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MEETING 270 HELD ON 14th October 2015 
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Vice-Chancellor (Chair) Professor Paul Curran 1 Y     
Deputy Vice-Chancellor Professor David Bolton 2 Y     

Pro Vice-Chancellors Professor Richard Verrall (Deputy 
Chair) 

3 Y     

Professor John Fothergill 4 Y     

Professor Stanton Newman (p/t) 5 Y     

Director of Student & Academic Services Ms Susannah Marsden 6 Y     

Chairs of the  
Standing 
Committees 
of Senate: 

BoS in Arts & Social Sciences Professor Andrew Jones 7 Y     

BoS in Business Studies Professor Steve Haberman 8 Y     

BoS in Eng & Math Sci & Inf Professor Roger Crouch  9 Y     

BoS in Health Sciences Professor Stanton Newman 10 Y     

BoS in Law Professor Carl Stychin  11 Y     

BoS in Learning Development Dr Pamela Parker 12 Y     

Academic Governance Cttee Professor Richard Verrall 13 Y     

Research Ethics Committee Professor Ron Douglas 14 Y     

Validation & Inst Partners Cttee Professor Steve Stanton 15 Y     

Dean of City Graduate School Professor Ken Grattan 16 Y     
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Elected 
members of 
academic 
staff to equal 
the number 
of ex-officio 
staff posts 
and to 
include at 
least one 
from each of 
the Board of 
Studies 
areas.  

Arts & Soc Sciences (to Jul 18)  Professor Giulia Iori 1 Y     

Arts & Soc Sciences (to Jul 18)  Professor Laurence Solkin 2 Y     

Arts & Soc Sciences (to Jul 16)  Dr Mel Bunce 3 Y     

Arts & Soc Sciences (to Jul 17) Dr Rachel Cohen 4 Y     

Business (to Jul 18) Professor Charles Baden-Fuller 5 A     

Business (to Jul 16) Professor Celia Glass 6 Y     

Business (to Jul 17) Dr Amanda Goodall 7 Y     

Health Sciences (to Jul 17) Ms Julie Attenborough 8 P     

Health Sciences (to Jul 17) Dr Chris Flood 9 Y     

Health Sciences (to Jul 17) Professor Chris Hull 10 Y     

Maths, Comp Sci & Eng (to Jul 16) Dr Arti Agrawal 11 Y     

Maths, Comp Sci & Eng (to Jul 16) Dr Oliver Kerr (Senior Elected Senator) 12 Y     

Maths, Comp Sci & Eng (to Jul 18) Professor Abdulnaser Sayma 13 Y     

Law (to Jul 18) Professor Susan Blake 14 P     

Law (to Jul 18) Mr Keith Simpson 15 Y     

Law (to Jul 18) Mr Sarwan Singh 16 Y     

One additional elected member from the Visiting 
Staff (with an alternate) 

Dr John Saunders (to July 15) 
(Mr Peter Roberts – alternate) 

 Y   
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A maximum of five students nominated by the 
Trustee Board one of whom should be the 
President of the Students Union. At least one from 
each of the following categories – undergraduate, 
postgraduate and research. 

Ms Issy Cooke, President 1 Y     

Mr Umar Chaudhery, VP Education  2 Y     

Mr Yusuf Ahmed, VP Activities & 
Development 

3 Y  
 

  

Vacancy 4 n/m     

Vacancy 5 n/m     

        
 

Key: =In Attendance A= Apologies S=On Sabbatical N/M=Not a Member EA=Extended Absence  
  

In Attendance Role 
Ms Alison Edridge Assistant Director, Student and Academic Services 
Professor Iain Gray Member of Council 
Dr William Jordan  University Secretary  
Ms Mariah Loukou Student and Academic Services 
Mr Craig Stewart Student Representation Coordinator, Students’ Union 
Ms Gemma Watt Governance Administrator 
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MINUTES SECTION A – OPEN FOR PUBLICATION 
 
Part One – Preliminary Items 

 
Senate was preceded by a presentation on Equality and Diversity and a discussion with 
Senators. The Pro Vice-Chancellor (Strategy & Planning) and Chair of the Gender Equality 
Group led the presentation which included an introduction to the Gender Equality Project, a 
review of lessons learned in relation to the Athena SWAN application and an update on current 
and planned activities. Notes on this meeting are annexed to the minutes (Annex A).   

 
1. Apologies 

The Chair noted apologies from members and welcomed Professor Iain Gray, a member 
of Council who was attending the meeting.  
 

