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1. Introduction

This document is the final report for the “Understanding Satellite Campuses” small development project, funded by the Leadership Foundation for Higher Education (LFHE).   The project started in May 2010 and completed with submission of this report in July 2011.

Section 2 of the report provides an overview of the initial stated aims and objectives of the project.  The process that was undertaken is summarised in section 3. Sections 4 outlines the outcomes that were achieved through the course of the project and section 5 provides a formal evaluation of the project against the original stated aims and objectives.  A summary of the project finances is presented in section 6 and the actual and projected dissemination activities associated with the project are presented in section 7.  Section 8 provides a brief consideration of possible future work motivated by the study.



2. Aims and Objectives

The aim of the project was to develop a better understanding of the current models adopted in UK universities that operate a “main campus and satellite” structure.  The objectives were to:

· Provide a detailed understanding of the current situation in the UK with respect to main-satellite campus structures, with particular attention to the approaches adopted for leadership and management of the satellites.
· Develop a set of story-based case studies from a selection of organisations (up to 10) that will be targeted for detailed study.
· Set the work in the context of the published literature.

The intention was to highlight existing leadership, governance and management approaches to help inform those with future decision-making responsibilities for satellite campus operations.

The intended outcomes were:

· Understanding : Provide a better understanding of models, approaches and experience associated with satellite campuses in UK Higher Education, with particular emphasis on leadership models , management structures and trends associated with their evolution.
· Knowledge : Provide a contribution to knowledge in relation to satellite and multi campus strategy, leadership and operation, an area that was lacking detailed analysis.
· Network : Make initial steps towards formation of a new network for satellite HE campuses in the UK to start to help share thinking and develop best practice.

The project was proposed on the premise that an increased understanding of the models, issues, management and leadership approaches to satellite campuses would help support decision making and organisational development within the sector. Although there was some limited published reference material in this area, a significant gap in the literature was evident, particularly in relation to the UK.  

The project was set in the context of significant changes expected in the HE sector with anticipation that satellite operations may become more vulnerable, and would certainly come under close scrutiny in times of cost cutting and turbulence.  The intention was for the partners involved in the study to benefit from early direct dissemination of the findings and a support network of institutions working in a similar context.  However, the intention was to develop a wider dissemination plan following completion of the project.




3. Project Process

3.1 Steering Group

A small steering group was formed at the start of the project which proved extremely beneficial.  The group met 3 times as a whole at key points.  Also, all steering group members took part in the final “case study participants” dissemination workshop, which took place at the end of the project.

Members of the steering group were:
· Dr Craig Gaskell (Principal of the Scarborough Campus, University of Hull; Project Leader)
· Elizabeth Hayton (Project Administrator, University of Hull)
· Professor David Maughan Brown (Deputy Vice-Chancellor, York St John University)
· Alison Robinson-Canham (Executive Director, the Association of University Administrators)
· Professor Glenn Burgess (PVC Learning and Teaching, University of Hull)


3.2 Methodology 

Following is a summary of the key project components: 

· Literature survey: Survey of the current literature on satellite campuses and multi-campus institutional models.

· Identification of candidate institutions: This process developed a long-list of institutions in the UK that had multiple campuses according to the 2008/9 HESA returns. 54 institutions were identified which included those with campuses abroad.

· Collection and examination of information : Externally observable information, such as prospectuses, were obtained for the long-list of candidate institutions for the study.  HESA data and web sites were also examined.  Initially we had anticipated using a short questionnaire to collect base data from institutions but this was able to be obtained in a consistent manner from all institutions prior to making contact and hence became unnecessary.

· Definition of a satellite campus and selection of case study institutions: In order to scope the study it was essential that we developed a precise definition of what we meant by “satellite campus”. The definition then enabled a short-list of 11 case study institutions (including the University of Hull) to be identified to provide focus for a more detailed study (see section 3.3).

