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Item 27.2.1 
Senate 18.05.16 

ACADEMIC GOVERNANCE COMMITTEE 
Meeting held on Wednesday 13th April 2016 

UNAPPROVED MINUTES 
 

Members  Meeting 1 

30.09.15 

Meeting 2 

 

Meeting 3 

10.02.16 

Meeting 4 

13.04.16 

Meeting 5 

  

Professor Richard Verrall (Chair)  N/A    

Ms Issy Cooke  N/A  A  

Dr Arti Agrawal A N/A  A  

Professor Charles Baden-Fuller A N/A A   

Professor Susan Blake A N/A S   

Dr Melanie Bunce  N/A  A  

Professor David Bolton  N/A    

Professor Ronald Douglas  N/A    

Dr Andrew Denis  N/A A   

Professor Andrew Jones A N/A    

Dr Oliver Kerr  N/A    

Professor Laurence Solkin  N/A A A  

Ms Claire de Than *A N/A    

Dr Rachel Cohen N/M N/A  A  

*Teaching commitment 

Key:  In Attendance A Apologies P Part Attendance N/M Not a Member S Sabbatical 

 

Part One – Preliminary Items 
 

1. Items for Starring 
AGC agreed the highlighted () items as the main items of business for the meeting.  

 
2. Minutes 
The minutes from the meeting held on 10th February 2016 were approved.  

  

In Attendance Reason and Meeting Section 
Mr Steve Stanbury Director of Internal Audit 
Mrs Helen Fitch Assistant Director, Student and Academic Services 
Dr William Jordan University Secretary 
Miss Mariah Loukou Governance Administrator 
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3. Matters Arising  
Item 1 BoS Assurance (19.11.14) & Item 2 Academic Quality & Standard Key Areas 
(20.05.15)  
AGC received a paper setting out details of HEFCE’s revised operating model for quality 
assessment. In discussion the following points were made: 

• The Periodic Review process at City might well need to be adjusted if it was to 
provide the basis for the assurances now to be required around quality and 
standards with a focus on the student academic experience and outcomes. 

• A basic data set about the student academic experience and outcomes might need 
to be developed and made widely available for discussion at Senate and its 
Committees to enable Senate to provide the level of assurance to Council about 
quality and standards at City that would in future be necessary.  

• It was likely that changes to City’s governance structures and processes would be 
required to enable Council to give the annual assurance statements about academic 
quality and standards to HEFCE that was envisaged under the revised operating 
model. The Governance Team and Student & Academic Services would work 
together to develop a proposed way forward.  
 

Item 3 BoS Composition (30.09.15) 
AGC noted a paper from Professor Susan Blake which set out a range of issues that could 
be addressed to improve student engagement. In discussion the following points were 
made: 

• By comparison to other institutions, City was doing well in engaging students in 
committee meetings. The challenge was around the ethos of the committees and 
how it could change to make students feel more welcomed and so more motivated 
to turn up and participate in meetings.  

• A working group was still to be formed with membership drawn from the Students 
Union, Student and Academic Services and members of AGC.  

• Once proposals had emerged and a paper had been developed setting out the 
way forward, it should be sent to Board of Studies for consideration, and then 
discussed by AGC and by the Education & Student Committee before proposals 
for change were put forward to Senate. [Action] 

 
Item 6 The Research Agenda and Senate (10.02.16) 
AGC received a verbal update from Professor Andrew Jones. A working group had been 
set up with Dr. Rachel Cohen, Dr. Oliver Kerr and Professor Charles Baden-Fuller. In 
discussion the following points were made: 

• The working group would consider the role of Senate in shaping research at City. 
This would include consideration of the question whether responsibility for 
research fell within the authority delegated from Council to Senate for ‘the 
enhancement of academic quality and assurance of academic standards’. 

• The working group would also consider the relations between Senate, its 
subcommittees and advisory groups to Senate in the handling of the research 
agenda. 