2. Highlighted Items 
Senate agreed:  
(i) Senate agreed that the following item would be un-starred: Item 23, Key 

Information Set Report Submission to HESA. 
(ii) Senate agreed to star, at the request of Mr Keith Simpson, the following item for 

discussion in addition to those highlighted on the Agenda: Item 29, Honorary 
Visiting Professor Appointments. 
  

3. Minutes 
The minutes of Meeting No.269 held on 8th July 2015 were approved. 
 

4. Matters Arising 
 
4.1 Minute 4.1, 06.05.15, Matters Arising, REF Results:  

Professor Andrew Jones provided a progress report on the Doctoral Training Centre bid. 
He advised that positive discussions had taken place with an Essex-led consortium. A 
further update would be received at the December meeting of Senate. [Action]  
 
Minute 19.2, 08.07.15, Matters Arising, SMCSE Strategic Options:  
The Chair of the BoS in SMCSE provided a progress report on SMCSE Strategic Options. 
He advised that the focus of the work was on undergraduate recruitment and retention 
and student prospects. He explained that plans for the design of a new engineering degree 
were underway, approval for which would be sought in November 2015. There were also 
plans to promote the benefits of studying at City, to recruit more women and to increase 
the number of undergraduates who follow summer internship and/or one year placements.  
 
Minute 15.2, 08.07.15, Matters Arising, Number of Assessment Boards:  
The Chair of the BoS in Business Studies provided a report on Cass Assessment Board 
numbers. Senate had received an update on Assessment Board numbers at the July 2015 
meeting where it was noted that Assessment Board numbers in Cass Business School 
appeared high in comparison to other Schools. Professor Haberman advised that having 
reassessed the number of Boards the School were confident that they were running 
efficient operations.  While Cass had 49 Assessment Boards in all, it had just 28 Boards  
for final award. 
 
Minute 19.3, 08.07.15, Education Employment Contracts, Matters Arising, 
Education Employment Contracts:  
The Pro Vice-Chancellor (R&E) provided an update on the impact of the employment 
contracts on the REF. Senate had asked whether introducing Employment Contracts 
would lead to an increase in REF GPA rankings.  The Pro Vice-Chancellor (R&E) reported 
that in the last REF 53% of eligible staff were submitted. Of the total eligible academic 
staff 40% were ranked 3* or 4*. Intensity was therefore measured at 40%. If there were 
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less eligible staff the intensity would increase. Moving academic staff from Research and 
Education to Education role profiles would make no difference to GPA. But if City reduced 
the number of eligible staff then this would result in a move up the Good University Guide 
League Table as a mix of both GPA and Intensity was used in the assessment. The PVC 
(R&E) advised that he would provide a note for Senators summarising the findings. This 
is attached at Annex B.   
 

5. Membership 
 
5.1 New Senate Members 

(i)  Senate noted that the Trustee Board of the Students’ Union would provide the   
remaining nominees for Senate membership. The Research Student Member 
would be elected this year and then proposed by the Trustee Board. 

 
(ii) Senate noted the outcome of the Senate elections for academic staff and the 

Senate membership list for 2015/16.  
 

(iii) The Chair welcomed the new Senate members to their first meeting.  
 

5.2 Approve Deputy Chairs of BoS 
Senate noted the Chairs of Boards of Studies and approved the appointment of Deputy 
Chairs of Boards of Studies. 
 

6. Conflicts of Interest 
None were noted. 

   
7. Terms of Reference and Governance Regulations 
 Senate noted these for information. 

 
8. Items specially brought forward by the Chair 
 
8.1 To receive an update on the University of London (UoL) 

The Pro Vice-Chancellor (S&P) updated Senate on the application to join the University 
of London. He reported that there would be a consultation in relation to the possible 
change of name. Staff, students, alumni and key stakeholders would be invited to provide 
feedback. Following the consultation any proposed change would be considered by the 
Privy Council. It was anticipated that City would join the UoL on 1st August 2016.  
 

8.2 Chair’s Action: Appointment of Assessment Board Chairs 
Chair’s Action was taken on behalf of Senate to approve Professor Sarah Stallebrass, 
Professor Jamshid Nouri, Dr Anton Cox, Dr Miguel Mera and Ms Ursula Smith as 
Assessment Board Chairs.   
 

9. Senate Calendar 
Senate received the updated calendar for business. The Chair advised Senators that 
comments or reflections should be sent to the Governance team who could amend the 
calendar if necessary.  

