The Managers of the Fund shall be responsible for the administration of the Fund, including the
awarding of grants under Regulation 3, and shall comprise the persons for the time being occupying the
positions of the Head of the Department of Chemistry, the Geoffrey Moorhouse Gibson Professor of
Chemistry, the Professor of Physical Chemistry (1920), the Professor of Chemistry (1968), and the BP
Professor of Chemistry (1702). If one Manager is both the Head of Department of Chemistry and one of
the Professors named above, then in the event of a tied decision, that Manager will have a casting vote.

3. The income of the Fund shall be used to provide grants to support the activities in the field of
chemistry provided as part of the University’s Science Festival or a successor event targeted at
schoolchildren, failing which to support other outreach activities to schoolchildren undertaken by members
of the Department of Chemistry. The grants shall be awarded in such sums and in such manner as the
Managers shall determine.

! See the Vice-Chancellor’s Notice (p. 116).
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4. Any unexpended income in any financial year may, at the discretion of the Managers, be carried
forward for use as income in accordance with Regulation 3 in any one or more subsequent financial years.

4. That a Kirby Laing Graduate Studentship Fund be established in the University, to be governed by the
following regulations:!

KIRBY LAING GRADUATE STUDENTSHIP FUND

1. The benefaction received from the Kirby Laing Foundation, together with such other sums as may be
received or applied for the same purpose, shall form an endowment fund called the Kirby Laing Graduate
Studentship Fund to support Graduate Students working within the field of New Testament Studies in the
University.

2. The Fund shall be administered by a Board of Managers who shall comprise:

(a) the Chair of the Faculty Board of Divinity, who shall be Chair;

(b) the Lady Margaret’s Professor of Divinity

(c) one member of the Faculty of Divinity appointed by the Faculty Board of Divinity, for such period

as the Faculty Board shall determine.

3. Subject to Regulation 4, the income of the Fund shall be used to provide awards, to candidates for the
M.Phil. or Ph.D. Degrees whose studies complement the research of the Lady Margaret’s Professor of
Divinity, which shall be called the Kirby Laing Studentships. Arrangements for awards, including the
number, tenure, and conditions of Studentships to be awarded in any given year, the expenses to be covered
by an award, and the form of the application and selection processes, shall be at the discretion of the
Managers and may provide for applications by persons who are not yet members of the University and for
the financial circumstances of candidates to be taken into consideration.

4. Any unexpended income in any financial year may, at the discretion of the Managers, be awarded to
support Graduate Students working within the field of New Testament Studies in the University in any one
or more subsequent financial years.

5. That (i) the stipends for all non-clinical University staff whose stipends are steps on the Cambridge general
stipend and salary scale be increased as set out in the Schedule to the Council’s Notice on University salaries
and stipends (p. 118), and (ii) the stipends for officers whose stipends are not steps on the general scale,
except the stipend of the Deputy High Steward, be increased by 1% with effect from 1 August 2015, until
further notice.

6. That the BAE Systems Nevill Mott Prizes (Statutes and Ordinances, p. 741) be retitled the BP Nevill Mott
Prizes.?

I See the Vice-Chancellor’s Notice (p. 116).

2 The General Board proposes the retitling of the Nevill Mott Prizes, which are supported by annual benefactions, to reflect the name
of the benefactor which now supports the prizes.

ACTA

Graces submitted to the Regent House on 28 October 2015

The Graces submitted to the Regent House on 28 October 2015 (Reporter, 6401, 2015-16, p. 91) were approved at 4 p.m.
on Friday, 6 November 2015.

Congregation of the Regent House on 1 October 2015: Correction

In the confirmation of the persons elected to the office of Proctor for the year 2015-16 (Reporter, 6398, 2015-16, p. 31)
it is regretted that there was an error. It should have read RiCHARD KEITH TAPLIN, of Downing College, not Gonville and
Caius College.

J. W.NICHOLLS, Registrary

END OF THE OFFICIAL PART OF THE ‘REPORTER”’
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REPORT OF DISCUSSION

Tuesday, 3 November 2015

A Discussion was held in the Senate-House. Pro-Vice-
Chancellor Professor Graham Virgo was presiding, with
the Registrary, the Senior Proctor, the Deputy Junior
Proctor, and forty-four other persons present.

The following Report was discussed:

Topic of concern to the University: Phase 1 of the North
West Cambridge development (Reporter, 6400, 2015-16,

p. 53).

Dr R. CHARLES (University Council,
Information Services, and Newnham College):

University

Deputy Vice-Chancellor, I am a member of the Council,
the Audit Committee, and the Audit Group established to
investigate the cost over-runs in the North West Cambridge
project. This group has already submitted its first report to
the Council and the Regent House in which we identified
systemic deficiencies in the project set-up, planning,
leadership, oversight, risk management, and cost reporting.
Since the Finance Committee and the Council were made
aware of the current problems in July the University’s
Director of Finance has taken on the role of interim project
CFO. He assured the Council at our October meeting that
following remedial actions the financial situation has
improved and projected cost over-runs are less severe than
those reported in July. Reducing those over-runs remains a
priority and a work in progress. A full-time Project Director
is also now being recruited.

The Audit Group met again this morning. Our attention
is now focused on the broader issues of project governance
and the changes the University will undoubtedly have to
make not only to ensure the successful delivery of North
West Cambridge, but which will also likely form the
template for future commercial ventures. The comments [
make today are made in a personal capacity.

We are still assured that North West Cambridge remains
a self-funding project. It will deliver at least some of the
key worker housing our staff so desperately need. This
housing must be affordable and remain affordable for
those who are priced out of the Cambridge housing market.
What is less apparent is what impact the current dispute
over the site-wide infrastructure contract will have both in
financial terms and on the overall completion of Phase 1 of
the project.

What has become abundantly clear while examining the
details of the cost over-runs is that syndicates are not the
best mechanisms for running the University’s commercial
interests. Indeed, with ominous presentience the Board of
Scrutiny highlighted shortcomings with this mechanism
two years ago in its 19th Report.! In the case of North West
Cambridge the Syndicate consists of senior academics and
administrators, stakeholders, and experts from the housing
and construction industry. By drawing part of its
membership from relevant industrial sectors the Syndicate
should have been well positioned to provide the necessary
oversight of one of the largest building projects in Europe.
Representatives of key stakeholder groups across the
University and those in senior leadership roles should have
been best placed to look after the University’s interests.

So how did this go wrong? With the benefit of hindsight
we got the balance of skills and expertise on the Syndicate
wrong. We needed more people with detailed knowledge
and experience of the construction industry to represent
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our best interests. There are of course different views of
what those best interests might be. I have heard claims that
the architectural and environmental standards to which the
project aspires will be the measure by which future
generations mark its success. But any definition of success
must include measures of the project’s financial control,
and also the additional costs arising from any legal disputes
emerging from the project.

There is also the issue that parts of the Syndicate
believed their role was advisory rather than that of a board
governing the project. How this misconception arose is
unclear; the true position was stated clearly in the Report
which set up the Syndicate, which reads that:?

the Syndicate would act as a ‘board’ for those with
responsibility for delivering the project and managing
the estate, and would establish procedures and systems
for the long-term financial and development
arrangements for the site.

The relevant Ordinance is equally clear. It states:

4. Within the strategic and financial framework and any

other limitations set by the Council or the University, as

amended from time to time, the Syndicate shall be
responsible for:

(1) the management, development, and stewardship of
the North West Cambridge Estate (being the
University’s land and property holdings in the area
between Madingley Road, Huntingdon Road, and
the M11 motorway);?

The best one can say is that it seems they have been poorly
advised.

But how do we fix the current problems? Remedial
actions have begun in terms of project leadership and
financial controls, and more are needed. But we also need
better checks and balances to ensure the University’s
interests are safeguarded in this and any future ventures.
This has to start with how progress is reported, how issues
are raised, and how problems are made salient. The current
problems have come to the attention of the Council, the
Finance Committee, and the Regent House far too late.

North West Cambridge had reporting lines in place.
They started with different project management teams
relaying the state of play on individual lots to an
overarching project management group who reported
overall progress to the North West Cambridge Executive.
The Executive reported that progress and lot-by-lot issues
to the Syndicate which in turn provided intermittent reports
to the Finance Committee and to the Council. Additionally,
the Council received a monthly verbal briefing on the
project from the Pro-Vice-Chancellor for Institutional
Affairs. Yet the Council was generally unaware of the
significant issues that had been brewing since at least 2014.

Why? As information flowed upwards it was redrafted at
each step and an increasingly positive picture painted.
Having read through the Syndicate papers from 2013
onwards it is clear to me that inconvenient truths were
omitted or restated in far more positive tones. By the time
bad news reached the top of the reporting chain it was
presented as little more than minor hiccups which could
naturally be expected in a project of this scale.

Questions were asked when there were hints of trouble,
but assurances given that all was well. For example at our
April meeting this year the Council received a written
update? referring to the site-wide infrastructure project as
‘continuing to be pressured’. This goes on to note that the
Syndicate Chair and other senior officers met with the
CEO of Skanska twice in the preceding month. I remarked
at Council that this was highly concerning and asked the
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Pro-Vice-Chancellor to elaborate on what was going on.
Members of the Syndicate present assured the Council that
the matter was under control and was of no lasting concern.
We now know that these meetings related to the site-wide
infrastructure project which is at the centre of the current
dispute. To my deep regret this exchange passed unminuted.

But these reports were not the only source of information.
The project rightly drew the attention of previous Boards
of Scrutiny. The Board’s recent Reports have consistently
recommended careful monitoring of the project.’> Our
internal mechanism for doing this are audits and the project
has been the subject of frequent audit. The most recent
audit carried out in April of this year centred on capital
expenditure and cost management. Bewilderingly, given
what we now know, this area received a rating of substantial
assurance.

Clearly our existing internal checks and balances have
failed. We now need to look very closely at what
information is relayed and how it is relayed upwards. What
new checks and balances do we need to design and apply?
What are the most effective ways to scrutinize and raise
appropriate challenge to what is being reported? These will
not be comfortable conversations, but they are necessary
and we must not shy away from them.

! http://www.admin.cam.ac.uk/reporter/2014-15/weekly/6357/
section6.shtml#heading2-20

2 Report of the Council on Governance arrangements for
the North West Cambridge Project and for the development
of West Cambridge: Reporter, 6218,2010-11, p. 618 — http:/
www.admin.cam.ac.uk/reporter/2010-11/weekly/6218/section6.
shtml#heading2-16

3 Ordinances, Chapter 1, section 9: http://www.admin.cam.
ac.uk/univ/so/2015/chapter01-section9.html#heading2-3 1

4 Update from the West and North West Cambridge Syndicate
to the Council, Council 20.04.15 B4

> Twentieth Report of the Board of Scrutiny: http://www.
admin.cam.ac.uk/reporter/2014-15/weekly/6394/section6.
shtml#heading2-40; Nineteenth Report of the Board of Scrutiny:
http://www.admin.cam.ac.uk/reporter/2014-15/weekly/6357/
section6.shtml#heading2-20; Seventeenth Report of the Board
of Scrutiny: http://www.admin.cam.ac.uk/reporter/2011-12/
weekly/6274/section6.shtml#heading2-20

Dr A. J. HutcHINGS (University Council and Computer
Laboratory), read by Dr R. Charles:

Deputy Vice-Chancellor, I am a postdoctoral researcher at
the Computer Laboratory. Earlier this year, [ was elected to
the University Council. I am also a committee member of
the Postdocs of Cambridge Society. However, my remarks
here today are made in a personal capacity.

In 2012, the Regent House authorized the North West
Cambridge development on the basis that it would provide
low-cost housing for key workers, primarily postdoctoral
researchers.

I wholeheartedly welcome this mission. The availability
of affordable and suitable places to live is critical in
Cambridge. At present, market rent is around 60 per cent
of a postdoc’s income. To compound this, rents are rising
much faster than salaries. The pressure on the market is
likely to increase with commercial companies moving to
the region.

As a direct result of these issues, key workers are
increasingly living outside of Cambridge. Consequently,
driving to work causes both environmental and parking
problems. Another solution is lodging and shared
accommodation. However, there is an unfavourable
balance between the high rents and relatively low standards
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of living. This includes adults having to share crowded
flats or houses with strangers. Poor maintenance of
available housing also means that this option is frequently
unsuitable and sometimes unsafe.

Cost of living is a particular worry for postdocs. As we
have little job security, we need to plan and save for when
our funding inevitably runs out. These concerns are
particularly troublesome for those with dependents.