 
Item 7 University Sabbatical Leave Monitoring Report (10.02.16) 
AGC received a verbal update from the PVC (Research & Enterprise) who confirmed that 
the working group looking at the research agenda would constitute the working group 
reviewing City’s Sabbatical Leave Policy. It was noted that the review process would include 
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input from Human Resources and other stakeholders such as the Equality & Diversity 
Working Group. 
 

4. Items Specially Brought Forward by the Chair 
AGC members were asked to approve Dr. Oliver Kerr’s continuation as a member of AGC 
until the end of his term as a Senator in July 2016.  
 
Decision 
AGC agreed that Dr. Oliver Kerr should continue as a member of the Committee until the 
end of his term as a Senator.  
 
Part Two – Major Item for Discussion or Decision  
 

5. Senate Calendar 
AGC noted the Senate Calendar of Business. In discussion the following points were 
made: 

• The paper AGC had received about the ‘HEFCE Revised Operating Model for 
Quality Assessment’ would be a suitable item for May’s Senate debate slot, 
subject to the agreement of Student & Academic Services. [Action] 

• The PVC (Research & Enterprise) confirmed that he was happy to present the 
Emerging Research & Enterprise Strategy in July’s Senate debate slot. [Action] 

 
6. Proposed Amendment to Student Discipline Policy 

AGC considered a paper which proposed an amendment to the student discipline policy to 
show the University’s commitment to Freedom of Speech in relation to student disciplinary 
matters. AGC members noted that it would be helpful for the paper to record that there was 
a separate City Freedom of Speech policy.  
 
Decision 
AGC agreed to recommend to Senate the proposed amendment to the Student Discipline 
Policy.  
 

7. University Sabbatical Leave Monitoring Report 
AGC considered a report which included new data on the sabbatical leave for the 2014/15 
and 2015/16 academic years. The paper now included information on the length of 
sabbatical leave, gender, as well as comments on Schools’ implementation of the 
Sabbatical Leave Policy. In discussion the following points were made: 

• The data showed extensive variation in the way that the Sabbatical Leave Policy 
was implemented by Schools; and drew attention to a range of issues that would be 
addressed by the working group on sabbatical leave.  

• Those issues included the frequency with which monitoring reports should be 
produced and whether they could be further improved, for example by including data 
on the percentage of staff taking sabbatical leave, so the percentage could be 
assessed against the overall number of academic staff in each School.  

• The cover sheet to the paper should be amended before it was submitted to Senate 
to make it clear that the format of the monitoring report would be further considered 
by the working group on sabbatical leave; and that for this reason Senate should be 
invited only to ‘note’, and not to ‘consider’, the current monitoring report. [Action] 
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8. Governance Arrangements for the City & Islington College Provision 
The item was deferred for the June meeting of AGC as there were still details that needed 
to be finalised with other colleagues prior to the paper coming to AGC and Senate.  
 

9. Proposed Introduction of Fitness to Study Policy & Regulation 
AGC considered a paper that gave details of the introduction of the proposed Fitness to 
Study Policy. This was part of the ‘If Things Go Wrong’ project. The paper, which would be 
also considered by the Education & Student Committee, contributed to formalising 
procedures that would support students with ongoing health conditions or disabilities. In 
discussion it was noted that it would be helpful to produce an explanation for readers of the 
new policy that set out the differences between the terms ‘fitness to practise’ and ‘fitness to 
study’.  
 

10.  Assessment Regulations Review Update 
AGC was asked to consider a draft of the Assessment Regulations which had been revised 
to incorporate changes in wording and format that would make the document more 
accessible to students. In discussion the following points were made: 

• The revised Regulations incorporated feedback from the Quality Forum, Students 
Union and Board of Studies. 