 
10. Students’ Union (SU) 
10.1 Students’ Union Standing Report 

The Students’ Union Standing Report was noted by Senate. The VP Activities reported 
the following key issues: 

• The SU had lead a successful Welcome Week and Freshers Fair with wide-
ranging events and activities. All events were well attended. An emphasis on 
engaging postgraduate students had been a focus for this year and the SU were 
encouraged by the level of postgraduate student interest.  



 

4 
  

• City Sport would be offering discounts for sports teams. It was anticipated that this 
would lead to further student participation in team sports.   

• Information sessions for new students had taken place. The sessions were 
designed to provide support and advice to students adapting to University life.   

• The Chair congratulated the SU for their contribution to Welcome Week, their 
recent campaigns and the improved National Student Survey (NSS) results.   

 
10.2 Students’ Union Forward-looking Report 

The Students’ Union forward-looking report was noted by Senate. The President reported 
the following key issues:  
• SU campaigns emerged from discussions at student meetings, the SU Annual 

General Meeting and Members Meeting. The campaign outlook may therefore grow 
during the year.  

• The SU would be investigating ways of engaging students who were not on campus. 
This would form the basis of a new project to put students who live close to each other 
in touch.  

• Building a strong relationship with Islington Council was a priority. Previously 
approved alcohol licences had been withdrawn prior to Welcome Week which had 
impacted on SU organised events.  

• The Pro Vice-Chancellor (S&P) reported that the University has a local community 
forum and they were involved in various community initiatives. There might be an 
opportunity for the SU to attend the forums and become more involved in discussions 
regarding student/resident relations. The SU were keen to build their own relationship 
with the Council and residents but there was also some support from Senators for a 
joint approach with the University.  

 
10.3 Students Undergraduate Satisfaction Surveys 2015 

The Students’ Union surveys report was noted by Senate. The VP Education reported 
that improvements in NSS results at both University and SU level were very encouraging. 
However, the SU had identified some key issues which had arisen from the student 
comments in the NSS and Your Voice Surveys. Assessment and Feedback featured as a 
particular issue for students. Comments in this area related to lecture capture, which 
students would like to see more of, and anonymous marking, which students wished to 
see implemented more widely at the University. Value for money also generated many 
comments, with some students spontaneously and unexpectedly querying whether the 
teaching hours received per week represented value for money. In discussion the 
following points were raised: 
• Being clear and transparent about what is included in tuition fees was important in 

managing expectations. Providing detailed information about what students are being 
offered and the costs entailed was a current area of focus.  

• Focussing on value for money regarded students as consumers rather than partners. 
In some instances students might never repay student loans in full. More dialogue with 
students on this matter might be useful.  

• Students could helpfully bear in mind that graduates have healthier lives and greater 
life satisfaction as well as improved employment prospects; and that it is difficult to 
judge the value for money of any product in the absence of the ability to make a ‘like 
for like’ comparison. 

• Issues such as the cost of gym membership were a constant source of resentment, 
even when charges were very reasonable. 

• Defining what feedback is for students and the wide range of what can be provided 
might be helpful. Grading papers was in itself a form of feedback. 

• Issues relating to classroom logistics, such as having enough seats, could negatively 
impact on teaching evaluations. So too could concerns about exam timetabling. It was 
noted that the feedback the University received was fed back to Shared Services.  

• The Director of Student and Academic Services noted that discussions were taking 
place with the SU about extending anonymous marking and that this might inform 
future reports coming to Senate. 
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Part Two – Presentation 
  
11. NSS 2015  

Senate received an update from the Deputy Vice-Chancellor on the NSS results. The 
overall satisfaction rating for City (Question 22) was 87%, an increase of 4% on 2014. 
City achieved its highest ever participation rate of 74%. It was reported that based on the 
average of questions 1-21 City had achieved the largest increase of any university in the 
UK in the past three years and was top in London.  
 
The Deputy Vice-Chancellor congratulated everyone who contributed to the NSS, noting 
the important role the SU played in increasing participation rates. He highlighted the 
increase in score in relation to Assessment and Feedback. City was now ranked number 
four in the country for promptness of feedback received.  In addition, it was noted that 
following investments made in the library there had been a positive increase in score in 
relation to learning resources.  
 
In response to the NSS results action planning within Schools and Departments was 
underway. Senate would consider the action plans and responses to the SU report (Item 
10.3) at a future meeting. [Action]   
 
It was reported that the Postgraduate Taught Experience Survey (PTES) and 
Postgraduate Research Experience Survey (PRES) would come to Senate for 
consideration once the results were available.  