· Desk research: Further desk research, including prospectus and web site analysis, was undertaken to develop a detailed understanding of the structures, statistics and externally observable strategies of the 11 case study institutions.

· Telephone interviews with senior managers from the HEIs: For each of the case study institutions we telephone interviewed a member of the senior management team (SMT), targeting the Registrar and Secretary in the first instance or the SMT member with explicit portfolio responsibility for the satellite. Initially we had considered attempting a short semi-structured interview with the VC of each target institution, but modified the process to target SMT members and engage in a longer discussion. The interviews took the form of structured conversations, lasting about an hour. Participants were encouraged to explain key aspects of the satellite within the context of the institution as a whole.  In each case we ensured 10 high-level theme areas were covered. The 10 theme areas, and associated high-level questions used are included in annex A and the conversation participants are listed in annex B.  The conversations were recorded and subsequently transcribed. 

· Visit to the satellites and meetings with key senior staff: We visited each of the satellite campuses and met key leadership staff based there. If there was a senior executive (e.g. a Dean) responsible for the site on the ground, either full-time or for a significant period of time each week, then we met them.  Again we engaged in structured conversations, based on the same 10 themes and recorded them for subsequent transcription. Where there was no single senior executive we met with other staff based at the satellite with senior leadership and management responsibilities (e.g. heads of significant academic departments or campus services).

· Initial analysis of data : A substantial amount of quantitative and qualitative data was captured form the static (desk-based) research and transcription of our conversations.  The structured conversations alone resulted in 28 typed transcripts of around 20 pages on average. A first pass analysis was performed which identified a number of core themes, key trends and potential theories.

· Dissemination workshop for participants : on completion of the field work and following initial data analysis we invited all participating case study institutions to a 1-day workshop to share emerging findings, engage in group discussion around key issues and consider the potential for future network formation.  Annex C provides the outline structure of the workshop and the participant list is included in annex D.


3.3 Satellite Campus Definition and Case Study Selection

Although the broader context of the study was that of multi-campus operations, our specific focus was to examine issues of main and satellite campus structures, hence a precise definition of “satellite campus” was needed.

The first task was to settle on a definition of campus and we used the HESA definition (annex E), which was used to identify the long list of 54 institutions in the UK (2008/9 HESA data) with separate campuses identified. A paper by Scott et. al[footnoteRef:3] suggests that the 3 ways to define the geographical organisation of HEIs are: [3:  Scott, Goeff; Grebennikov, Leonid & Johnston, Kim (2007) Study of Australian Multi-Campus Universities, Journal of Institutional Research, 13(1), 1-23. ] 


(a) Single Campus
(b) Main Campus with one or more satellites
(c) Multi-campus

They defined a multi-campus institution as one with three or more campuses, with at most 60% of the total students on the largest campus.

Hence, for the purpose of this study, the following 4 characteristics were used to identify the satellites:
 (
Presence of a “main” campus
: there must be a “main” campus with 60% of the HE FTEs.
Distance between main and satellite
: the “satellite” must be at least 30 minutes travelling time from the “main” (by the fastest route – assumed to be car).
Satellite relative critical mass
: the relative proportion of HE FTEs at the satellite is between 7% and 25% of the institutional total.
Satellite actual critical mass
: There must be at least 500 FTEs located at the satellite.
)












This definition identified 13 potential main and satellite structures for more detailed study from the initial long list of 54, with 5 near misses. A further 2 were excluded due to one being the only subject in Scotland (Herriot-Watt) and the other having a non-comparable broader institutional structure to the other subjects (University of the Arts). This yielded 11 institutions, each with a single satellite (even though some had other campuses that fell outside of the definition), based on the 2008/9 HESA return.  The institutions/campuses included were:

	Institution
	Campus

	University of Bedfordshire
	Bedford Campus

	University of Brighton
	Eastbourne Campus

	Canterbury Christ Church University
	Medway Campus

	University of Chester
	Warrington Campus

	University of Derby
	Buxton Campus

	Durham University
	Queen’s Campus, Stockton

	University of Exeter
	Cornwall Campus

	University of Greenwich
	Medway Campus

	University of Hull
	Scarborough Campus

	University of Kent
	Medway Campus

	Manchester Metropolitan University
	MMU Cheshire




The map in figure 1 illustrates the locations of the main campus and the satellites that we visited using a different colour for each separate institution (plus other campuses that we visited even though they were outside of the satellite definition).
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Figure 1: Map of the main and satellite sites of the 11 case study institutions

4. Outcomes achieved through the course of the project

This section provides a brief summary of the achievements in relation to the 3 stated outcomes.

4.1 Intended Outcome 1 

Outcome 1 was to, “provide a better understanding of models, approaches and experience associated with satellite campuses in UK Higher Education, with particular emphasis on leadership models , management structures and trends associated with their evolution.”

We developed the following for each of the 11 case study institutions:
· A diagram to represent the academic structure of the institution with aspects of the satellite highlighted. Annex F shows the Hull version of this diagram illustrating the academic faculties (rectangles), departments (solid line circles) and sub-departmental units (dashed circles) within the institution, with the aspects located at the satellite shaded in yellow. There is no significance in the relative size of the shapes.
· Narrative descriptions of the leadership approach from the SMT perspective and from the perspective of senior staff on the ground, considering both academic and service/support.
· An understanding of the approach to engagement of students and staff based at the satellite in the governance of the institution (including the approach taken by the Students’ Union).
· A diagram to represent the high-level campus leadership model/approach adopted.
· A detailed picture of specific key indicators of the leadership and management ethos adopted including:
· Issues of VC presence at the satellite
· Travel and communications trends for teaching, research and committee activity
· Relative proportions of academic and non-academic staff at the satellite with a particular emphasis on seniority and academic leadership (specifically the relative proportion of professors whose primary location is the satellite)
· A detailed understanding of the approach to key corporate support functions such as HR and finance
· The strategic reason for creating/acquiring the satellite and the current strategy for the satellite as part of the broader institutional strategic plan

Further analysis looking across all institutions allowed us to start to develop an indication of general trends and approaches.  At an abstract level some generalised models of structure and leadership (relating to both academic and support) emerged.  Figure 2 provides an example of this.
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Figure 2: Generalised campus structure models


4.2 Intended Outcome 2

Outcome 2 was to, “provide a contribution to knowledge in relation to satellite and multi-campus strategy, leadership and operation, an area that was lacking detailed analysis.”

A significant amount of quantitative and qualitative data has been captured and verified and the initial analysis phase has been completed, which yielded some significant findings. An overview of the findings has been shared with all participating institutions via an internal project dissemination workshop.

A poster was created to provide a summary of the emerging high-level findings mid project and this was presented at the annual AUA conference in April 2011.

The post-project dissemination plan will aim to pull together the findings and set these back in the context of the existing literature in order to provide a contribution to knowledge, and ensure the sector derives maximum benefit from the work.


4.3 Intended Outcome 3 

Outcome 3 was to, “make initial steps towards formation of a new network for satellite HE campuses in the UK to start to help share thinking and develop best practice.”

A very successful 1-day internal project dissemination workshop was held on 1st July 2011, preceded by an informal pre-workshop networking dinner the night before (see annex C and D for details).  This provided an opportunity for the “case study” institutions to come together, learn about the initial project findings and network.  The final session of the workshop was a discussion about the desire or otherwise to form a network to continue to share experiences of multi-campus issues and leadership and management of campuses a significant distance from the designated institutional epicentre.