The North West Cambridge development arose out of
good intentions. However, the mission of building
affordable housing for key workers does not appear to have
been a crucial consideration in subsequent design
decisions.

It is my understanding that no options are off the table
when it comes to achieving an internal rate of return of
6 per cent. One potential option could be seeking a change
to the agreement with the local authority to increase rental
charges. I am concerned that, if this were to happen, the
housing would become unaffordable for key workers. In
combination with relative isolation from the city centre,
and limited transport options to the various campuses, the
development would be unattractive to potential residents.

Raising rental charges would not be in the University’s
best interests. In particular, higher rents would reduce the
ability of the University to recruit and keep talented staff.
The mission of the development — to deliver low-cost
housing — should be at the forefront when it comes to swift,
decisive action to get this project back on track.

I look forward to receiving the Audit Group’s
forthcoming recommendations relating to governance and
management. This issue highlights the need for reforms
that provide built-in mechanisms to deliver effective
checks and balances at the highest levels.

Professor R. J. ANDERSON (University Council, Computer
Laboratory, and Churchill College):

Deputy Vice-Chancellor, [ was elected to Council last year
on the position that ‘Empowering academics to do great
things means that administration should be supportive
rather than a burden’, although I speak here today in a
personal capacity. I serve on the Planning and Resources
Committee. I was previously on Council from 2003-10,
when the North West Cambridge project was being
planned. I opposed it then, believing that the land should
be kept for our next fifty years’ worth of departments and
institutes. But when in 2010 our new Vice-Chancellor
acquired his predecessor’s enthusiasm for the project,
opposing it became a lost cause.

The first indication I had that the project was in serious
trouble was when I received the papers for the Council
meeting of July 13th, where we learned that because of
building cost inflation and a dispute with the infrastructure
contractor, Skanska, the Syndicate — to which the Regent
House delegated management of the project — expected it
to run £50—£80m over budget.

The account we were given set off alarm bells. Having
spent some years working as an IT consultant before
starting my Ph.D., I’ve battled with more than one troubled
project. I teach software engineering to Part I8 Computer
Scientists, and run a systems module for the Masters in
Public Policy course too. I get both groups to study the
report into the London Ambulance Service disaster. I even
get my MPP students to write case studies of other public-
sector IT project failures as coursework. My research is not
just on the technical aspects of computer security and
cryptography, but the economic aspects too, including the
economics of dependability. So, although I am not an
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expert on construction, I do know a bit about how projects
fail. The two main causes are vague, conflicting, or
contested goals; and divergence between the appearance
and reality of authority.

My first reaction was to speak to a member of the
Syndicate who told me ‘Yes, it’s just a total mess. I'm
surprised you didn’t sack us months ago.’

So I reread all the relevant documents carefully. Together
with other Council colleagues, I noticed that while the
verbal briefings we’d received every month on Council
had been warmly reassuring, the Minutes contained quiet
warnings of possible delays because of a dispute with
Skanksa. My Council colleague Ruth Charles has already
remarked on that.

I then exercised my right as a member of Council to
demand all the Syndicate papers back to January 2013 and
spent several days reading them carefully. I realized that
we shouldn’t have sacked the Syndicate in March 2015,
but in March 2014. I wrote a report for Council colleagues,
for the Audit Group, and for my former colleagues on the
Board of Scrutiny telling the story. The Registrary is
anxious that the full story not be told in public yet, arguing
that the details of which consultant said what to which
contractor, and when, might still be litigated. So the
following is a telegraphic summary. The actual details
follow the pattern familiar from the NHS National
Programme for IT, or Universal Credit, or the Sydney
Opera House. In due course the story of North West
Cambridge will no doubt join them as yet another classic
case study.

After Regent House gave the go-ahead for development,
the Syndicate spent much of 2013 doing the fun things
such as getting proposals from architects, and put off the
difficult things such as the infrastructure. Realizing they
were behind, they looked for a single site-wide
infrastructure contractor, and when the lowest bid came in
at almost £50m they realized that they would break their
original budget. The project was costed once more in
March 2014; total projected expenditure had risen from
£338m to £395m (compared with the £323m authorized by
this House). Even cutting the contingency reserve from
£33.5m to £4.5m was not enough to absorb the overshoot.

The Syndicate solved the problem by expanding the
scope of the project, bringing forward 164 key worker
homes from Phase 2 into Phase 1 and extending the
completion deadline from 2016 to 2017. Their paper to the
Finance Committee in June 2014 emphasizes deferred
payments by developers, and more key worker housing;
only on p. 4 do we see a £13m charge due to inflation. The
Finance Committee’s paper to the Council said that North
West Cambridge:

continues to report favourably against key performance
indicators agreed with the Finance Committee, though
the latest financial model does demonstrate that the
indicative peak borrowing limit will be breached as a
result of increased costs due to inflation and deferment
of capital receipts.

The Council, on 14 July 2014, approved an extension of
Phase 1 and placed a Notice in the Reporter on 21 July
increasing the borrowing limit from £242m to £311m
(‘with short term flexibility to £320m’), followed by a
Report to the Regent House on 24 September. When
discussed in this House on October 14th, it attracted only
two comments. The Report also disclosed that Phase 1
would only be complete by March 2017, but it did not
mention cost inflation at all; neither do the Council
Minutes. The Syndicate smugly described this in its risk
register as ‘restructuring’. It enabled the Pro-Vice-
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Chancellor to tell Council: ‘Phase 1 of the development
was on time and on budget’ (Minutes, November 24th) and
this line was repeated in the Syndicate’s Annual Report to
the Regent House, which covered the year to July 2014 and
was published on December 18th. The fact that the budget
had changed was not made salient.

In March 2015, Council was asked for a further £300m
borrowing facility. We had financed North West Cambridge
by issuing a bond for £350m at 3.75 per cent in October
2012 for repayment in 2052; the new facility was
represented as being for development elsewhere,
specifically for a shopping mall in the Old Press / Mill
Lane site and a hotel on Trumpington Street. The Project
Director and the Senior Pro-Vice-Chancellor explained
that we could borrow money for less than the return we
could get by investing in non-operational estate. |
dissented, as I simply did not believe that the Old Schools
had the managerial capacity to build and operate a shopping
mall or a hotel. Nonetheless the proposal appeared in a
Report in May and was duly Graced on June 24th. Only
then was it admitted to the Syndicate (on June 29th), the
Finance Committee (on July 8th), and the Council (on
July 13th) that the North West Cambridge project was in
financial trouble, with a shortfall of £50—£80m owing to
delays in the site-wide infrastructure contract, as well as
building cost inflation.

Yet the problems with the Skanska contract had already
been notified forcefully to the Syndicate in December
2014; officers met the company’s UK managing director in
February to attempt to resolve them, and this meeting was
noted quietly in Council Minutes. In March, the Syndicate
had an extra emergency meeting to consider the problem;
Council was not told. Skanska had threatened litigation by
then, yet this threat was not notified to the Council’s
Advisory Committee for Benefactions, External, and Legal
Affairs, as our rules require. So the Old Schools appear to
have considered it prudent to get this House to authorize a
further £300m in borrowing before holding up their hand
and saying ‘Houston, we have a problem’ — even to the
Council.

I find it difficult to discharge my duty as a trustee of this
university when I am kept in the dark about its most critical
business affairs. That is why I exercized my right to
demand access to the documents.

I support the recommendations made by the Audit
Group. We do need to replace the Syndicate members with
people who have relevant experience; we do need to agree
quickly whether the mission is to build cheap housing for
postdocs or to help all the architects win prizes; and above
all we do need to get somebody competent in charge.

But while necessary, these recommendations are not
sufficient.

My assumption all along was that the Registrary was the
person who was really running the project, as he’s on the
Syndicate, the Finance Committee, and the Council, and
that the Vice-Chancellor was the person who’d step in if
things went wrong. That’s how public sector bodies
operate: civil servants run a department while the minister
pretends to. The Old Schools run the University while
committees nod sagely. And this is not just the Registrary;
many other people in the North West Cambridge Executive,
including the Finance Director, were on full-time or even
part-time secondment from the Old Schools. This is about
structures; about how people behave in organizations.
There is a whole academic discipline, public choice
economics, which studies it.

The NHS National Programme for IT was not fixed by
hiring Richard Grainger. The Smart Metering project was
not fixed by hiring an IT director, and the Universal Credit
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system has not been fixed by hiring a whole series of them.
Successive permanent secretaries, directors general, and
NHS chief executives have used project boards and ‘big-
hitter’ project directors as a means to escape personal
blame for the disasters over which they presided. The
bureaucracy evolves to become ever better at blame
avoidance.

Ifthat is our direction of travel, then Cambridge cannot do
projects. We must abandon all idea of a Phase 2 of North
West Cambridge and accept that in future we will build out
our estate one building at a time using fixed-price design-
and-build contracts where the head of institution is the
customer and the Old Schools have only a supporting role.

But right now, my overriding concern is that no senior
officer in the University seems to want to step up to the
plate. There’s always somebody more to be consulted,
another committee whose opinion must be sought. It is
now four months since the penny dropped and we still
don’t have anyone in charge. We’re told that Cambridge’s
need for a new project director will become known
‘sometime in November’. It looks like the press coverage
of this Discussion will perform that role. At the present rate
it will be next year before we have a new project director;
and when he says we need another £100m and another two
years to fix things, the word will take four months to find
its way from the site office through the Syndicate and the
Finance Committee to the Council and back again.

So although I support the Audit Group’s view that we
need a new, more professional Syndicate, and although I
also back Dr Holmes’s argument that in the long term the
new Syndicate should report to the Planning and Resources
Committee rather than the Finance Committee, in the short
term we need much shorter reporting lines. The new
Project Director needs to report directly to the Vice-
Chancellor, and also report both in writing and in person to
the Council every month. Ordnance 11 (Chapter 1,
Section 9, p. 135) gives the Council the power, in
exceptional circumstances, to discharge the Syndicate and
assume full responsibility. It is time for us to do that. Only
with the new Project Director reporting directly can we
end the blame game, and support him when tough decisions
are needed. If he has to fight the Old Schools as well as
Skanska, it will cost us.

The first thing to do when you come across a road traffic
accident is to prevent more cars crashing into the wreckage,
and then the second thing you do is to stop the bleeding.
We haven’t done either yet. And while senior officers
dodge and weave, we are haemorrhaging millions of
pounds a month. Unless we can get this project under
control, the costs could double rather than merely
increasing by 40 per cent. In that case the rental income
from the new flats won’t even cover the bond interest, and
our successors in the middle of this century will have to
find over half a billion pounds to refinance it. I call on the
Vice-Chancellor to consider very carefully whether that is
the legacy for which he wishes to be remembered by future
generations.

Dr N. HorLmes (Department of Pathology), read by the
Deputy Junior Proctor:

Deputy Vice-Chancellor, I am a member of the University
Council but my remarks here today are made in a personal
capacity.

I wish to make points in three areas. These are the status
of the North West Cambridge Development (hereafter
NWCD), the financial picture, and the future governance
arrangements.
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First, status: the development currently underway is a
major undertaking for the University and can reasonably
be expected to produce a strategic asset of good quality and
to provide much needed affordable housing for rent to
University staff. In addition to the cost increases, there has
been a significant, but not unusual, slippage in the schedule.
The Report to Regent House in September 2014' put
completion of Phase 1 at March 2017. From the papers
available, it is not easy to extract the current expected
completion date but I would be surprised if Phase 1 is fully
complete before March 2020. I believe it would be
appropriate to provide Regent House with a clear revised
completion date.

Second, financial picture: the Finance Committee, at its
meeting on October 7th, agreed the costs associated with
the problems arising from the site-wide infrastructure
contract (SWIC), including claims and knock-on effects,
should be packaged, managed, and reported, as the ‘SWIC
Reserve’, separately from the rest of the project.

Management may be better done in this way. However,
in any assessment of the overall cost and financial outcome
of the development, all costs including those arising from
adjudications on the SWIC issues, must be included.
Anything less is delusional. The PricewaterhouseCoopers
(PwC) review? highlights the confusions that have already
arisen on the NWCD project as a result of the use of
different reporting bases. Therefore, it is important that
whenever the project financials are summarized or
reported, the effects of the SWIC Reserve must be included
in the overall outcomes. The summary in the PwC review
(Appendix 2) documents an estimated £154m increase in
construction costs in three years. They attribute £46.7m of
this to changes to the original design. If the transfer of
some scope from Phase 2 is excluded, such design changes
constitute 38.5 per cent of the increased costs. Hitherto, I
believe the financial impacts of deliberate changes have
been insufficiently recognized, while the contribution of
inflation has been overemphasized, whereas according to
PwC the two are equal.’?