 
Part Three – Major Items for Decision or Discussion 

 
12. Senate Annual Assurance Report to Council 

Senate received the Annual Assurance Report to Council. The report largely used the 
wording of the minutes of the meetings. It described matters discussed by Senate at its 
meetings during 2014/15. The assurance proposed was that “the University’s 
arrangements for the enhancement of academic quality and assurance of academic 
standards are adequate and effective”. The Chair of AGC reported that AGC had reviewed 
the document and were asking Senate to recommend the report to Council.  
 
Decision 
Senate approved the report for recommendation to Council. 

 
13. Educational and Student Related Priorities 

Senate received a report on Educational and Student Related Priorities. The paper 
outlined the key areas of work that would pass to Senate during 2015/16. As City’s primary 
body for academic quality and standards, Senate would have an important role in 
overseeing issues highlighted in the report.  
 
The Deputy Vice-Chancellor explained that data on gender and ethnicity and student 
progression had not been discussed by Senate recently and would come to a future 
meeting for consideration.  Any comments Senators wished to make on the paper should 
be directed to the Director of Student and Academic Services.  

 
14. HEFCE Consultation on Future Approaches to Quality Assessment and Teaching 

Excellence Framework (TEF) proposals 
Senate noted the submitted response to the HEFCE consultation, which had endorsement 
from the SU, Council and Senate. It was expected that the outcome of the consultation 
would become known in early 2016.  
 
In addition, the Director of Student and Academic Services explained that further 
information about the proposed Teaching Excellence Framework would become available 
shortly with the publication of the HE Green Paper.  Senate would continue to receive 
regular updates on the HEFCE consultation and TEF proposals. [Action] 
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The Director of Student and Academic Services explained that HEFCE were also 
reviewing the NSS questions as part of a consultation on changes to the National 
Student Survey, Unistats and information provided by institutions. One proposal was for 
question 23, which relates to satisfaction with student unions, to be removed from the 
core question set. A small working group of Senate and SU representatives would be 
formed to consider the implications of this proposal.   

 
15. Period 2 Module Evaluation Outcomes 

Senate considered the outcomes from the period two module evaluations. Response 
rates were lower than in the same period in 2014 with 21% of modules with response 
rates below 40% compared to 16% in the first tem of 2014/15. 
 
The Deputy Vice-Chancellor noted the falling off in response rates with concern. While at 
present, the earlier decision not to move to on-line assessment had not been revisited, 
Senate might need to consider this question again at a later date. 

 
16. Assessment Feedback Turnaround Time 

Senate considered the Assessment Feedback Turnaround Times report which focussed 
on turnaround time compliance across Schools. Undergraduate compliance was high but 
there were instances of unexplained non-compliance for some postgraduate modules.  
 
Senators noted that 100% compliance was aimed for and where this was not happening 
this was being explored. Exceptions were allowed only in instances of University closure 
and religious involvement. Senate would continue to monitor compliance.   

 
17 Annual Research Quality Monitoring (ARQM) Reports 

Senate received two reports; the latest ARQM results and a summary of the ARQM 
review. Following recalibration in light of the REF results the ARQM results were largely 
consistent with the REF results. In discussion the following points were made: 

• It would be helpful for future reports to include the results broken down by gender. 
Further consideration to the time window would also be useful.  

• A clear appeals process appeared to be missing.  
• Research active Visitors who are on 0.2 or above appointments may opt-in if they 

wish to do so. They would submit papers in the usual way.  
 
The PVC (R&E) reported that in relation to the ARQM review report it had been found that 
there was some variation across Schools. In particular there were inconsistencies in 
relation to the methodology for special or complex circumstances. A summary of some of 
the key issues was included in the report. In discussion the following points were made: 

• The ARQM report focussed on the big picture. To be fully effective, it needed 
School level and managerial level support.  

• In Cass there was an opportunity for academic staff to input into the assessment 
and a rationale was provided for the awarded score. Each person received an 
individualised letter and there was an appeals process.  

• In some Schools, however, academic staff had sometimes not been told their 
ARQM score formally. In all cases there needed to be clear information about how 
the score was arrived at, how it had been calculated and what the process for 
appeal.  

• There was also variation across Schools in the use of external assessors. In some 
smaller departments finding an internal assessor that is not too close to the staff 
being assessed can be a challenge. In such cases more external assessors are 
engaged instead of internal assessors.  