There was unanimous support for setting up a network to share practice and discuss pertinent issues and share practice at both a strategic and operational level.  An annual event was also suggested.  Participants indicated very clearly that they would be prepared to commit some funding if the network were to have a membership/subscription structure.  The group will certainly keep in touch and we will be following up options for a more formal network formation as part of the post-project activity.  The initial steps have certainly been taken to establish a network, which would be broadened out to any institutions with interests in the broader topic of multi-campus organisations.



5. Formal Evaluation of Project against the Project Aims and Objectives

This section takes each of the stated objectives and the overall aim and provides a brief evaluation of the project in relation to them.

5.1 Objective 1

Objective 1was to, “provide a detailed understanding of the current situation in the UK with respect to main-satellite campus structures, with particular attention to the approaches adopted for leadership and management of the satellites”

Initial acquisition of HESA statistics (2008/9 returns) highlighted 54 potential candidate institutions which had multi-campus operations.  Following development of a precise definition of main-and-satellite structure this list was narrowed down to 11 institutions (from an initial candidate list of 18) for more detailed study.  Categorisation of institutions in this was a research result in itself, which may be of broader interest to the sector.

It should be noted that the 11 case study institutions were all in England, hence the scope was narrowed slightly from the UK. There was one Scottish institution that did fit the definition and was part of our initial short-list of 18.

The target 11 were investigated in detail via further externally observable desk research, 1:1 telephone interviews with institutional Senior Managers (Registrar and Secretary or SMT member with the satellite in their portfolio) and campus visits with more 1:1 interviews.  A detailed picture of each of the satellites was developed and verified.

The conversational approach ensured that key items of leadership and management were explored, considering both academic and service perspectives.  A diagram (of the form illustrated in annex F) was produced and where possible shown to participants from the candidate institutions to ensure that we had correctly interpreted the academic structure of the campus and its relationship to the university as a whole. This was important in order to understand the leadership and management approach on the academic side.


5.2 Objective 2

Objective 2 was to, “develop a set of story-based case studies from a selection of organisations (up to 10) that will be targeted for detailed study”

11 detailed story-based case studies were developed (including our own institution).  Section 4.1 provided a list of the key information developed for each of the case study institutions. 


5.3 Objective 3

Objective 3 was to, “set the work in the context of the published literature”

The project began with a literature search and this underpinned the approach taken and also informed development of the key theme areas included in the detailed investigation.  Although some very useful sources were uncovered the literature survey also supported our initial assumption that there was very little evidence of detailed studies having been done on this subject in the UK, and very little work published.

The post-project academic publications will include reference to key aspects of published literature that informed the work and will aim to build upon it, making a contribution to knowledge.


5.3 Objective 4

Although not framed in the project proposal as an objective an intention was stated to, “highlight existing leadership, governance and management approaches to HE satellites to help inform those with future decision making responsibilities for satellite campus operations”

In addition to establishing the approaches to leadership and management via the semi-structured conversations we also asked participants to explain how governance worked with respect to the satellites.  We investigated the approaches to governance on both the staff and student side, and also looked at the approach taken by the students’ union.

The highlights of the findings were included in our initial dissemination workshop for participants and will be included in our wider post-project dissemination plan.


5.4 Overall Aim

Our overall aim was to, “develop a better understanding of the current models adopted in UK universities that operate a main campus and satellite model”  

Overall the aim of developing a better understanding of the current models in operation in UK universities that operate a main campus and satellite structure has been achieved both at a broad level and in terms of development of a substantial set of detailed case studies. The post-project dissemination plan will share the learning more widely.

















6. Financial Breakdown

The table below shows a summary of the project finances.

	Budget line
	Allowance
	Expenditure
	Comments
	

	Supporting project officer/administrator salary costs
	£2,700
	£3,262.50
	As the project was extended for an extra 2.5 months to the middle of July we have added an extra 2.5 months worth of staffing/administration costs to this budget line.
	

	Consumables, research materials and data purchase
	£1,400
	£1,237.94
	This budget line includes library fees and purchase of HESA data, voice recorders and hardware to enable voice recordings to be transcribed. 
	