Third, future governance: the Audit Group and PwC
reports highlight confusion over the respective roles of the
Syndicate and the project executive. Recommendation 10
of the Audit Group is that Council should ensure a majority
of the Syndicate ‘have extensive familiarity with both
property development and the delivery of large capital
construction projects’ and recommendation 11 that ‘the
respective roles of the Syndicate and executive team
should be clarified” .4 I certainly believe that it is vital that
the roles of the Syndicate and executive are clear to all.
However, we need to ensure two separate things. One, that
the NWCD is efficiently and professionally managed and
delivered and two, that the University’s strategic priorities
are considered in decision-making at an appropriate level.
If we change the Syndicate composition as recommended,
this will require a majority of external professionals. We
will then need to revisit questions such as whether the
reformed Syndicate is now appropriately configured to
oversee the development of West Cambridge (which is also
within its current remit). West Cambridge is much nearer
to a traditional University development project. Its future
plans do not include accommodation, only academic
departments and Research and Development commercial
space. Whether the best Syndicate to oversee the NWCD
executive can also be optimum for the distinct West
Cambridge development is doubtful. I also believe that
attention needs to be given to the reporting arrangements
for the Syndicate. Currently it only reports directly to the
Finance Committee. A case can clearly be made for an
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additional reporting line to the Planning and Resources
Committee. This should more effectively ensure that the
University’s strategic interests are safeguarded if the
Syndicate is given a role more akin to a traditional
commercial ‘Board’, holding the executive to account.

! http://www.admin.cam.ac.uk/reporter/2014-15/weekly/6357/
section6.shtml#heading2-19

2 http://www.admin.cam.ac.uk/cam-only/reporter/2015-16/
weekly/6400/NW C-audit-documents.pdf

3 ibid. PwC appendices A3

4 ibid. p. 13

Professor S. J. YOUNG (Department of Engineering and
Emmanuel College), read by the Deputy Junior Proctor:

Deputy Vice-Chancellor, as Senior Pro-Vice Chancellor
for the period 2009 to 2015, I was closely involved in
developing the strategy and rationale for the North West
Cambridge Development (NWCD). The principal
motivation for the project was, and surely still is, the
strategic imperative of developing good quality living
accommodation for our postdocs and graduate students.
Without this development, the University will find it
increasingly difficult to recruit the best young research
talent to Cambridge.

The projected cost over-run now before us is unfortunate
and we must learn to manage ourselves better. However, as
pointed out in the Audit Committee’s report, even with this
over-run the project will still be self-financing. A successful
conclusion to this project will result in a significant asset to
the University which will be of great benefit not only to
ourselves but to future generations. Furthermore, by
financing the project via a very competitively priced public
bond, the development will have been achieved without
any significant impact on day-to-day operations of the
University.

We clearly have to tighten up our procedures and the
Audit Committee recommendations set out clearly what
needs to be done. However, we must press on with this
development. Given the sunk investment in infrastructure
and the significant and difficult job of assembling a project
team of this size, it would be folly to let the current
situation deflect us from continuing to press on with the
project. Any deferral of Phase 2 whilst we recover our
nerve will ultimately cost us dearly. I therefore support the
recommendations of the Audit Committee, but more
importantly [ urge Regents to continue to give full support
to the North West Cambridge Development not just for the
completion of the current phase but for the project as a
whole.

Dr R. PabpmaN (University Council, Department of
Physics, and Newnham College), read by the Deputy
Junior Proctor:

Deputy Vice Chancellor, I am a member of Council, but
am today speaking for myself.

I was a member of Council also when we approved the
North West Cambridge development. While not seeking to
minimize the problems with financial management of the
project which have led us to report to the Regent House, I do
however want to make three points: (1) North West
Cambridge was, and remains, a once-in-a-generation
opportunity; (2) while there were undoubtedly shortcomings
in the financial management of the project, those were
reported to the Syndicate and Council as soon as they
became apparent, and the Council and its Audit and Finance

11 November 2015

Committees have taken the necessary actions to limit both
the financial exposure and other risks; (3) the project
remains on course to realize a Net Present Value (NPV) (or
profit, discounted to today) of around £100m on an
investment of around £320m, as well as making a substantial
contribution to the housing stock for graduate students and
postdoctoral researchers. I beg a little time to expand on
these points. First, the opportunity and some history.

The University’s primary purpose in developing North
West Cambridge is to provide affordable housing for a
growing postdoc community, and to accommodate a long-
term increase in graduate student numbers. We also wanted
to release further research space both for our own use and
that of industrial partners. It was realized earlier on that
postdocs require more than just accommodation. For the
development to be successful, it has to become a true
community, somewhere that people want to live, and that
the University can be proud of. Quite apart from the
University’s ambition, it was clear that City and District
Councils required a very compelling offer to allow land to
come out of Green Belt.

Council was faced with two slightly separate problems:
to find a form of development which would achieve its
primary goals, and then to work out how much and how to
pay for it. In outline, the solution was a phased development
of mixed market housing and graduate/affordable housing.
The development has been kick-started with £250m from
the proceeds of the University’s bond issue (repayable over
forty years). Receipts from the release of market housing
are being used to pay for the University’s own development,
while rents on the affordable and graduate housing will
over time help pay down the debt.

Valuing the development was and remains problematic.
The finances play out over a very long time-scale, and
Council was unable to find a way to set a value on achieving
its strategic goals of easing the housing problem, or of
making this a flagship development, rather than a
minimum-cost ghetto. We settled on the requirement that
the development have a positive Net Present Value (NPV),
an Internal Rate of Return (IRR) of greater than six per
cent, and a peak borrowing requirement (PBR) of less than
the £250m available from the bond issue. This is clearly
not as good as simply investing the bond receipts in the
Cambridge University Endowment Fund, but nevertheless
is a sound investment.

The problems that have surfaced in the last three months
are four-fold: (1) the cost and extent of the site-wide
infrastructure were severely underestimated, and the
consequent delays are affecting progress on other contracts;
(2) Building Price Inflation (BPI) is producing cost
increases for the contracts not yet agreed; (3) projected
receipts from key worker / affordable housing rates are not
keeping track with BPI; (4) lax project financial controls
encouraged more up-front spending than is consistent with
the PBR.

This is not a ‘cost blow-out’ as some have represented it.
The headline sums have not been wasted, spent, or even
committed. They are simply a potential liability if we don’t
take appropriate action. Apart from the site-wide
infrastructure issue, this is primarily about evolution of
estimates as we have got closer to the actual spend. (And to
quote Niels Bohr, predictions are difficult, especially about
the future.) Careful timing of contracts means that only
about a third of the total Phase 1 expenditure is exposed to
increases in BPI. With regard to receipts from key worker
housing, we have a problem that Henry Ford would have
recognized: we need to pay our workers enough that they
can buy our products. (In effect, the extra costs falling on
the project from this source are a result of not paying our


http://www.admin.cam.ac.uk/cam-only/reporter/2015-16/weekly/6400/NWC-audit-documents.pdf
http://www.admin.cam.ac.uk/cam-only/reporter/2015-16/weekly/6400/NWC-audit-documents.pdf
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postdocs enough. Put this way, the additional subsidy is
very good value.) Given the positive NPV, the increase in
borrowing requirement is primarily a timing issue. The
same forces that are pushing up BPI now, will also produce
higher future receipts. Nonetheless, the problems with the
site-wide infrastructure, and the increase in projected PBR,
are an embarrassment: both should have been caught and
drawn to the University’s attention much sooner.

In July 2014, in order to build an additional 164 key
worker apartments as part of Phase 1, the Finance
Committee and Council approved an increase in the
borrowing requirement to £311m, with short-term
flexibility to £320m. Council has been informed of
difficulties in the site-wide infrastructure contract on a
number of occasions during the last year, and projections
for a further large increase in PBR, of potentially a further
£50m—£70m, were drawn to our attention in July 2015.
The Syndicate immediately put all Phase 2 preparation on
hold, and asked the Finance Committee to look at options
to contain borrowing within the agreed £320m ceiling.

At the request of the Vice-Chancellor, the Audit
Committee also established a working group chaired by
Mark Lewisohn — an external member of Council and
Chair of the Audit Committee — to report in two phases:
first, on the immediate reasons for the over-run, and second
on future governance of large projects. That working group
presented its first report to the October meeting of Council.

At that meeting, the Council was presented with a
number of options for containing the borrowing
requirement, and agreed the recommendations from the
Finance Committee for further work. It is clear that with
some relatively small changes to the project it will still be
possible to reach essentially the same financial targets
agreed in July 2014; the IRR is down a bit but should still
closely approach six per cent; the NPV is still greater than
£100m; the repayment date may be slightly later than
planned. We will still have a development that will support
our past and ongoing expansion. The immediate scare is
therefore over. There are undoubtedly still risks, but the
project is not in crisis; the University’s oversight and
control procedures have operated as they should; the risks
have been contained; the project remains on track for a
successful outcome. It is even possible that we will not
after all breach the £320m borrowing requirement
previously approved by the University.

However, we have probably been lucky. The Audit /
Working Group’s report is clear that no fault attaches to
individuals, but that there are real problems with the
overly-complex management structure established by the
Council. In particular, paragraphs 30-32 make sobering
reading. In an effort to ensure we retained detailed control
of the project on behalf of the Regent House, we failed to
specify sufficiently clearly, and to distinguish, the separate
responsibilities of the Project Management team, the
Syndicate, and the Council. Members of the Syndicate
were chosen in part for their ability to represent the
University rather than for their expertise, which reduced
some of the protections offered by the Board of a more
commercially-focused project. Ironically, a structure
intended to produce direct accountability in fact had the
primary effect of increasing risk.

Neither are Council members generally elected for our
project management expertise. Nonetheless, the structures
we created have obliged us from time to time to sign off
decisions for which we are not well-equipped. My personal
view is that Council’s role is not to micromanage, nor even
just to manage, but to ensure that we specify clearly what
we want, employ good people, empower them to act, and
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hold them to account for those actions. I am reminded of
the adage: ‘good, fast, and cheap: you can have any two’.
In our case, it is perhaps ‘Good, micromanaged, timely,
and affordable’, but the general idea is the same. I hope the
Working Group’s second report, later this term, will prompt
discussion of these issues both within Council and more
widely.

The Council were given a tour of the site before their
last meeting. This was impressive in many ways, not just in
witnessing the scale and complexity of the development on
the ground, but in seeing the thought that has gone into
almost every aspect. The project remains a key part of our
strategy.

North West Cambridge by itself won’t solve the housing
problems facing the University, but it will transform the
landscape for postdoctoral staff, who are now our most
numerous staff group. It will provide context for West
Cambridge, and help cement crucial relationships between
the University and the City and District Councils. I am still
pleased to have voted for the development. The Regent
House should be reassured that the project remains an
excellent investment, and is in good hands.

Professor J. K. M. SANDERS (Deputy Chair of the West
and North West Cambridge Estates Syndicate, Department
of Chemistry, and Selwyn College), read by the Deputy
Junior Proctor:

Deputy Vice-Chancellor, I was Pro-Vice-Chancellor for
Institutional Affairs from October 2011 to September
2015, responsible for all the University’s 11,000 staff, for
environmental and energy matters, and also for the
University’s relationships with the local community and
local authorities. The development of North West
Cambridge was a central feature of each of these
responsibilities. In addition, I have been Deputy Chair of
the West and North West Cambridge Estates Syndicate
since its inception, and I still am. From early 2012 until I
stepped down in September, I reported regularly to Council
on progress and problems.

My remarks today are informed by this background, but
I am speaking as an individual, not on behalf of the
Syndicate.

The case for expansion to the West and North West was
made as long ago as 1989 by Sir Peter Swinnerton-Dyer.
Then, and at all times since then, the opportunity at North
West Cambridge was to protect and enhance the
University’s status as one of the world’s great academic
institutions. By 2006 the University had persuaded the
authorities to take North West Cambridge out of the Green
Belt in order to help with our housing problems, allowing
the beginning of serious planning work. So the University’s
need for affordable housing has been long acknowledged,
and anybody who has family or colleagues looking for a
home in the Cambridge area will know that the problem is
becoming a crisis: newly arrived postdocs will have to
spend up to 60 per cent of their net income to rent a flat
within the City, and the proportion for those on lower
grades is even higher. Affordability, and the pressure it
places on recruitment, retainment, and salaries, should be
very near the top of the University’s Risk Register.