• The consequences of being awarded a low ARQM score merited further 
consideration. Producing 2* papers of national importance should be viewed 
positively. Low scores should be used as a prompt to offer staff additional support 
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to help them progress from producing 2* to 3* research. It might also be useful to 
look at the ODF in relation to how we support academic staff.  

• Regulation 27 made clear that approval of  ARQM methodology continued to rest 
with the Vice-Chancellor. The PVC (R&E) would therefore now reflect on the 
comments of Senators before taking the report back to ExCo. The final report 
would come to a future meeting of Senate for information. [Action]  

 
18 Improving Research Degree Submission and Completion Rates: Action plan and 

proposals for good practice.  
Senate received a report on research degree submission and completion rates. The Dean 
of the City Graduate School explained it was critical to look at good practice in relation to 
issues such as selection of supervisors, mentoring and progression monitoring in order to 
improve completion rates. The report now provided an action plan to ensure that the 
mechanisms and policies in place to inform good practice were carried through into 
practice. Schools were also now being asked to provide lists of available PhD projects or 
research areas for the website. The Dean of City Graduate School would be working with 
Careers Services in relation to careers advice for PhD students. In discussion the 
following points were raised: 

• REF panels are interested in completion rates achieved within four years. 
Universities would be penalised if the figures in this area were low.  

• Some but not all BoS were monitoring completion rates and included this 
information in the minutes received by Senate. Student and Academic Services 
would identify inconsistency across the BoS and report back at a future meeting 
of Senate [Action]. 

• The Chair of the Senate Research Ethics Committee reported that he would like 
to see postgraduate students apply for ethical approval for projects earlier to avoid 
unnecessary delays.  

• It might be useful to look at any differences in completion rates for funded and self-
funded students. The Dean of the Graduate School would consider this suggestion 
outside of the meeting. 

• Cass Business School, unlike other Schools, has a year 0 and it would be helpful 
to reflect this in the report. 

• The networks students develop through their supervisors was very important and 
this should be reflected in the careers advice work being undertaken.   

 
19. Outstanding External Examiner Appointments 

The outstanding external examiner appointments were noted by Senate. The Deputy 
Vice-Chancellor reported that there had been an improvement in filling the appointments 
earlier. He thanked the Student and Academic Services team for their work in this area. 
He noted that Schools should be encouraged to fill outstanding appointments. 
 

Part Four – Other Items for Decision or Discussion 
 
20 Admissions Update 

Senate received a report outlining the student recruitment statistics or the 2015-16 
academic year. Postgraduate enrolments for Home/EU students were slightly under 
target, but this was more than compensated for by the International enrolments being 
over target, noting also that some enrolments were still to be completed. 

  
21 BoS Composition 

Senate received a report from AGC with recommendations in relation to the BoS 
composition. Four recommendations were proposed by AGC: 
1) Professional Services staff may be included in the ex-officio category. There had been 

inconsistencies across the BoS in this area. No Regulation change would be required.  
2) Regulation 3 to be amended to increase the ex-officio membership to a maximum of 

15. 
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3) Regulation 3 to be amended under ‘in attendance’ to include ‘members of Senate who 
are not otherwise members of Boards of Studies.’ 

4) A small working group (comprising AGC members, Student and Academic Services 
representatives and SU representatives) should be formed to set out 
recommendations for improving student engagement with quality and standards at 
BoS.  
 

In discussion it was suggested in relation to the first proposal that removing the words ‘for 
leadership’ from Regulation 3, Composition (a) Ex-Officio Members, bullet point iv, would 
allow the professional services staff to continue to be included in the ex-officio category. 
Professional services staff often played a full part in BoS and it would be demotivating to 
remove them from full membership. Removing this restriction would allow anyone, 
regardless of experience of academic quality and standards, to stand for election.  
 
Decision 
Senate approved the recommendations from AGC subject to removing the words ‘for 
leadership’ from Regulation 3, Composition (a) Ex-Officio Members, bullet point iv.  

 
22 BoS Consultation on Regulation Revisions 

The University Secretary reported that BoS Chairs had been asked to consult with their 
BoS during the summer on the Regulation changes agreed in July 2015. No substantive 
issues had been reported. However, the SMCSE results were still outstanding. Senate 
would receive a further report in December. [Action]  

 
23 Key Information Set Report Submission to HESA 

Senate received the report for information.  
 
