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distribution across teaching and support, a potential area highlighted by the 2017-18 return. Liz Barnes clarified that 
whilst the return was a useful tool for monitoring direction of travel (and that much work had been done to improve 
the quality and accuracy of the data submitted) detailed attempts to link TRAC data and workforce planning, or to 
create a workload model, were unlikely to be successful.  

1598 The Committee received the Procurement Strategy Update (DISCUSSION) AR/111/08 (deferred from the 30 Oct 
2018 meeting), introduced by the Head of Procurement. The following points were noted: 

• As an institution, it was crucial to use our spending power wisely and strategically to ensure that we support and 
benefit our student experience and also the economic, social and environmental wellbeing of our communities.  

• Procurement had a key role to play in ensuring that the University continued to deliver high quality services to its 
students, working in partnership and collaboration with key partners to realise joint benefits, supporting the local 
economy and providing opportunities for businesses to engage with the University. 

• The strategy was presented in draft form and was the first formal Procurement Strategy at the University. The aim 
was to ensure that procurement activities were undertaken efficiently and economically and helping to manage the 
economic, social and environmental impacts for the University, aligning with the strategic aims and objectives of the 
University’s Strategic Plan. 

 
Members commented as follows: 

• Kevin Gould noted that the committee would be interested to see the strategy in practice and Rob Fekete confirmed 
that many elements were already in operation.  

• Sara Williams noted that it should be possible to “pair up” bigger national suppliers with less experienced local ones 
(who would otherwise be unable to bid for such work) on some projects, to benefit all parties. 

• Cathryn Hickey enquired about the rationale behind the values given in the strategy. Rob Fekete clarified that these 
were in line with the financial regulations. 

• Sara Williams commended the paper and it was agreed that an Annual Procurement Report be included in the in the 
Overview of Committee business. 

1599 The Committee received a paper regarding Non-Audit Services (APPROVAL) AR/111/09, from the Chief Financial 
Officer, who noted the following: 

• Following previous discussion at Audit and Risk Committee, a revised paper had been provided regarding the use of 
KPMG non-external audit services. The paper related only to the engagement of KPMG or RSM for such additional 
services in order to provide the appropriate independence assurance for Audit and Risk Committee, noting that KPMG 
was a leading sector expert and very well-embedded within HE. 

• It was proposed that the CFO and COO were authorised to engage either KPMG or RSM for non-audit services up to 
the value of £20k inclusive for any one activity, and up to an overall maximum of £80k (inclusive) for each provider 
for the financial year. Any provision of services would be on the basis that no conflict of interest would arise with 
regard to the auditing remit. 

• Any items beyond the proposed values would require individual agreement through the Audit and Risk Committee. 
The proposed threshold of £20k inclusive aligned with the standard financial regulation approval limits for budget 
holders. All work undertaken by KPMG or RSM would be reported to Audit and Risk Committee at the Summer 
meeting. 

• The attached summary provided confirmed the latest details of KPMG non-external audit work in progress/proposed 
for 2018/19. 

Members commented as follows: 

• Kevin Gould confirmed his support for the policy and requested that this item be a standing brief for the committee, 
underlining that any potential conflicts of interest should be carefully managed.  

• It was confirmed that all activity would be reported back in an annual Non-Audit Advisory Services Report, and that 
the University would start to consider potential alternatives for future use, given likely changes to the landscape. 

1600 The Committee received the Risk Management Framework Update (DISCUSSION) AR/111/10, presented by the 
Chief Operating Officer and the Business Risk Manager. 

• All schools and services had now reviewed their historic risk registers (where they existed), reflecting upon the 
identification of risks and the challenge of whether mitigating actions would in fact mitigate the level of risk. These 
had now all been signed off by Executive leads for their areas in December 2018 and were held within the new risk 
management software. 

• The risks identified from each school and service worked on a hierarchy basis and reported into one of the 
University-level risks, previously agreed by Senior Leadership Team (SLT) and shared with the Audit and Risk 
Committee in June 2018 (Annex One).  

• The approach to embedding was agreed by Executive in December 2018, following the previous information shared 
with the Audit and Risk Committee at its last meeting, and included risk registers as standing items at school 