The Vision for North West Cambridge agreed by the
Council is:

To create a new district and extension to the City, centred
around a mixed academic and urban community: a place
that is sustainable, long lasting and ambitious, offering a
high quality of life to enhance both the City and the
University.
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The Syndicate was established to deliver this vision, which
has guided all the thinking of the Executive and of the
Syndicate, from the creation of the Masterplan through to
individual design decisions.

One example of our environmental vision is that we
have created the largest rainwater recycling scheme in the
UK, and perhaps in Europe. This not only generates lakes
of recreational and biodiversity value, but provides water
for gardens and lavatories, dramatically reducing the
demand for potable water in this semi-arid region of East
Anglia. The district heating scheme and photovoltaic
arrays on roofs, coupled with high insulation standards,
will greatly reduce the energy demands of our homes,
while the design parameters around light and ventilation
also set new standards.

The s.106 legal agreement accompanying our outline
planning permission has put in place very strong
environmental requirements that the University must
satisfy: we have to meet Level 5 of the Code for Sustainable
Homes — the first, and probably last, large-scale
development in the UK to do so. This has placed onerous
and unpredicted demands on our design: for example, the
resolution of conflicting requirements around ventilation
and noise abatement in some exposed parts of the
development required expensive engineering solutions.
Stringent planning regulations have also constrained our
actions in other ways, for example in the design of
junctions and crossings.

The Syndicate’s role is to deliver the vision and to
protect and express the University’s interests. The
executive team and consultants came from the private
sector with expertise in planning, design, construction, and
contracts. They are excellent in their areas, but they cannot
be expected to rapidly absorb or predict all the nuances of
what will be acceptable — or not — to the Regent House.
Matters such as brick colour or street naming may seem
trivial in some environments, but in Cambridge everything
we do is subject to detailed scrutiny, lobbying, and
criticism. The Syndicate has provided the mechanism that
attempts to square this circle, balancing short-term costs
with the long-term interests of the University, where value
can be measured in purely financial terms — but it also has
a reputational and quality dimension too.

It should be a matter of pride for the University that,
even at this early stage, the quality of the Development has
been recognized by winning the World Architecture
Festival Masterplanning Prize in Singapore last year.
Closer to home, it has meant that we have obtained
planning permission for every scheme that we have
proposed to the local authorities, usually unanimously. We
could have proposed cheaper schemes, with more
standardized design and less robust materials, but then we
might have had to spend money and experience delay
through an even more extended planning process.
However, the Syndicate believes that the University has a
responsibility around quality of design, build, and social
coherence. Investment in design and materials has led to
better homes but also to enhanced long-term value as well
as bigger cash receipts. The expected return from market
housing exceeds even the latest budget, and partly offsets
increased costs, because residential developers’ perception
of our development and its commitment to quality and
community facilities is so positive.

It is worth emphasizing that two-thirds of the building
contracts were let at the expected cost, and over 1,100
people are currently working successfully on site. The
school opened on time in September, and is hugely popular.
It has not been easy to run a school in the middle of major
building works, including the County Council’s road
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works around the Huntingdon Road junction at the entrance
to the site, but the future success of the school, under its
impressive leadership and with its active parents and their
children, seems assured.

It is inevitable that the delivery of a project of such
novelty, size, and complexity will include risks and
challenges that are difficult to quantify in advance, not
least the state of the economy and the housing and
construction industries. It is also inevitable that there will
be errors and omissions, and some decisions that with
hindsight might be different. It may be that there are better
mechanisms for managing such a complex set of parameters
while protecting all aspects of the University’s interests.

In the short term, much work over the summer has
contained the projected over-runs, but the overheated
construction industry remains a challenge. This short-term
set-back is uncomfortable and unwelcome, but within a
couple of years Phase 1 will be complete. In due course the
remaining phases will be developed, and for a hundred
years and more, North West Cambridge will be providing
secure, steady, long-term income to the University, decades
after any loans have been paid off, as well as providing an
outstanding place for thousands to live and work. The
improved value of the University as an academic institution
as well as its balance sheet will significantly outweigh the
costs.

Deputy Vice-Chancellor, Cambridge is leading the
world of Higher Education when it comes to thinking
about an institution’s responsibilities to its staff, students,
and neighbouring communities. The executive team and I
host visits almost every week from the top leadership of
leading universities from around the world who come here
to learn from what we are doing. It is innovative, and yes,
it is risky. But if Cambridge cannot innovate and is not
willing to take risks, how can we be world-leading?

Dr M. C. VERNON (Chair of Board of Scrutiny, and
University Information Services):

Deputy Vice-Chancellor, the University ‘has learned how
to become a developer’,' a report from external consultants
SQW states somewhat optimistically. Shattock and
Finkelstein, in reviewing the CAPSA debacle, might
similarly have said that the University had learned how to
deploy an accounting software system.

North West Cambridge has been a major concern of
successive Boards of Scrutiny for the last ten years. We
have always been assured that all ultimately was well,
including well after it should have been clear that this was
not in fact the case.

In 2006, in the Board’s 11th Report, attention was first
drawn to the importance of affordable key worker housing,?
and the Board expressed concern about the future
management of the project.? Six years later the Board was
still describing its size and complexity as ‘daunting’;* we
were reassured then that members of the Regent House
could ‘have confidence that the project is being managed
with enormous care and expertise of a very high calibre’.
In its 19th Report, the Board recommended the constant
review of the underlying financial assumptions;® Council
responded that the Syndicate reviewed the projections
regularly and updated both the Finance Committee and the
Council frequently. Also in the 19th Report, the Board
noted that both the integrity of the project’s financial
planning and its execution was of the utmost importance to
the long-term prosperity of the University’ and last year it
was viewed as one of the two main areas of risk for the
University in the coming years.® Yet here we are today.
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The Board is grateful to Professor Anderson for his
paper on North West Cambridge, and its detailed analysis
of who (should have) known what when, and the issues
surrounding the site-wide infrastructure contract (SWIC).
The Board is aware that this is the subject of legal actions
that are likely to be costly and time-consuming and that we
have to be circumspect in what we say about it for the time
being, but the Regent House needs to have confidence both
that the University is getting the best possible outcome
from adjudication and litigation, and that the processes
surrounding the SWIC do not escape scrutiny. This might
be best achieved by Council keeping the Board pro-
actively informed of progress and legal advice in this area.

It is clear that the West and North West Cambridge
Estates Syndicate has seriously failed the University; it has
acted, however unintentionally, as another filter that has
stopped bad news from reaching the people it should have.
Council has power ‘in exceptional circumstances to
discharge the Syndicate and to assume full responsibility
itself for the management, development, and stewardship
of the West and North West Cambridge Estates for the time
being.”® In the Board’s view, this level of failure is
exceptional, and Council should exercise this power. The
University is to appoint a full-time Project Director and
Finance Director; these should be required to report
directly to Council in a manner such that Council (and the
Regent House) can be sure they are getting accurate,
comprehensible, and comprehensive reports on the state of
the project.

' SQW Lessons Learned Report

2 http://www.admin.cam.ac.uk/reporter/2005-06/
weekly/6045/18.html paragraph 35

3 ibid., paragraph 37

4 http://www.admin.cam.ac.uk/reporter/2011-12/weekly/6274/
section6.shtml#heading2-20 paragraph 8

5 ibid.

® http://www.admin.cam.ac.uk/reporter/2014-15/weekly/6357/
section6.shtml#heading2-20 paragraph 17 & recommendation 3

7 ibid., paragraph 23.3

8 http://www.admin.cam.ac.uk/reporter/2014-15/weekly/6394/
section6.shtml#heading2-40 paragraph 17

% Statutes and Ordinances, p. 135, paragraph 11

Professor D. J. C. MacKay (Regius Professor of
Engineering and Darwin College):

Deputy Vice-Chancellor, my remarks concern the
governance and management of the design of transport
infrastructure associated with Phase 1 of the North West
Cambridge development.

I am deeply concerned that the designs of the Eddington
Avenue / Huntingdon Road junction and the Bunker’s
Hill / Huntingdon Road / Girton Road junction are not safe
for pedestrians and cyclists coming and going between the
North West Cambridge Development and Girton village,
including both Girton Road and Thornton Road; moreover,
these designs are utterly inconsistent with the stated
aspirations of the University, the City Council, and the
District Council, to enhance the transport connections to
neighbouring communities.

We note that the University’s Transport Strategy for
North West Cambridge' aims to give cycling and walking
high priority and states an aspiration for ‘high quality’
solutions, including ‘safe and convenient crossings for
pedestrians and cyclists’.
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We note that the University’s Community Strategy? for
the development repeatedly mentions the goal of linking to
neighbouring communities through cycling and pedestrian
routes.

We note that the City and District Councils’ Policy? for
North West Cambridge stipulates that pedestrian routes
should be provided that are ‘direct, safe, and attractive’,
and that new and enhanced cycle links should be made,
‘including links to nearby villages’.

The Eddington Avenue / Huntingdon Road junction
design that is being built violates all these aspirations and
commitments by singularly failing to include any crossings
of Huntingdon Road that are direct, safe, and attractive for
people travelling from and to Girton and other destinations
in the north-west. The design has also introduced a
dangerous pinch-point into the north-west-bound on-road
cycle path on Huntingdon Road.

This failure of design to conform to vision and policy is
of particularly serious concern because over 100 small
children need to cross Huntingdon Road every school day
to go to the University of Cambridge Primary School, and
41 of those pupils live to the north, in Girton. Future
demand from the north will only increase over the coming
years: based on this year’s intake, we expect that in two
years’ time the school will have roughly 105 pupils who
live in Girton; the adjacent nursery will surely also attract
cyclists and pedestrians from the north; and all the other
amenities on the North West Cambridge site will be very
attractive to Girton residents.

The plans for the Bunker’s Hill cycle link at the Girton
Road / Huntingdon Road intersection are also inconsistent
with the University’s strategy and the City and District
Councils’ policies. While the design is partly satisfactory
(albeit not ‘high quality’) for inbound and outbound cyclists
and pedestrians heading from and to Girton College, and for
confident outbound cyclists heading up Girton Road, it
provides no satisfactory route for young inbound cyclists
coming from Girton Road; nor does it provide a satisfactory
route for inbound or outbound pedestrians along Girton
Road, because there is no safe route to get between the end
of the Girton Road footpath and Bunker’s Hill. Girton Road
and Huntingdon Road are both three lanes wide, and both
are busy roads from 8 a.m. to 9 a.m.

The hundreds of pages of work that have been published
for the North West Cambridge Transport Assessment
include detailed consideration of traffic concerns in
locations at some distance from the development,
including, for example, proposals for increasing traffic
calming on Oxford Road and Windsor Road to reduce rat-
running problems there; but as far as I can see, no attention
has been paid at all to a rat-run much closer to the site,
along Thornton Road. Rat-running during the morning
rush-hour often makes the road impassible to cyclists; and
this is the main cycle route for children and parents cycling
to the University of Cambridge Primary School from the
north.

I have the gravest concern about the possibility of a tragic
accident. Numerous near misses have already occurred.

These pressing safety concerns, and proposed solutions,
are explained in more detail with diagrams, five short
videos, and a written document, all available from the
website http://www.inference.eng.cam.ac.uk/mackay/
presentations/html/EddingtonAve.html.

This website also contains the full text of a public
petition to the University of Cambridge, Cambridge City
Council, South Cambridgeshire District Council, and
Cambridgeshire County Council. The petition calls on the



148 CAMBRIDGE UNIVERSITY REPORTER

University urgently (1) to amend the design of the
Eddington Avenue / Huntingdon Road junction by adding
two new pedestrian and cycle crossings across Huntingdon
Road, eliminating the cycle-lane pinch-point, and widening
the southern footpath, and to implement these
improvements with the utmost speed; and (2) to amend
the design of the Bunker’s Hill junction so as to ensure that
all categories of pedestrian and cyclist have a direct, safe,
and attractive route in both directions.

The petition has, between 24 October and 3 November,
received 438 signatures, of which 142 are from members
of the Regent House, graduates of the University, members
of the Faculties, or persons in statu pupillari; and 26 are
from other employees of the University.

We recognize that implementing these safety
improvements will require additional expenditure, which
is difficult in the current financial context; but lives are at
risk. Accident statistics already show a cluster on
Huntingdon Road, and three University members have
been killed on Huntingdon Road in the last twenty years.
The defective designs that are now being built, combined
with the new demand for crossing Huntingdon Road, will
surely lead to more injuries and deaths. I therefore ask the
University Council to authorize contingency spending to
address these urgent safety issues.