24 Vision and Strategy 2026 

The Pro-Vice-Chancellor (S&P) updated Senate on the Vision and Strategy 2026. He 
explained that meetings had been arranged for all Schools, where there would be an 
opportunity to contribute to the emerging Vision and Strategy. Council would consider the 
final report at their meeting in May 2016. He encouraged everyone to take part in the 
forthcoming sessions.  

 
25. Chair’s Reports 
25.1 Reports from the Chairs of BoS and Chair of Validation & Institutional Partnerships 

Committee 
No matters of concern or general interest were raised. 
 

25.2 Reports from other Committees (Education & Student Committee, Graduation 
Committee, Research and Enterprise Committee, Academic Governance 
Committee) 
No matters of concern or general interest were raised. 
 

 Part Five – Items for Information 
The remaining items were not starred for discussion unless requested by Senators. On this 
occasion item 29 had been starred, however. 
 
26 Personal Tutoring Policy 

Senate received the Personal Tutoring Policy which had been revised in light of the 
recommendations made at Senate and Education and Student Committee.  

 
27 Internal Audit Support for Senate 

Senate noted the reports. 
 

28   Minutes for Information 
   Senate noted the minutes from the following meetings: 
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28.1  Council  
 
28.2  Senate Boards and Committees 
  26.2.1 Board of Studies in Arts & Social Sciences – 25th June 2015 
  26.2.2 Board of Studies in Law – 27th May 2015 

26.2.3 Board of Studies in Health Sciences – 23rd June 2015 
 26.2.3 Board of Studies in Learning Development – 9th June 2015 
 26.2.4 Academic Governance Committee – to follow 
 26.2.5  Validation and Institutional Partnerships Committee – 2nd July 2015 

 
28.3  Executive Advisory Committees 

 28.3.1    Graduate School Committee – 18th June 2015 
 28.3.2    Research and Enterprise Committee – 26th May 2015 

  
 
29. Honorary Visiting Professor Appointments 

Senate noted that since its last meeting, the following Honorary Visiting Professors had been 
appointed or re-appointed: 
 
Honorary Visiting Professor Appointments 
Mr Khalid Aziz, in Cass Business School, for three years with effect from 1st September 
2015 
Mr Paul Burstow, in the School of Health Sciences, for three years with effect from 1st 
July 2015 
Dr Adam Gordon, in the School of Health Sciences, for three years with effect from 1st 
September 2015 
Dr Robert Harper, in the School of Health Sciences, for three years with effect from 1st 
September 2015 
Professor Lene Martin, in the School of Health Sciences, for three years with effect from 
1st September 2015 
Professor Stanley Okolo, in the School of Health Sciences, for three years with effect from 
1st August 2015 
Professor Jeffrey Peck, in the School of Health Sciences, for three years with effect from 
1st August 2015 
Professor Penny Roy, in the School of Health Sciences, for three years with effect from 1st 
October 2015 
Mr John Rubin, in the School of Health Sciences, for three years with effect from 1st 
September 2015 
 
Honorary Visiting Professor Re-appointments 
Mr David MacLeod, in Cass Business School, for three years with effect from 1st July 
2015 
Professor Diana Gould, in the School of Health Sciences, for three years with effect from 
1st October 215 
 
The Chair of the BoS in Health Sciences noted, as a point of clarification, that Mr Paul 
Burstow had been approved as an Honorary Visiting Professor, effective from 1st July 2015. 
However, as of 1st October 2015 his status changed to Visiting Professor. It was noted that 
the Honorary Visiting Professor title differed from the Visiting Professor title in that Honorary 
Visitors do not receive payment for their contributions at the University.  

 
Part Six – Concluding Items  
 
30. Freedom of Information Review 

Senate agreed no changes to the Open/Closed/Restricted classification of items on the 
Agenda. 
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31. Date of Next Meeting 
9th December 2015 from 2.00pm to 5.00pm.  

 
The Chair thanked Professor Haberman, who was attending his final meeting of Senate, 
for his contribution as Chair of the BoS in Business Studies.  
 