• The section on the Posthumous Awards should be revised as the current wording 
suggested that full-time postgraduate students taking one year programmes were 
not eligible to receive a Posthumous Award. [Action] 

• It would be useful to clarify the role of Interim Panels and Progression Points as 
confusion could arise about this especially in relation to postgraduate students. 
[Action] 

• It should be made clear that only Assessment Boards have the power to take 
decisions about awards and progression. The role of Interim and Preliminary 
Assessment Panels and in particular whether such panels were subcommittees of 
Assessment Boards, could helpfully be clarified, for example on page 27 of the 
current draft. [Action] 

• Further consideration should be given to the presentation, in the Appendix on page 
34, of the membership of voting members of Assessment Boards. There was a case 
for finding a way to emphasise the critical role on these Boards of the Internal and 
External Examiners. [Action] 

• Any further comments on the draft from AGC members should be sent to Student & 
Academic Services for incorporation into the next draft of the paper. [Action] 

• The paper would be considered by the Education & Student Committee the next 
day. Student & Academic Services would update the document to incorporate 
comments from Education & Student Committee and AGC. A final draft of the 
proposed Regulations would be circulated on Friday 22nd April. 

• If the changes were substantial, a provisional meeting had been set up to give an 
opportunity to AGC members to discuss and consider the document further. [Action] 

 
11. Update on Research Involving Animals and Review of the University Policy on Animal 

Research 
AGC noted a paper setting out developments on Research Involving Animals and 
recommending a change of policy in relation to approval by the Senate Research Ethics 
Committee (SREC) of research undertaken in collaboration with another institution. SREC 
members felt that in such cases, they were not well placed to judge the appropriateness of 
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another institution’s ethical procedures; and that the current policy, which required this, 
should be amended. In discussion the following points were made: 

• City conducted animal research involving tissue from dead animals or observation 
of living animals that did not require a Home Office licence.  

• More invasive animal research that required a Home Office licence was sometimes 
conducted by City staff in collaboration with other institutions, which had secured 
such a licence.  

• Research carried out by City staff in collaboration with other institutions inevitably 
carried risks to City and its reputation. So if SREC did not have sufficient knowledge 
to make a judgments in such a case, one possibility would be for SREC to seek 
advice from external experts. 

• The current policy document dated from 2002, and there was a wider question about 
the extent to which the policy was still fit for purpose.  
 

Decision 
AGC members asked that SREC consider the policy further in the round, in consultation with 
legal advisers, to ensure that it remained fit for purpose and workable.  

 
12. University Research Ethics Framework for Delegated Authority 

AGC noted a paper which recommended a change to the Research Ethics Framework for 
Delegated Authority, to delete point 6 of section 4 of the Terms of Reference, which 
required SREC to ‘receive and advice on proposals for the use of the name of the University 
in connection with the production of equipment, materials and procedures intended for use 
on human participants, personal data or animal subjects’. In practice, such proposals, eg 
in relation to the production of equipment, were not brought forward to SREC before work 
was done. In discussion the following points were made: 

• The Framework generally stood in need of revision and updating to take account 
of developments in the practice of treating personal data (which merited a 
separate bullet point) and in the digital sphere. 

• The wording of point 6 of section 4 of the Framework was unclear. The wording 
should relate only to the ethical issues that might arise from proposals for use of 
the University’s name in research projects. The wording could helpfully cross refer 
to any other University policies concerning the use of the University’s name. 

• As there were School and Departmental Ethics Committees not all enquiries about 
research ethics were dealt with by SREC.  

 
Decision 
AGC asked that SREC consider the changes that might need to be made to the 
University Research Ethics Framework in the light of the discussion. [Action]  

 
Part Three – Items for Information (or discussion if time allows) 

13. Senate Research & Ethics Committee 
The SREC minutes would be provided at the next AGC meeting.   
 

14. Other Business 
None. 

 
15.  Date of next meeting 

15th June 2016, AG05 
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FOI Review 
AGC agreed the classification of Open, Restricted and Closed papers should remain as 
stated on the agenda. 

 
 

Professor Richard Verrall 
Chair AGC 
April 2016 
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