! http://www.nweambridge.co.uk/files/ol_8 3_non-technical_

summary.pdf; http://www.nwcambridge.co.uk/files/ol 8 2
appendices.pdf; Policy NW14; http://www.nwcambridge.co.uk/
files/ol 8 1 assessment and_figures.pdf Sections 7.5.1, 7.6,
9.6.4

2 North West Cambridge Community Strategy (Feb
2013) File name 11_1114_OUT-SCHEDULE _06_-_
COMMUNITY-1120456.pdf (not currently available on original
website)

3 https://www.cambridge.gov.uk/sites/default/files/docs/
North%20West%20Cambridge%20Area%20Action%20Plan.pdf
(see NW17 and NW18)

Mr R. J. DowLING (University Information Services):

Deputy Vice-Chancellor, members of the Regent House, |
am Bob Dowling, with the University Information
Services. For eight years [ was also a member of Council,
and that period included approving the bond that provided
funds for the initial North West Cambridge development.

In my experience, Council works well and makes good
decisions when provided with sound data in a timely
fashion. Council’s Report, and the PricewaterhouseCoopers
report especially, make it clear that it has not been receiving
sound reports for much of the North West Cambridge
project.

By design, the North West Cambridge project is
financially insulated from the main University funds. This
was a risk mitigation for precisely these circumstances.
However, Council receives reports from other projects
which are not so firmly separated. How many of these also
have similar problems with communication, with
unwelcome news being carefully spun? How much
confidence can Council have in the other reports from the
same people who so badly misreported the North West
Cambridge project?

There are, I believe, a number of members of the North
West Cambridge Syndicate who are either members of
Council or who attend in an official capacity. And yet the
Minutes suggest that in none of the reports to Council from
one of them did the others interject that they did not think
Council had fully grasped the seriousness of the situation.
They are all equally culpable, not just the primary reporter.
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Council and the Audit Committee are currently focusing
on the urgent matter of the North West Cambridge project
itself. However, they must not lose sight of the risk that
over-rosy miscommunication is happening across the
board, and not just for North West Cambridge. A
programme of checks should be undertaken where reports
that have come up to the top of the management chain are
compared directly with the experiences of the workers at
the bottom. Council could do worse than to start with the
other reports by the people who were their representatives
on the North West Cambridge Syndicate. Until that is
done, I cannot see how Council can have confidence in
anything they say.

Professor G. R. Evans (Emeritus Professor of Medieval
Theology and Intellectual History):

Deputy Vice-Chancellor, ‘NWCD Phase 1: Lessons Learnt
Report to the University, May 2015°. This appears in the
list of documents considered by PricewaterhouseCoopers.
See the link in the Reporter of 21 October.! That list of
‘lessons’ should be published for the ‘University’ to read,
for those emerging after the CAPSA crisis a decade and a
half ago have manifestly not been ‘learnt’.

On that occasion, after a Discussion on a Topic of
Concern held on 10 October 2000,2 a Review was
commissioned.’ Among its conclusions, dated 2 November
2001,* was that:

the University needs to adopt a more accountable culture
where individuals can be held responsible for their
actions (or inactions) and where committees are more
questioning because they may be held responsible if
their recommendations to higher bodies can be shown to
have been arrived at without proper scrutiny.

Apparently this time it is the Syndicate which was not
sufficiently ‘questioning’, though, looking at their Minutes,
one might reasonably ask whether the Finance Committee,
the Audit Committee, or the Council were sufficiently
‘questioning’ either, until their very recent panic-stricken
meetings.

One may read in the Reporter the published Report of the
Syndicate of December 2014. ‘The Syndicate has mobilised
a design and construction team to deliver the first phase and
realise the aspiration of the project.”® ‘The project remains
within the financial parameters set by the University.”® ‘The
project presently remains on budget.’” Either members of
the Syndicate realised costs and schedules were running out
of control and chose to assure the Regent House otherwise.
Or they remained conscientiously responsible for this vast
and high-profile project but did not equip themselves with
the skills and courage to ask for the information they needed
to be reported to them clearly and in appropriate detail and
then to press searching questions. Either way, one recognizes
the pattern. Committees tend to become complaisant and in
Cambridge the CAPSA recommendation just quoted
remains unfulfilled. I have never understood why intellectual
rigour and a combative spirit seem to desert academics when
big questions arise in a committee-room. A change of that
culture on the University’s committees is clearly needed.

What about ‘individuals’ being ‘held responsible for
their actions (or inactions)’? The Audit Group now tells us
that:

no single factor or individual is responsible for the
projected cost overruns which were reported to the
Finance Committee in July 2015. Instead, the forecast
increases were due to a number of factors operating
cumulatively.
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But another CAPSA recommendation was that for the
protection of a Vice-Chancellor a ‘formal reporting
relationship’ should be established between the Registrary
and the Vice-Chancellor. This:

would give the Vice-Chancellor a more direct role of
intervention in any future CAPSA-like scenario, as
might be necessary especially bearing in mind his
responsibilities under the Financial Memorandum.

This time, we are told, the Vice-Chancellor was not
made aware until summer 2015 of the scale of the mounting
crisis which has now been revealed. At the Finance
Committee meeting of 8 July:

The Vice-Chancellor expressed his ... concern about the
governance and management structures that had led to
this level of cost escalation without the earlier knowledge
of the Finance Commiittee or other University officers and
bodies. He and other senior officers and bodies had only
been alerted to the problems within the last fortnight.®

But the Registrary is one of the ‘senior officers’ and also
serves as a member of the Syndicate; surely he should not
have been taken by surprise. How well has that ‘reporting
relationship’ been working?

The Minutes of the Council on 13 July show discussion
of the concerns then raised by the Finance Committee as
outlined by Professor Sanders as Vice-Chancellor for
Institutional Affairs and Vice-Chair of the Syndicate.” So
there was another ‘senior officer’ who cannot surely have
been taken entirely by surprise if the Syndicate was doing
its ‘questioning’ properly. Pro-Vice-Chancellors have a
reporting requirement too, ‘to the Council through the
Vice-Chancellor’ (Statute C III 15). If he really knew
nothing the Vice-Chancellor could reasonably ask the
Registrary and Professor Sanders why not.

Other members of the Syndicate are also Council
members. At the meetings of the Syndicate surely someone
ought to have asked the questions it is now recognized were
never asked and demanded reports in sufficient detail in
plain language? PricewaterhouseCoopers comments that the
‘reporting is difficult to understand’ and ‘the overall cost
performance of the project is masked by internal budget
transfers’. That obfuscation of the detail of what was
happening is not easy to reconcile with the Audit Group’s
concern that, ‘in order to avoid accusations that it is not
sufficiently achieving consensus within the University, the
project has had to burden itself by being overly consultative’.
Yes the Regent House has been consulted on a number of
occasions, but has it really been told everything it needed to
know before giving its permission?

A decade and a half after CAPSA, when various
adjustments have been made to the University’s governance
following the recommendations of that Review, and the
numbers employed in the UAS have expanded hugely, it is
all happening again, with those fundamental lessons
apparently not learned.

It is not the system, but the culture which needs reform:
a culture of inadequate frankness in reporting; failure of
committee members to ask awkward but necessary
questions; and accountability of responsible persons where
they fail to discharge their responsibilities. In the CAPSA
review we read:

The internal and external auditors made significant
comments to the University about systemic weaknesses
in financial information systems and management
accounting and specifically on points to do with the
CAPSA project but no individual or committee was
apparently accountable for ensuring that these comments
were acted upon or refuted.
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The Audit Committee Minutes regularly report the
worrying findings of internal audits — on acceptance of
donations, on the management of grants — to which must
now be added the present PricewaterhouseCoopers fact-
finding exercise. The audits are not published and are
indeed likely to be treated as strictly confidential under the
contract the University forms with the auditors, routinely
Deloitte for such purposes. This PricewaterhouseCoopers
report is, however, now in our hands and it may be timely
to ask that other internal audits are published too.

This is not an afternoon for long speeches with so many
hands raised, so I will end with a mention of the worrying
admission that the University faces quite a bit of litigation.
‘Contractual claims [are] being made against the University
by key contractors.” Who should be held responsible for
this additional very considerable potential financial and
reputational risk?

! http://www.admin.cam.ac.uk/cam-only/reporter/2015-16/
weekly/6400/NW C-audit-documents.pdf

2 http://www.admin.cam.ac.uk/reporter/2000-01/
weekly/5822/22 html

3 http://www.admin.cam.ac.uk/reporter/2000-01/
weekly/5827/6.html

4 http://www.admin.cam.ac.uk/reporter/2001-02/weekly/5861/

> https://www.admin.cam.ac.uk/reporter/2014-15/
weekly/6370/WNWCambridgeEstatesSyndicate-Report-2014.pdf

¢ https://www.admin.cam.ac.uk/reporter/2014-15/
weekly/6370/WNWCambridgeEstatesSyndicate-Report-2014.pdf

7 https://www.admin.cam.ac.uk/reporter/2014-15/
weekly/6370/WNWCambridgeEstatesSyndicate-Report-2014.pdf

8 https://www.governance.cam.ac.uk/committees/finance-
committee/2015-07-08/MeetingDocuments/FC%20Minutes%20
-%208%20July%202015.pdf

% https://www.governance.cam.ac.uk/committees/council/
meeting-20150713/MeetingDocuments/Council%20
confirmed%20minutes%2013%20Jul%2015.pdf

Dr L. N. DRUMRIGHT (Secretary of the Board of Scrutiny,
Department of Medicine, and Hughes Hall):

Deputy Vice-Chancellor, I address you today in my role as
the Secretary of the Board of Scrutiny.

North West Cambridge is the largest investment project
of its type that the University has ever undertaken. There is
little doubt that we will engage in projects of this magnitude
in the future. It is therefore vital that we learn as much as
we can from our experiences, both negative and positive.
This will ensure that Phase 2 of North West Cambridge
goes more smoothly, and that we have confidence in future
large construction projects, and that they can be
successfully maintained within the estimated limits of
delivery in terms of time and costs.

The University’s reputation based on such projects is
also important. The University of Cambridge is a world
leader and as such it is very much in the public eye. The
Vice-Chancellor is quoted on the North West Cambridge
website, and I quote:

But because our global pre-eminence will be challenged
both internationally and domestically, standing still is
not an option. We must continue to adapt and develop.!

It is important that we grow, but also that we maintain our
reputation within this growth. The North West Cambridge
development has already been used as an Urban
Development example at UCL;? our external reputation
will be measured in part by the success of this development.
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Taking into account our external reputation and the need
to grow and invest in large projects, the Board of Scrutiny
recommends that clear policies and procedures are
developed around the North West Cambridge project and
future development projects; and that these are followed to
ensure success.

The Board recognizes the support of audit processes in
the development of these policies and procedures, and we
are pleased that the Audit Committee is explicitly looking
at governance issues in its second investigation. The
Regent House will remember that the Board worked with
the Audit Committee to commission the external review by
Shattock and Finkelstein and the Board would be happy to
participate in the second audit by electing one of its
members to join the Audit Group for the North West
Cambridge development.

There has already been much activity around the delays
and additional costs of the North West Cambridge
development. As we move forward, the Council must take
effective steps so that Regent House can be confident that
not only has the University extensively analysed the issues
that have occurred, but that we have learned from these
issues and changed our approach so that we can face future
projects with confidence. Documentation on clear policies
and procedures, as well as support from the Board in the
next audit, would support movement in this direction.

! http://www.nwcambridge.co.uk/vision/message-vice-
chancellor

2 https://www.ucl.ac.uk/urbanlab/docs/case-study-2-cambridge

Dr D. R. DE LACEY (Faculty of Divinity):

Deputy Vice-Chancellor, I am here as a member of the
University, though I should say that I am also a Parish
Councillor and District Councillor for Girton — I need to
keep reminding the University that half of this development
lies in my Parish — and I am a member of the Joint
Development Control Committee which determines the
planning applications for North West Cambridge.

Most of the lessons ... are simple and it is well within the
capacity of the University to learn and act on them. The
lessons relate to clarity of responsibilities; well
organized project management and technical processes;
properly qualified and trained staff; unswerving strategic
focus; careful control of external consultants; in depth
scrutiny of project proposals.'

No, that is not from the PricewaterhouseCoopers report. It
is from Professor Anthony Finkelstein’s report on CAPSA,
published in the Reporter almost exactly fourteen years
ago. There are many other such gems in the CAPSA
reports,? and it is clear that we have learned little about
project management from that debacle. Why is this so?
There are some vital lessons we need to learn — and learn
quickly — to avoid another CAPSA.