 

Professor Paul Curran 
Vice-Chancellor and Chair of Senate 
July 2015 
 
Note: [Action] = to be recorded in matters arising. 
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Annex A, Senate 14.10.15 

 
SENATE 

EQUALITY AND DIVERSITY SESSION 
 

MEETING HELD ON 14th OCTOBER 2015 
 
 
The session began with a presentation from the Pro Vice-Chancellor (S&P) and the Chair of the 
Gender Equality Group. The presentation included an introduction to the Gender Equality Project, 
a review of lessons learned in relation to the Athena SWAN application and an update on current 
and planned activities. Following the presentation members of Senate were invited to ask 
questions and discuss matters arising from the presentation.The slides used in the presentation 
were circulated after the meeting and are available at: 
http://www.city.ac.uk/about/education/academic-services/academic-committees/senate/15-
16/meeting-no.270 
 
The Pro Vice-Chancellor (S&P) began by providing some background information on the 
Gender Equality Project. He summarised the project governance and the roles of the Gender 
Equality Working Group, Athena SWAN Self-Assessment Team and Strategic Gender Equality 
Initiatives. In relation to the Athena SWAN application he explained that work on data 
requirements and collection was underway and that in addition to the School making an 
application to Athena SWAN it was expected that applications would also be made at 
departmental level. The School of Health Sciences were currently working towards an 
application.  
 
The Chair of the Gender Equality Project provided some background information relating to the 
Athena SWAN Project, noting that the project was set up by women in the academic science 
community to help the increase the number of women in academic positions. She explained 
that there were three Athena SWAN awards that could be awarded; Bronze, Silver and Gold.  
Universities are required to receive at least a Bronze award before individual departments can 
apply for the award. The Bronze award would require the University to demonstrate awareness, 
identify particular challenges and have planned activities for the future.  
 
The Pro Vice-Chancellor (S&P) reported on the lessons learned following City’s previous 
application for Bronze accreditation. He explained that he, as the ExCo Sponsor for Equality 
and Diversity, and Professor Iori, as the Chair of the Gender Equality Working Group, had 
commissioned a review to understand how and why the application was unsuccessful. In order 
to identify what City would need to do differently to secure a better outcome the review drew on  
factual information, 1:1 interviews with key stakeholders, a facilitated workshop to reflect on the 
root causes and the written responses from those not able to take part in the interviews or 
workshop.  
 
Key findings from the review included a feeling from staff that there was a lack of clarity around 
roles and responsibilities, a sense of lost momentum and a lack of broader staff engagement. It 
was felt that there were also gaps in the data and analysis, a focus on the award rather than 
wider context and a lack of dedicated resources. Positive feedback received from Athena 
SWAN included the commitment to Athena SWAN, evidence of a good consultation, the revised 
academic promotions policy and an increase in female participation in leadership development. 
 
The Pro Vice-Chancellor (S&P) and Chair of the Gender Equality Group reported on the actions 
completed and underway. This included the review of lessons learned, an assessment of 
benefits and risks, a review of the literature, a data collection exercise and the nominations for 
the external Gender Equality Advisory Group. Upcoming priorities included a 
consultation/gender engagement exercise, the benchmarking of staff data and the launch of the 
external Gender Advisory Group.   
 

http://www.city.ac.uk/about/education/academic-services/academic-committees/senate/15-16/meeting-no.270
http://www.city.ac.uk/about/education/academic-services/academic-committees/senate/15-16/meeting-no.270
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Owing to a lack of time the presenters did not report on the slides relating to academic staff 
data. 
 
The Pro Vice-Chancellor concluded the session by advising Senators that initial 
recommendations on the future Athena SWAN submission would be considered by ExCo on 
20th October. The recommendations would include working towards an Athena SWAN 
submission in April 2016.  He explained that there would be an opportunity to apply under a 
broader Athena SWAN scheme which would cover the whole of City’s community and this was 
currently the favoured option. It was anticipated that both the School of Health Sciences and the 
University would apply for their awards at the same time. The University would be applying for a 
Bronze award and it was expected that the School of Health Sciences would be applying for a 
Silver award.  
 
 
In discussion the following points were raised: 

• The work on the Athena SWAN application was encouraging. There was a strong case, 
however, that the University should prioritise gender equality itself rather than making 
the Athena SWAN application the main focus of its work. Another application could be 
made in due course once the issues themselves had been addressed. 

• Work was needed – and was also underway - to develop further analysis of the data 
related to pay and econometrics. There may be some restrictions regarding 
confidentiality but a full econometric analysis would be considered. [Action] 

• Academic staff at City with expertise in the area of equality had been invited to 
contribute to the work of the project and their involvement in the project would be 
welcomed.  

• While the project was academically led it was also important for Professional Services 
staff to be acknowledged. The Chair of the Gender Equality Group explained that the 
proposals in the action plan would be beneficial for all parts of the University community.  

• It would be important for Deans and Department Heads to be involved in the Athena 
SWAN discussions. 