	Travel and subsistence 
	£2,200
	£2,108.24
	This includes train fares and hotel costs to carry out the institutional visits.  It also includes subsistence expenses for these visits and costs associated with our steering group meetings.  Travel to the AUA conference is also included in this section.    
	

	Dissemination
	£2,600
	£1,959.60
	This includes the cost of holding a workshop dissemination event for participants in the project.  We paid delegates overnight expenses and some travel expenses and we held a networking dinner on the evening prior to the workshop event.
	

	Conference fees
	£700
	£442.00
	Fees for Project Officer to attend the AUA annual conference and display the project poster in the exhibition part of the conference.  Only one of us attended the conference and rates were reduced as we were exhibiting.
	

	Temporary staff costs
	£400
	£950.00
	The temporary staff costs were higher than originally expected.   28 interviews needed to be transcribed and each transcript was on average 20 pages in length.  The original plan was to do electronic questionnaires however we obtained far more information doing the structured interviews.
	

	Totals
	£10,000
	£9,960.28
	 
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	




7. Actual and Projected Dissemination Activities

The actual dissemination activities that have taken place during the project are summarised as follows:

· Launch Press Release: At the launch of the project a short press release was developed and this attracted the interest of the THES who wrote a feature article on it following an interview.  THES indicated interest in the project once the results are available.
· Mid Project Poster Presentation: A poster summarising the project and the early findings at a high level was created and presented at the annual AUA conference in Nottingham on 18th, 19th and 20th April 2011.  This raised the profile of the project and stimulated some interesting discussion from delegates.   Over 700 delegates attended the conference.
· Dissemination Event: A very successful end of project dissemination workshop took place on 1st July 2011 (see annex C and D).

The following dissemination activities are planned to take place in the first year after project completion:
· Circulation of initial key findings to all participants involved in the project (including those that declared an interest in attending the dissemination workshop but couldn’t make it).
· LFHE Engage Magazine  Article: There has been initial discussion with LFHE and there are plans to produce an article for Engage summarising the project and its key findings.
· LFHE Staff Development Conference: A workshop proposal has been submitted to the LFHE staff development conference entitled, “Staff and organisational development for multi-site institutions with geographically remote campuses: implications for leadership, management and HR in an era of rising expectations.”. 
· Journal Article Production: At least one journal article will be produced on the findings of the project.  Likely targets are the AUA journal, “Perspectives” and/or the journals of the Society for Research into Higher Education (SRHE).





8. Future Work

In just over a year and with relatively modest funding a great deal of progress has been made on a subject where there is only limited published evidence of previous studies having been undertaken.  All institutions that engaged in the case studies expressed significant interest in the findings and in the topic more generally.

Post-project dissemination is our priority future work activity since this is essential to ensure that maximum value is obtained for the sector.  Many other avenues for further research also follow directly from the study including expansion of the case study pool by going back to the original long list of institutions declaring multiple campuses and looking at broader multi-campus arrangements (refreshed from the latest HESA data), including those associated with internationally distributed campuses.  Further study to include international institutions and also look in more detail at lessons to be learned from distributed leadership and management models in other sectors with geographically dispersed sites may also yield some useful findings.

The amount of data collected as a result of this project is significant and the findings and learning points may be of much wider interest. Although outside of the scope of the immediate post-project dissemination plan, we are investigating the possibility and interest in developing a book focusing on further development of the case studies and setting the findings in a broader context.  This requires further thought and funding, but may be an eventual longer-term outcome stimulated from this initial study.
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ANNEX A: High-level theme areas and questions used to guide the structured conversations


THEME 1: INTERVIEWEE INFORMATION
Can you tell us about your role at the institution and a little about your sector experience?

THEME 2: SATELLITE CAMPUS HISTORY
Can you tell us about the history of the **satellite** campus and how it came to be part of the University.