First, another quotation from Finkelstein: ‘It should be
remarked ... that continuity is vital to effective oversight.”?
So I read with trepidation the recommendation that ‘a
Project Director should be appointed as soon as possible to
lead the NWCD on a full-time basis.’* The one thing we do
not need at this stage is to lose all our corporate memory,
as we did with CAPSA (another Lesson Not Learned). If
the Project Director and Deputy Director are overworked
(though the Audit Group offer no evidence that they are)
then please let us release them from other responsibilities,
rather than bringing in a neophyte, however big a hitter.

Second, we need to identify and follow the project
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management scheme being employed: we have a
‘professional team of third party project management’
(PwC report 1.1.7) but I see no reference to methodology.
See again the CAPSA recommendations:® we have clearly
not yet tackled what Professor Shattock called ‘the grey
area that lies at the interface between’ management and
governance.

It is good to see the report tackle the issues of
accountability and risk. On the former it is ironic that the
report itself evades the issue by the common device of such
reports — the use of passives. Just one example from
Appendix 3 of the PwC report: ‘A decision was made in
July 2014 to transfer some scope from Phase 2 Lot 2 into
Phase 1°. Conveniently, the passive leaves us in the dark as
to who made it. Of course the report writer may not know;
but if forced to use the active voice the writer would at
least become aware that there is an issue. I note wryly that
I recommended in the Discussion of 2001 what I
recommend again: it should be a requirement of reports
that they never contain the passive voice.

On risk may I end with one which is not covered in this
report. The metric of success must surely include a stable
and contented community at the end of the project. Our
concerns over governance of the process should not be an
excuse to ignore the issue of governance of the community.
As I understand it the University will be imposing a charge
on residents for benefits which are commonly provided by
local Councils — and for which, willy-nilly, the local
Councils will be charging residents through their precepts.
And because of the way the lots have been apportioned,
next-door neighbours may discover to their surprise very
large disparities in the facilities to which they are entitled.
These are urgent issues, and I am grateful that the outgoing
Pro-Vice-Chancellor agreed that discussion is needed. I
invite his successor to begin a serious dialogue with the
Councils involved.

! http://www.admin.cam.ac.uk/reporter/2001-02/weekly/5861/
(2 November 2001, the Finkelstein report §1.3)

2 Trecommend in particular Professor Finkelstein’s report
§§8.12 and 8.13, and Professor Shattock’s report in the same
issue, §§1.4; 2.14; 3.1; 3.10 and the whole of 9

3 http://www.admin.cam.ac.uk/reporter/2001-02/
weekly/5861/1.html §8.11

4§28 of the Audit Group’s first report, http://www.admin.
cam.ac.uk/cam-only/reporter/2015—16/weekly/6400/NWC-audit-
documents.pdf

5 Finkelstein 8.13; Shattock 1.4

Dr M. J. FRANKLIN (Board of Scrutiny, Faculty of History,
and Hughes Hall):

Deputy Vice-Chancellor, in financial terms the North West
Cambridge project has barely begun, yet the acknowledged
overspend is already many times the total lost as a
consequence of CAPSA. Others have discussed what
should be done regarding North West Cambridge itself, but
if the £70m of overspend is not all to be entirely wasted,
the University needs to make sure it learns from what went
wrong. An internal appraisal can only do so much, so the
Board feels that an external review should be commissioned,
rather like that which was set up after the CAPSA debacle
at the behest of the Board and the Audit Committee. The
difficult question is when should such a review take place?
For it to be effective, an external review clearly needs to be
able to look into the site-wide infrastructure contract
(SWIC), since that is where a number of the University’s
woes evidently lie. But it would seem that the University’s
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lawyers are advising that nothing should be said concerning
the SWIC in public until possible litigation has been
concluded. There is clearly a balance to be struck between
avoiding damaging our legal position, having a review that
neglects the SWIC entirely, and leaving it too late for the
results of the review to properly inform the remaining
phases of the North West Cambridge project.

In any case, it is clear that an external set of eyes should
again examine our governance processes, more than a
decade after Shattock’s endeavours. In 2001, the Council
accepted:

that the reports [drew] a number of significant
conclusions, and [made] important recommendations
about management responsibility and accountability,
and the University’s corporate governance.'

Were the lessons of CAPSA effectively learned? Shattock
endorsed the Wass principle of Cambridge remaining ‘a
self-governing community of scholars’ for the continuance
of ‘the high quality of the University’s academic work’,?
and so should this review.

! http://www.cam.ac.uk/news/capsa-report/

2 Report of the Syndicate appointed to consider the
government of the University, paragraph 4.2, Reporter, 5399,
1988-89, p. 620

Mr G. CHESTERMAN (Careers Service and St Edmund’s
College):

Deputy Vice-Chancellor, I speak in my capacity as Director
of the Careers Service, assisting our students, researchers,
and postdoctoral research staff to develop their career in
academia and research.

The mission of the University of Cambridge is to
contribute to society through the pursuit of education,
learning, and research at the highest international levels of
excellence. To maintain this highest international level of
excellence in research we need to attract and retain the
world’s best researchers.

The North West Cambridge Masterplan and Council
recognize this as a priority and, quoting from the North
West Cambridge website:

[TThe University needs to address the issues of the lack
of affordable accommodation for its staff and
postgraduate students...With high house prices and high
rents in Cambridge, we need to provide new affordable
accommodation for postgraduates and staff.

Over the next twenty-five years it is projected an additional
3,000 staff, earning academic salaries, will need to be
housed in Cambridge. Half of the planned 3,000 homes are
currently allocated for key workers.

The real threat, in trying to rectify this cost over-run, and
ensure the project sustains itself financially — another
priority of the Council — is that plans for affordable housing
may be significantly reduced or delayed. It is too tempting
for affordable housing to become commercial housing,
generating short-term windfall income for the University.
Were affordable, key worker housing sacrificed, our global
standing in research would suffer: at a far greater
reputational and financial cost to the University in the long
term.

So, speaking on behalf of the researchers we must
attract in the future, many of whom have probably not even
started at secondary school yet, the Council must protect
the quantity and quality of affordable housing planned for
North West Cambridge.
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Dr S. M. OosTHUIZEN (University Council, Institute of
Continuing Education, and Wolfson College), read by the
Senior Proctor:

Deputy Vice-Chancellor, I am in my second term as an
elected representative of the Regent House on the
University Council, having previously served on the Board
of Scrutiny.

I supported and continue to support the North West
Cambridge development. It has, as the Audit Committee
notes, a compelling rationale. The financial analyses that
were presented to Council in the meetings during which it
moved from outline to firm proposal were lengthy and
detailed, as were the ensuing discussions, and allowed us
to make an informed decision in adopting the proposal. It
is reassuring that both the University’s Director of Finance
and the Audit Committee regard the project as remaining
on target overall.

The Audit Committee’s report pulls no punches. Its
credibility is based on the clarity and detail with which it
described and analyses the processes leading to the cost
over-runs and I suport the recommendations that it makes.

The Audit Committee’s report is a demonstration that
our governance structures still work effectively. Yet the
second part of the Committee’s work — ‘a more considered
and in-depth assessment of the governance and delivery
arrangements’ — may have important implications for the
future of our governance structures more generally. This is
because the history of reporting to the Syndicate,
governance of the Syndicate, and reporting from the
Syndicate to the Council, is a case-study of the tension
between operation-focused management and administration
on the one hand and, on the other, the principles of
transparency and accountability in decisions made
collectively by consensus that are embodied in the
incorporation of Chancellor, Masters, and Scholars in a
self-governing community.

I hope that the second part of the Audit Committee’s
report will also come to the Regent House for discussion.

Dr S. J. CowLEY (Faculty of Mathematics), read by the
Senior Proctor:

Deputy Vice-Chancellor, for eight years until December
2014, I was a member of the Council, and I was one of two
members to have signed the six most recent Reports on
North West Cambridge (NWC).! If the development of
NWC is not going to plan, and the difficulties were
foreseeable and/or a matter of governance, then I hold
some culpability.

Others will presumably address the important issues of
how to mitigate the current mess, and how to ensure that
matters do not reoccur (although a quick reread of the
CAPSA reports would fix much). I will concentrate on
what I knew, what I should have known, and lessons that
might be learnt.

I was first made aware of the current concerns over
NWC at the end of July, when a current member of the
Council contacted me asking ‘what did I know and when
did I know it’. Unfortunately, the answer was little and
intermittently.

More specifically, at the 21 October 2013 Council
meeting, it was reported that the:

project presently remains on budget although the
remaining contingency at approximately 6.5% of build
cost and fees is lower than that which would ideally
remain in place at this stage of the project.
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In reply to a question that I asked (but which was
unminuted), about what would happen if the contingency
was exhausted, the Minutes record the Pro-Vice-Chancellor
for Institutional Affairs reporting that:

The Syndicate was mindful of the need to remain within
the overall budget for the project; ... . If the current
contingency in this regard was insufficient to ensure the
design integrity of the project into the future, it might be
necessary for the Syndicate to make a case to the Finance
Committee. At present, the Syndicate was successfully
managing the tension between design imperatives and
aspirations on the one hand and financial risks on the
other.

I took the reply at face value: that the project was on budget
and that the Finance Committee (and thence the Council,
etc.), would be informed of difficulties in good time. I was
mistaken.

Just before my term on the Council ended, the Minutes
of the Council of 24 November 2014 record that:

The Pro-Vice-Chancellor for Institutional Affairs
reported. Phase 1 of the development was on time and
on budget; ... .

Whether this statement was fechnically correct in an
accounting sense can be argued about (my sums below
suggest a £23.6m hole at minimum). Again I was gullible
enough to take it at face value, but I was not the only one.
A far more experienced member of the Council emailed
me last week stating ‘I am not exactly innocent of money
and funding and there was nothing I can recall hearing that
made me twitch about North West Cambridge’.

However, there were tell-tale signs that I missed. The
PricewaterhouseCoopers (PwC) report is enlightening,
particularly Appendix A3. However, first some clarity is
needed as to how inflation was to be taken into account.
The Report seeking authority to commence development
of University land at North West Cambridge (published on
24 October 2012) stated

Income and inflation forecasts have been based on
advice from external parties, who themselves have been
required to evidence, as far as is possible, their
assumptions based on market data and historic trends.

and

a substantial financial contingency (over £40m for
Phase 1) has been included.

I took, and still take, this to mean that any unanticipated
inflation should come out of the contingency. Appendix A3
shows that if one includes unanticipated inflationary costs,
but excludes ‘scope transfer’ (which was the subject of a
Report to the Regent House on 29 September 2014) then
the total construction cost had increased by £34.5m to July
2013, by £58.1m to July 2014, and by £121.1m to July
2015. Paragraph 2.1.2 of the PwC report indicates that
there was originally, in October 2012, a development
contingency of £34m, with £0.5m allowed for unanticipated
inflation. By my sums that means that: (i) within eight
months of the Report giving the green light, and seven
months after approval of the Grace, the development/
inflation contingency had been exhausted; and (ii) that the
true hole is not the rather fuzzy over-run of ‘between £49m
and £76m’ as reported to the Finance Committee in July
2015, but £86.6m. On working this out I had a sleepless
night. Inter alia, | had missed:

* the extent of the exhausted contingency in October
2013, and had been too willing to believe the
aforementioned answer to my question; and
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e the fact that the £17.6m increase in the allowance
for inflation costs approved by the Finance
Committee in July 2014, should in fact have come
out of the (exhausted) contingency.

For being naive, and believing the spin, I apologize.
However, there is clearly a serious reporting issue. The
Syndicate, Finance Committee, and Council were not
provided with an adequate basis for challenging the
positive picture being put forward (for example, ‘while
warning signs were reported to the Syndicate, the Syndicate
did not receive sufficient financial analysis to enable it to
understand the full implications of those indicators’).
Hence, while it may be true that there were no deliberate
attempts to mislead or misinform (a point made at the
Audit Committee on 8 October 2015), to my mind if the
actions were not deliberate, they were grossly incompetent.
There should be consequences.

However, the members of the Syndicate are not
blameless, even if they were kept largely in the dark. The
Report setting up the Syndicate stated:

The Syndicate would act as a ‘board” for those with
responsibility for delivering the project and managing
the estate, and would establish procedures and systems
for the long-term financial and development
arrangements for the site. A model that provides
significant delegated powers of this kind to a Syndicate
would be paramount in ensuring the success of the
project. A clear organizational structure providing
clarity about where managerial responsibilities and
strategic oversight lie is essential to minimize risk. ...
These objectives can best be provided by establishing a
Syndicate with the independence to make decisions
purposefully and with authority within the framework
agreed by the University through the master plan and the
conditions attaching to it.