• Data following the recent pay review that might bear on equality issues was not yet 
available.  The Vice-Chancellor explained that this was because review took place every 
three years. Work was currently ongoing, but the outcome would be reported to Council 
when the data became available.  

• Looking back, the equality agenda had arguably lost momentum at the University. There 
had been missed opportunities during the recent recruitment drive to address gender 
equality.  The Vice-Chancellor noted that the recent recruitment drive had not made 
equality at City worse, but gender balance did need to be improved.  

• There had been issues in relation to the amount of resources engaged in the original 
application. The Pro Vice-Chancellor (S&P) explained that although resources may not 
have been in place in the past more resources were in place now.  

• Work had been undertaken in relation to the type of training academic staff would like to 
see offered. Dr Amanda Goodall would be reporting to the Pro Vice-Chancellor (R&E) 
on the matter. It would be important to analyse the data to help inform future 
discussions. It was reported that the Aurora programme (a women-only leadership 
development programme) had mostly consisted of professional staff rather than 
academic staff.  

• The University should ultimately aim for a Gold award, but equality needed first to be 
embedded across the University. There was some support for Senate regularly 
reviewing equality and diversity progress.  
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Annex B, Senate 14.10.15 
 

SENATE 
EDUCATION CONTRACTS 

 
MEETING HELD ON 14th OCTOBER 2015: ITEM 4.1 

 
At the last meeting of Senate on the 8th July 2015, the Pro Vice-Chancellor (R&E) was 
asked to feed back on the following (minute 19.3): 
“Education employment contracts: It would be helpful to estimate whether there would have 
been a significant increase in REF GPA rankings (and by how much) had the new contract 
been adopted.” 

It should be noted that the Strategic Plan did not refer to the REF GPA or the REF GPA 
rankings; it referred to “intensity”, i.e. the proportion of [eligible] academics who were 
rated as 3* or 4*. 
In the last REF: 

• 286 out of the 378 FTE we submitted, i.e. 76% were ranked as 3* or 4*. (More precisely 
76% of the submission was rated as 3* or 4*). 

• We submitted 378 of our 720 “eligible” FTE academic staff (i.e. those with research in 
the terms and conditions), i.e. approximately 53%.   

• Therefore, of the total eligible FTE academic staff of 720 there were 286, i.e. 40%, 
ranked 3* or 4*. This is a measure of the “intensity”. 

Clearly if the 342 that we did not submit had been on education role profiles, then the 
eligible staff number would have dropped to 378 and our ‘intensity” would have 
increased to 76%.  It is actually unlikely that we would have all non-eligible academic 
members of staff on education role profiles.  For example if 30% or 40% were following 
education role profiles, then the intensity would have been 46% or 49% respectively. 
In terms of GPA or GPA rankings, changing academics from Research and Education 
to Education role profiles would make no difference at all. 
League tables are derived from the REF results in different ways. 
 
In The Times and Sunday Times University League Table City’s current research score 
is 21.4 (ranked 53rd for research). It gives City 661 points overall, with an overall rank of 
=41st. 
 
This score is derived from: 
4* = 23%; 3* = 52%; Staff submitted = 378; Eligible staff = 720 
 
Using the formula ((4* x 3) + (3* x 1)) x (staff submitted/eligible staff)/ 3: 
((0.23 x 3) + 0.52) x (378/720)/3 = 21.4% (after some rounding errors). 
 
City’s current GPA is 2.95. Intensity weighted GPA = GPA x (staff submitted/eligible 
staff): 
2.95 x (378/720) = 1.55. The THE ranks City 53rd for intensity weighted GPA in REF 
2014. 
 
Below is a table showing the impact of reducing the number of eligible staff by set 
numbers: 
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Reduction of 
Eligible Staff

Eligible 
Staff

Eligible 
Staff %

TGUG 2016 
Research Score

TGUG 2016 
Research Rank

TGUG 2016 
Overall Score

TGUG 2016 
Overall Rank

THE REF 2014 
Intensity Weighted 
GPA 

THE REF 2014 
Intensity Weighted 
GPA Rank

0 720 52.5% 21.4 53 661 41= 1.55 55
50 670 56.4% 22.9 51 664 38 1.66 55

100 620 61.0% 24.6 50 667 38 1.80 53
150 570 66.3% 26.6 48 671 37 1.96 51
200 520 72.7% 29.4 45 677 35 2.14 47
250 470 80.4% 32.3 37 682 34 2.37 32
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