THEME 3: LEADERSHIP AND MANAGEMENT
Is there a senior executive on the ground that is responsible for campus Leadership and Management and what is their role?

THEME 4: SATELLITE CAMPUS ACADEMIC STRUCTURE (& LEADERSHIP)
Can you tell us about the academic management structure of the satellite and how it relates to that of the institution as a whole?

THEME 5: SATELLITE CAMPUS SUPPORT/SERVICE STRUCTURE (& LEADERSHIP) [NB: FOCUS ON ORGANISATIONAL/STRUCTURE]
Can you tell us about the support/service management structure of the satellite and how it relates to that of the institution as a whole?

THEME 6: CAMPUS VOICE, REPRESENTATION AND GOVERNANCE
How are staff and students from the satellite campus represented in the committee, management and governance structure of the University?

THEME 7: OPERATIONAL: DAY-TO-DAY COMMS AND TRAVEL
Can you tell us a little about the day-to-day communications and travel between the main and satellite campuses for staff and students?

THEME 8: KEY FACTS CHECK
Can you tell us about the numbers of staff and students associated with the campus, in the various different groupings (FT, PT, Academic, Support, etc.)

THEME 9: FINANCES
Can you tell us anything about the finances of the campus?

THEME 10: SATELLITE CAMPUS STRATEGY 
Can you tell us about the strategy of the **satellite** campus and its current trajectory (grow, shrink, etc…).






ANNEX B:  List of interviewees engaged in structured conversations

	Name 
	Title
	Institution

	David Allen
	Registrar and Deputy Chief Executive
	University of Exeter

	Professor Margaret Andrews
	Pro Vice-Chancellor (Students)
	Canterbury Christ Church University

	Dr Stuart Ashenden
	Director of Academic Planning
	University of Greenwich

	Professor David Barrett
	Dean of Partnership
	University of Bedfordshire

	Professor Tim Blackman
	Dean of Queen’s Campus
	Durham University

	Carol Burns
	Registrar and Secretary
	University of Brighton

	Mrs Linda Cording
	Secretary and Registrar
	University of Greenwich

	Lorri Currie
	Academic Registrar
	Canterbury Christ Church University

	Dr Peter Dewhurst
	Dean of Faculty (Buxton)
	University of Derby

	Professor Jonathan Doust
	Head of Chelsea School
	University of Brighton

	Dennis Dunn
	Dean and Pro Vice-Chancellor
	Manchester Metropolitan University

	David Fionda
	Operations Director (Queen’s Campus)
	Durham University

	Ms Carolyn Fowler
	Registrar and Secretary
	Durham University

	Sarah Friend
	Deputy to Head of Co-ordination and Development at UCH
	University of Brighton

	Dr Paul Frost
	Head of Service Management
	University  of Brighton

	Professor Michael Gunn
	Vice-Chancellor
	Staffordshire University

	Professor Peter Harrop
	Pro Vice-Chancellor and Provost Warrington
	University of Chester

	Mary Heaney
	Director of Services
	Manchester Metropolitan University

	Professor Marilyn Leask
	Dean of the Faculty of Education, Sport and Tourism
	University of Bedfordshire

	Peter Milburn
	Campus Director
	Canterbury Christ Church University

	David Nightingale
	Senior Deputy Vice-Chancellor
	University of Kent

	Professor Mark Overton
	Deputy Vice-Chancellor (External Affairs)
	University of Exeter

	Professor Louis Passfield
	Head of Centre for Sports Studies
	University of Kent

	David Stevens
	University Secretary and Bursar
	University of Chester

	Jean Taylor
	Head of Economic Development in Cornwall
	University of Exeter

	Dr Steve Tong
	Principal Lecturer
	Canterbury Christ Church University

	Steve Trotter
	Assistant Director
	University of Exeter

	John Wightman
	Dean of the Faculty of Social Sciences
	University of Kent



 ANNEX C:  Dissemination workshop programme


Programme (Friday 1st July 2011)