Specifically, the Syndicate’s Regulations state:

4. ... the Syndicate shall be responsible for:
(1) the management, development, and stewardship
of the North West Cambridge Estate ...
5. Subject to the restrictions set out in Regulations 4,
6, and 7, the Syndicate shall be authorized to exercise in
the name of the University in relation to the affairs of the
Syndicate all the powers of the University, ...

Further, as noted in the Audit Committee Minutes of
8 October 2015, the ‘Syndicate had been set up ... to run
the project as if it were a business’. Yet we read in the PwC
report that there is:

... an apparent lack of clarity within the membership of
the Syndicate as to its responsibilities, with some
members stating that they see the role of the Syndicate
as of an advisory nature and others stating that the
Syndicate is responsible for delivering the project within
the parameters set by the University.

What is unclear about ‘management, development, and
stewardship’? Where is the word ‘advisory’ in the
Syndicate’s regulations? What is depressing is that it was
either the Chair or the Deputy Chair who thought that the
role was advisory (the Regent House ought to know which
one). There was deliberate overlap between the Council
and those who attend the Council (for example, the
Registrary, who provides advice to the Council, such as on
the constitution of the Syndicate) and the Syndicate to
ensure that the responsibilities were understood. One of
the key roles of the Syndicate was to keep the project
within budget. It singly failed to do this. Inter alia, PwC
noted that ‘the development contingency was not
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adequately defined and controls were not put in place to
manage it’ and ‘it is not normal practice for contingencies
to be used to fund significant design and quality
enhancements’. Why didn’t the members of the Syndicate
get a grip? There should be consequences.

As a side point, what I find ironic, and infuriating, is that
two members of the Syndicate repeatedly argued (on the
basis of lack of funds) against my reasoned case for
increased contributions to USS, when in fact it turns out
that they were incapable themselves of keeping track of
significant sums of the University’s resources.

Next, PwC note that the ‘project leadership and oversight
arrangements are inadequate for a project of the scale and
complexity of the NWCD and there is insufficient capacity
and accountability’. Why? Because in April 2013 the
Project Director transitioned into an expanded role within
the University, continuing to act as a Director for the
project on a part-time basis of approximately one day per
week. As PwC also note, the transition took place when the
project was in its early stages, ‘which is widely considered
to be one of the most critical of any major project’. Why
did this happen? I do not know the details, and I believe
that the only substantive discussion that took place at the
Council was when the issue of remuneration was raised. As
the reserved Minutes of 17 June 2013 record:

Following a long and detailed discussion, the Council
agreed as follows: ...

e To endorse the Remuneration Committee’s
recommendation concerning the salary
arrangements for the post of Director of Estate
Strategy ...

Little else is recorded of the ‘long and detailed discussion’.
My memory is that the Registrary assured the Council that
Roger Taylor could do both jobs given that the critical
initial stages of NWC were coming to an end. This
illustrates another problem. As I noted in June during the
Discussion of external finance for certain building projects,
including North West Cambridge and the non-operational
estate, often nothing is ever Minuted in sufficient detail.
When I first joined the Council I tried to get this corrected,
but I was eventually beaten down, with the consequence of
this inadequate Minute. Full and accurate Minutes of what
was said (rather than what some hope might have been
said) are a good way of enforcing accountability; indeed,
why not record Council meetings? The Audit Group should
address this issue, as well as ensuring that there are
consequences for the above decision.

However, it is not just Council Minutes where there is
spin. The Audit Committee Minutes of 8 October 2015
record:

It was not the case that £70m would be lost; instead the
project’s IRR (Internal Rate of Return) would potentially
be reduced from 6.5% to under 6%.

I have trouble with this. Compared with earlier projections,
the University is going to be worse off by (choose one of)
£49m, £70m, £76m, or my figure of £87m. This means that
money will not be there that would otherwise have been
available to the University (for example by a transfer from
the Syndicate); money that could have been used for, say,
twenty to thirty endowed Chairs, or one-third of a new
Cavendish, or one-tenth of a new engineering department,
or ... I could go on. Some may say that the Norwegian
Blue in a famous sketch was pining for the fjords or
stunned, and some in Cambridge may view that the NWC
money was never going to be there in the first place, but in
my parlance it is lost, and some of the opportunities it was
going to fund will also be lost.
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I could go on, since there are many other pertinent points
that could be made (but whoever is reading this is going to
have trouble fitting it into fifteen minutes already). For
instance, similar mistakes to CAPSA have again occurred,
except that this time the numbers are larger. Again there
has been no clarity as to who was in charge, and where the
buck stops (it took the Syndicate until April 2015 to realize
this). Similarly, as with CAPSA, there have been problems
with the contracts (although one has to read the reports
carefully to realize that, no doubt for reasons of litigation).
Further, as noted by the Audit Group, ‘extensive due
diligence in respect of new recruits will be essential’;
presumably code for the fact that some appointments were
nowhere near the right calibre, and possibly even known to
be so. Indeed, my experience suggests that the problem
with appointments extends far beyond NWC, and that the
recent change to the composition of the Standing
Appointments Committee is at best irrelevant.

I will finish with a recommendation to the Audit Group:
read the 2015 Cambridge-McKinsey Risk Prize winning
essay: The creation of the Contrarian Director and their
role in achieving workable board independence and better
risk oversight. Aspects of our governance are failing
because not enough members of committees are willing to
ask awkward questions, and when they do some of those
charged with answering them do not treat the questions, or
the questioners, with sufficient respect. Much of what was
put in place for NWC should have worked; it did not
because the culture was wrong and at least some of those
in senior positions did not respect the checks and balances,
possibly thinking that they knew better. Maybe some of
these should leave the Vice-Chancellor a note along the
lines of ‘I am just going outside and may be some time’.

! (a) The Fourth Report of the Council on the development of
the University’s land in North West Cambridge (19 March 2008):
http://www.admin.cam.ac.uk/reporter/2007-08/weekly/6107/23.
html;

(b) the Report of the Council on external financing for the
development of its land holdings in North West Cambridge
and other building projects (12 January 2011): http://www.
admin.cam.ac.uk/reporter/2010-11/weekly/6209/section?.
shtml#heading2-32;

(c¢) the Report of the Council on the governance arrangements
for the North West Cambridge project and for the development of
West Cambridge (16 March 2011): http://www.admin.cam.ac.uk/
reporter/2010-11/weekly/6218/section6.shtml#heading2-16;

(d) the Report of the Council seeking authority to submit
a planning application for University land at North West
Cambridge (19 May 2011): http://www.admin.cam.ac.uk/
reporter/2010-11/weekly/6224/section5.shtml#heading2-15;

(e) the Report of the Council seeking authority to
commence development of University land at North West
Cambridge (24 October 2012): http://www.admin.cam.ac.uk/
reporter/2012-13/weekly/6282/section5.shtml#heading2-11;

(f) the Report of the Council seeking authority to extend Phase
1 of the North West Cambridge development (24 September
2014): http://www.admin.cam.ac.uk/reporter/2014-15/
weekly/6357/section6.shtml#heading2-19.

Professor P. M. ALLMENDINGER (Professor of Land
Economy and Head of the School of the Humanities and
Social Sciences, and Clare College), read by the Senior
Proctor:

Deputy Vice-Chancellor, I am the Professor of Land
Economy and Head of the School of the Humanities and
Social Sciences. In addition I am also a member of the
Royal Institution of Chartered Surveyors and the Royal
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Town Planning Institute. My professional and academic
backgrounds are in development and planning.

Before I turn to the Audit Group’s report on Phase 1 of
the North West Cambridge Development, I would like to
make a few broader observations. First, let me say that the
decision to proceed with North West Cambridge was bold
and far-sighted. Affordable housing is the University’s
Achilles heel. The future of Cambridge is dependent upon
attracting and retaining the best students, researchers, and
academics from around the globe. At present the availability
and affordability of housing is a major barrier to our future.
That Cambridge has sought to begin to address this issue is
looked upon with envy from our competitors. This level of
long-term partnership with the City and the sub-region is a
key part of the motivation for those firms and others
wishing to relocate and be part of Cambridge’s future.
Whilst the North West Cambridge development will not on
its own solve the problem of housing affordability it is a
significant step in the right direction.

Second, the initial decision to develop North West
Cambridge as a high-quality, urban extension at the highest
levels of sustainability and community cohesion, including
the decision to run the primary school, was the right one.
Too many modern developments are simply housing
estates, added on to unwilling settlements and never to be
fully integrated. The underlying principle of integration
and inclusion into the City distinguishes North West
Cambridge and was, I believe, part of the reason why the
local authorities were so supportive and why so few
objections were received to the proposals.

This leads me onto my third point. In planning and
development terms the process for gathering support for
North West Cambridge stands out and has attracted a good
deal of attention nationally and internationally. Touching
briefly upon one of the Audit Group’s observations about the
difference between the approach of the University and a
‘commercially-orientated operator’ I would point out that a
commercially-orientated operator would not have put
anything like the time and effort into developing a consensus
with the internal and external major stakeholders going
forward. Many major development schemes are
characterized by stand-offs and legal challenges. I can think
of no other major development on the edge of an historic
city in the Green Belt that has been so readily accepted by
the community and the local authorities. The deal that was
struck with the local authorities as part of planning
permission is testament to the belief that North West
Cambridge was not simply a housing development, but part
and parcel of the future of the University and the City.

Turning now to the Audit Group’s report itself. I will not
attempt to engage with their analysis and recommendations
on a point-by-point basis. The recommendations seem
sensible and I have not been directly involved in North
West Cambridge so cannot comment on the detail.
However, I will say that cost over-runs, insufficient detail
on which to base development appraisals and budgets, and
design changes are characteristic of developments in
general. It is also the case that many of the costs around
design, green technology, and infrastructure are externally
driven and expectations are rising. As the Audit Group say,
the situation with North West Cambridge is not uncommon
with equivalent projects of its scale and complexity.

Whilst with hindsight we may have approached the
management of the North West Cambridge Development
differently, the University’s approach to Estates has
improved markedly in recent years. The Estates Strategy
Committee, the project boards for the University’s major
sites, and the improvement in the attitude and engagement
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of Estate Management are all moves in the right direction
towards creating a much clearer, transparent, and cost-
efficient approach. The University’s ambitious though
necessary estates development plan demands nothing less.
Yet there is more to be done, particularly on balancing
academic demands and institutional needs in going forward
and in making sure that we develop the future space we
need to meet our ambitions. Recent initiatives by the Pro-
Vice-Chancellor for Education on future teaching needs,
the University Librarian on the future of the library service,
and Office of Postdoctoral Affairs on researcher space and
integration mean that we are better placed to do that.
Deputy Vice-Chancellor, the Audit Group’s report
makes a number of common-sense proposals. However, it
is important that whilst we should not be complacent
neither should we over-react. All major development
schemes are a learning process. As an institution we are in
a far better place to take forward North West Cambridge
and other major development and redevelopment schemes
than when we started on this endeavour. I would entirely
endorse the Audit Group’s conclusion that it has seen
nothing that challenges the original compelling rationale
for promoting the development of North West Cambridge.

Professor C. ABELL (Director of Postdoctoral Affairs,
Department of Chemistry, and Christ’s College), read by
the Senior Proctor:

I am speaking in my role as Director of Postdoctoral
Affairs. The Office of Postdoctoral Affairs has an ambitious
agenda that spans the whole life cycle of the postdoctoral
experience. North West Cambridge is a key component in
our vision. By 2017 it will provide affordable
accommodation for over 600 postdoctoral researchers and
their families, effectively tripling the University provision
to this community. This accommodation will be in an
attractive setting, adjacent to shopping, nursery, community
centre, and an infant school. It will enable us to be much
more welcoming to researchers new to Cambridge, and
provide a vibrant community for them to join. It is so much
more than we presently offer! It is also an enormously
exciting social experiment. The scale and ambition are
appropriate to the need; indeed, with over 4,000 postdocs
we need the subsequent phases of the development to
continue apace.

I believe the North West Cambridge project cannot be
viewed in isolation. It represents a bold and rational step in
the refocusing of significant parts of the University to the
west of the City. Indeed there will be real benefits to West
Cambridge from the proximity of this development and its
associated amenities.

While acknowledging the difficulties of dealing with a
project on this scale, I want to thank the team that have
engaged with us and our vision for postdocs. Having
visited universities in many countries, I know that what we
are planning is world-leading, and will make us an even
more attractive destination for the very best postdoctoral
researchers.