8.45-9.00	Arrival and registration – (Scarborough Campus reception)
9.10-9.15	Welcome from Dr Craig Gaskell
9.15-9.45	Keynote address –“Multi-campus universities: a case study from South Africa”  Professor David Maughan Brown, Deputy Vice-Chancellor at York St John University.
9.45-10.00	Questions for Professor David Maughan Brown
10.00-10.15	Break
10.15-11.15	“Understanding satellite campuses” project overview and initial findings,  Dr Craig Gaskell and Elizabeth Hayton, University of Hull Scarborough Campus
11.15-11.30	Refreshments – (Calvino’s cafe bar)
11.30-12.30	Activity – Discussion of key ideas
 
1.  What is the “ideal” leadership/management structure for a university with a satellite campus, and what should the key roles and responsibilities be?
2. What are your “top tips” for leadership in relation to satellite campuses considering various perspectives (strategic, operational, academic, service etc.)?
3. What mistakes have you/your institution made with respect to a satellite campus and what would your advice to others be following this experience?

12.30-1.30	Lunch (Dining Hall)
1.30-2.00	Activity feedback 
2.00-2.50	Next steps, further work and network formation 
2.50-3.00	Close

3.00 onwards – Options for further discussion and tours of the Scarborough campus.  



Themes for the ideas board, available all day
  
Ideas invited for:
· Theories
· Sources (references, people/places to see, publication avenues, further funding sources)
· Terminology (if not main-satellite, then what?)





ANNEX D: Dissemination workshop delegate list


	Name
	Title 
	Institution/organisation

	Professor David Barrett
	Dean of Partnership
	University of Bedfordshire

	Professor Glenn Burgess
	Pro-Vice Chancellor (Learning and Teaching)
	University of Hull

	Richard Collins
	Consultant working for Canterbury Christ Church University
	DTZ

	Lorri Currie
	Academic Registrar
	Canterbury Christ Church University

	Dr Peter Dewhurst
	Dean (Buxton)
	University of Derby

	David Fionda
	Operations Director (Queen’s Campus)
	Durham University

	Dr Craig Gaskell
	Principal of the Scarborough Campus
	University of Hull

	Professor Peter Harrop
	Pro-Vice Chancellor and Provost (Warrington)
	University of Chester

	Elizabeth Hayton
	Administrator and Project Officer (Scarborough Campus)
	University of Hull

	Hilary Legge
	Head of Faculty and Campus SAS (Cheshire)
	Manchester Metropolitan University

	Professor David Maughan Brown
	Deputy Vice-Chancellor
	York St John University

	Paul Richards
	Deputy Vice-Chancellor
	Staffordshire University

	Alison Robinson-Canham
	Executive Director
	Association of University Administrators

	Peter Thompson
	Bursar (Scarborough campus)
	University of Hull

	John Wightman
	Dean of Social Sciences
	University of Kent




ANNEX E: HESA definition of “campus”

The criteria for assessing whether a campus identifier is appropriate are as follows: 

· A separate campus identifier should be used if a substantial number of students are studying on a campus at a substantial distance from where the main institution is based, such that it would be regarded as not being in the same city/town. Greater London can be treated as a single location. This is to facilitate analysis of geographic patterns of study.
· A separate campus identifier should be used when a merger takes place, to identify any merged institutions as separate campuses if they fit the criteria specified. 
· Campus identifiers can only be used where a student can be associated with a single site. It is recognised that because of the flexibility of study patterns adopted by some institutions, it will be impossible to say categorically that some students are assigned to a particular campus. 
· Although this field is compulsory, in the majority of cases, it will default to the generic value A indicating the entire institution or main campus.
· HEFCE expect separate campus identifiers for any part of the institution funded separately e.g. within 0151 London University (Institutes and activities) 




ANNEX F: Example institutional academic structure diagram (Hull University version)
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