Professor D. J. MASKELL (Senior Pro-Vice-Chancellor for
Planning and Resources, and Wolfson College), read by
the Senior Proctor:

Deputy Vice-Chancellor, I am speaking today as a member
of the Audit Group formed to investigate the projected cost
over-runs on Phase 1 of the North West Cambridge
Development. I also took up office as the Senior Pro-Vice-
Chancellor (Planning and Resources) on August 1st, only a
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few days after the July Finance Committee meeting where
these projected over-runs were first officially reported.
Previously I was Head of the School of the Biological
Sciences and before that Head of the Department of
Veterinary Medicine at the West Cambridge campus. I
therefore have many reasons for speaking at this
Discussion.

To be clear, I strongly support the North West Cambridge
Development. There is a clear need for key worker and
inexpensive housing to make sure that we can continue to
attract people to work for the University; a need that will
only get more acute in the future as the City continues to
develop. At the September meeting of Council it was
advised that current estimates show that market rent in
Cambridge for postdoctoral researchers is of the order of
60 per cent of their net income, with an even worse outlook
for assistant staff. This is not only unacceptable for the
staff concerned, it is also likely to be detrimental to the
University’s ability to recruit and retain the best people,
and is likely therefore to impact seriously on our
competitiveness. Phase 1 of the development provides
accommodation for postgraduate students and postdoctoral
workers, as well as key worker housing, and this is being
achieved by developing a new quarter of the City, with a
new primary school (already open), a community centre, a
supermarket, a hotel, and not least a cricket pitch.

We would have to have dealt with this problem sooner
rather than later, and indeed there is an argument to support
the idea that spending some of our financial reserves on
funding such a development would have been an entirely
appropriate use of our funds.

But we did not have to dip into our precious endowment,
because there were better ways to fund a long-term
development such as this. Taking advantage of our ability
to borrow money in the form of a bond issue at a low rate
of interest, then lending money internally to the project to
fund the development, removes the endowment from the
equation.

The current matter of concern was triggered by the
report to the Finance Committee in July 2015 that indicated
that projections for the finances of the development, as it
was then configured, suggested that its Peak Borrowing
Requirement (PBR) would be exceeded. The PBR was
originally set at £250m in the Report of the Council seeking
authority to commence development of University land at
North West Cambridge (22 October 2012). Subsequently,
by Grace 1 of 29 October 2014, this was reset at £311m
with short-term extension to £320m to take advantage of
value-adding opportunities. It is important to understand
that PBR is one of a number of possible financial
parameters by which to measure the progress of a
development such as this, and it is not a budget.
Nevertheless, a projection that indicated that the agreed
PBR might be exceeded should, and did, cause major
alarms to sound, and engendered considerable work to be
undertaken to ensure that the development could be
brought closer to the financial parameters proposed by the
Finance Committee.

Why was it that the PBR was likely to be exceeded?
There were essentially two reasons. First, there have been
problems with the site-wide infrastructure works, and
second, building costs in the Cambridge area are inflating
rapidly and above our earlier assumptions. Delays caused
by the infrastructure over-runs have knock-on effects on
developing the various building lots, and thus the effects of
building costs inflation are exacerbated. Detail about these
issues is provided in the Audit Group report and the
independent report provided by PricewaterhouseCoopers,
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which have been presented to Finance Committee and
Audit Committee, and accepted by Council, and are now
available for members of the Regent House to read.

Both of these reports are clear that there is no individual
blame to be apportioned for this projected cost over-run,
but it is clear that there are elements of process that could
have been done better. Detailed recommendations about
these are to be found in the Audit Group report and these
are already being acted on. For example, a dedicated Chief
Financial Officer for the project is being appointed, and a
full-time Project Director, to take overall executive control,
is being sought. A preliminary re-baselining of the project’s
finances has already been done, and a full re-baselining
exercise is to be completed early in 2016, if not before.
These already indicate that, while PBR is still likely
marginally to exceed the £320m limit, other parameters
remain strong. For example, the Internal Rate of Return
(IRR) for the project remains around the 6 per cent mark,
which is a long way in excess of the 4.25 per cent interest
being charged by the University to the project, and the
3.75 per cent that the University is paying as interest on the
bond. The Net Present Value of the project is currently
calculated to be around the £100m mark. These are very
healthy values for a development of this nature.

It is important to recognize that this kind of over-run and
re-baselining is common in development projects of this
size and complexity. The development remains broadly on
track financially and in terms of delivering the strategic
aims of the University. It should also not be forgotten that
this development will provide the University with a
considerable long-term income stream. The overall long-
run financial return on this investment will be attractive,
while the social return and benefit to our employees, and to
the competitive health of the University, will be immense.

I would also like to note that Phase 2 of the North West
Cambridge development is an important and integral part
of the whole, and while it was right to pause the process for
bringing this forward while the Audit Group investigation
was undertaken, it is also right that once the
recommendations of the Audit Group have been acted
upon, we should press on with Phase 2 sooner rather than
later.

Finally, what has happened here raises issues of how
governance of these kinds of project should be effected
within our University’s overall system of governance. This
is a weighty and complex issue, consideration of which the
Audit Group is about to embark upon in the second part of
its enquiry. The Council expects to receive the Audit
Group’s second report by the end of the year.

Mr D. J. GOODE (Senior Proctor, Faculty of Divinity, and
Wolfson College):

Deputy Vice-Chancellor, I am the Senior Proctor and, ex
officio, a member of the Board of Scrutiny, and it is in a
personal capacity, as a member of that Board, that I speak
today, uncapped.

For most members of the Regent House, what we are
discussing today will have come as a bolt out of the blue,
and it is important that the Regent House does not lose its
focus here.

Yes, there are financial problems with the North West
Cambridge project. The cost of Phase 1 is projected to
over-run, possibly by as much as £76m, which is serious.
There have been some changes to Lot 5, and there are
disputes with key contractors which may well have
financial consequences. All of these are risks that are more
or less inevitable in such a large construction project.
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But these problems are only the symptoms, they are not
the disease, and it is vitally important that the Regent
House does not get distracted by a few tens of millions of
pounds of over-run, or possible peak borrowing breaches,
or NPVs, or IRRs, each of which is @ problem, but none of
which is the problem.

The latter part of the PwC report is key, especially
sections 3 and 4, and the second part of the Audit Group’s
report, which I await with anticipation, will concentrate on
governance and delivery, and it is only by picking away at
these that we will get to the real cause of the problems.

The PwC report identifies four issues that it believes to
be direct contributors to the project’s present state:

*  Project setup and planning: Phase 1 of the project
was given authority to proceed but its performance
criteria were not defined and vital inputs and
controls were not sufficiently mature;

e Project leadership and oversight: The project
leadership and oversight arrangements are
inadequate for a project of the scale and complexity
of the North West Cambridge Development and
there is insufficient capacity and accountability;

e Risk management: Risk management practises are
not sufficiently robust and lack quantification to
allow effective prioritization and intervention; and

e Cost reporting: The cost reporting regime does not
provide a clear view of the project’s financial
performance and the range of potential outcomes.

If the Regent House’s jaw was not already on the floor at
the start of this Discussion, then I am sure it is now.

And that is just the overview. Scratch the surface a little,
and we read that the Audit Group found that, for example:

While warning signs were reported to the Syndicate, the
Syndicate did not receive sufficient financial analysis to
enable it to understand the full implications of those
indicators. The reporting provided by the executive
team up to the Syndicate is remarkably brief in financial
content and spends insufficient time on trends, risks,
forecast, and tracking change versus base budget/
business case. In particular, it is highly unusual for there
not to be comparisons of actual spend against budget for
each constituent part of the project...

And:

...the executive reports supplied to the Syndicate have
been inclined on occasion to display ‘optimism bias’,
which leads to problems being downplayed where the
project team is aware of them but confident or hopeful
that they will eventually be resolved. This is a common
tendency in many construction projects. However, in
this instance, the poor or inconsistent presentation of
financial information and the absence of a complete set
of performance metrics (which by their nature limit
optimism bias) has meant that the Syndicate has not
been provided with an adequate basis for challenging
the positive picture being put forward.

At the risk of oversimplifying, it looks as though the North
West Cambridge project was not planned and set up
properly, led by an executive team that was not all full-
time and was without sufficient accountability, which did
not manage risks properly, and whose reporting was so
poor as to misinform a Syndicate which was itself unsure
about its own role, and a majority of which has absolutely
no experience whatsoever of large building projects.
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Clearly, we cannot halt the North West Cambridge
project. That would be an act of madness. We are as
committed to it reputationally as we are financially, and we
need to deliver it.

Council has agreed to apply a few financial sticking
plasters, which should enable us to begin to get North West
Cambridge back on some sort of track. But, as I said
earlier, treating the symptoms is one thing, treating the
disease is quite another. The Regent House needs to ask
some awkward questions:

e Is the West and North West Cambridge Estates
Syndicate fit for purpose?

e Is the North West Cambridge Development
executive team fit for purpose?

Council has also agreed some reforms to both bodies, but
if those reforms prove to be just another layer of sticking
plaster, then the Regent House will need to look at more
radical solutions, beginning with the question: is it any
longer possible to have confidence in either?
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COLLEGE NOTICES

Elections

Peterhouse
Elected to an Honorary Fellowship from 1 October 2015:
Michael Howard, M.A., PET, CH, PC, QC

Vacancies

Pembroke College: Senior Tutor (from 1 September
2016); full- or part-time (70-75%); remuneration on
Readership or Professorial scale (depending on age and
experience); closing date: 15 December 2015 at 12 noon;
further particulars: http://www.pem.cam.ac.uk/the-
college/job-vacancies/ or email: master@pem.cam.ac.uk

St John's College: Chaplain; salary: £26,274, plus
benefits; five-year, fixed-term contract; closing date:
4 December 2015; further particulars: http://www.joh.
cam.ac.uk/chaplain-0

Events

Emmanuel College

Cambridge Seminars in the History of Cartography

Professor Michael Heffernan and Ben Thorpe (University
of Nottingham) present The map that would save Europe:
the tariff walls map and the politics of cartographic
display between the wars, at 5.30 p.m. on Tuesday,

24 November 2015, in the Gardner Room, Emmanuel
College; further details: http://www.lib.cam.ac.uk/
collections/departments/maps/cartographic-events/
camsem

Trinity College

Birkbeck Lectures 2015

The Trinity College Birkbeck Lectures for the
Michaelmas Term 2015 will take place at the Winstanley

Lecture Theatre, Trinity College. Lectures will be as
follows:

17 November
at 5 p.m.

‘Outsider’ authority in Islam: the writings
of a nineteenth-century Muslim Queen,
by Barbara D. Metcalf

When authorities clash: the differences of
two Islamic scholars over the secular
and plural state, by Barbara D. Metcalf

18 November
at 5 p.m.

19 November Theorizing historical space in precolonial
at2.30 p.m.  India: sovereignty, religion, literary
networks, by Richard Eaton
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SOCIETIES, ETC.

Cambridge Society for the Application
of Research

Professor Tim Benton, FSB, FLS, Professor of Population
Ecology, University of Leeds, will give a lecture entitled
Addressing the challenges of feeding the world sustainably,
at 7.30 p.m. on Monday, 16 November 2015, in the
Wolfson Lecture Theatre, Churchill College.

Further details are available at http://www.csar.org.uk.

EXTERNAL NOTICES

University of Oxford

Lady Margaret Hall: Development Director; closing date:
27 November 2015; further information on the College:
http://www.lmh.ox.ac.uk; candidate brief: http://www.
odgers.com/55202

Treasurer; permanent tenure; competitive salary and
package; closing date: 24 November 2015; further details:
contact Moloney Search on Imh@moloneysearch.com

Librarian; permanent tenure; salary: £41,000; closing
date: 14 December 2015; further details: http://www.Ilmh.
ox.ac.uk/

St Catherine's College: Alumni Relations and Events
Officer; salary: £23,386—£27,057; closing date:

3 December 2015; further particulars: https://www.stcatz.
ox.ac.uk/node/927

Academic Officer (Tutorial): salary: £21,391-£23,386;
closing date: 30 November 2015; further particulars:
https://www.stcatz.ox.ac.uk/node/926

St Hilda's College: Career Development Fellowship in
French; tenure: four years from 1 October 2016; salary:
£30,434-£33,242; closing date: 10 December 2015 at

5 p.m.; further particulars: http://www.st-hildas.ox.ac.uk/
career-development-fellowship-french
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