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Item 29.2.1 
Senate 13.07.16 

 
ACADEMIC GOVERNANCE COMMITTEE 

Meeting held on Wednesday 15th June 2016 
UNAPPROVED MINUTES 

 
Members  Meeting 1 

 
30.09.15 

Meeting 2 
 
 

Meeting 3 
 

10.02.16 

Meeting 4 
 

13.04.16 

Meeting 5 
 

15.06.16  

Meeting 5 
(continuation) 

21.06.16 
Professor Richard Verrall (Chair)  N/A     

Ms Issy Cooke  N/A  A  A 

Dr Arti Agrawal A N/A  A A P 

Professor Charles Baden-Fuller A N/A A   A 

Professor Susan Blake A N/A S  A  

Dr Melanie Bunce  N/A  A A A 

Professor David Bolton  N/A     

Professor Ronald Douglas  N/A    A 

Dr Andrew Denis  N/A A    

Professor Andrew Jones A N/A    A 

Dr Oliver Kerr  N/A     

Professor Laurence Solkin  N/A A A  A 

Ms Claire de Than *A N/A   A A 

Dr Rachel Cohen N/M N/A  A A A 

*Teaching commitment 

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

 
Preliminary Items 

1. Items for Starring 
AGC agreed the highlighted items as the main items of business for discussion at the meeting. 
 
2. Minutes 
The minutes from the meeting held on 13th April 2016 were approved.  
 
3.  Matters Arising  
There were none to note.  

In Attendance Reason and Meeting Section 
Mr Steve Stanbury Director of Internal Audit 
Dr William Jordan University Secretary 
Miss Mariah Loukou Governance Administrator 
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4. Items Specially Brought Forward by the Chair 
There were none.  

Part Two – Major Items for Discussion or Decision 

5. Senate Calendar 
AGC noted the Senate Calendar of Business. In discussion, the PVC (R&E) informed members 
that the discussion of the ‘Research Agenda: Emerging Enterprise and Research Strategy’ 
would need to be deferred for October’s Senate as the paper would not be ready for discussion 
in July as had originally been anticipated. 
 
6. Governance Arrangements for the City & Islington College Provision 
The proposed paper on this item had not been agreed in time to enable its circulation to AGC. 
In discussion, the DVC noted that the paper would set out a proposal to terminate the Validation 
Institutional Partnership with City & Islington College. If in due course and following further 
discussion, the proposal was accepted, the two programmes currently delivered by the College 
would need to be managed by School Boards of Studies at City. The paper would be circulated 
to members of AGC for its consideration and to ask for its agreement to recommend to Senate 
the proposed new governance arrangements for the programmes in question. [Action] 

 
7. Amendments to Senate Regulations for Doctoral Programmes & Masters Degrees by 

Research 
AGC was asked to consider the revised regulations. In discussion the following points were 
made: 

• On Section 3, there was a question whether similar provisions were required in relation 
to Masters Degrees. It was also unclear why an additional clause was necessary for 
members of staff when the cross-reference to clause 9(ii) suggested that provisions 
relating to members of staff who wished to register for a programme of research study 
were identical with provisions for all candidates.  

• On Section 8, sub-section xiv (m) should be deleted, as the powers in this case properly 
resided with the University, not with Schools. 

• On Section 9(ii), it should be made clear whether the reference to staff who had left the 
service of the University included staff who had taken retirement. 

• On Section 11(ii), the provisions should be re-considered by the Graduate School and the 
wording should be simplified. Perhaps the provision should be: ‘A candidate permitted to 
resubmit his or her thesis or published papers shall be required to do so in a period up to 
12 months of the oral examination, in line with a timetable agreed with the Examiners; 
unless, in exceptional circumstances, a longer period is recommended by the Examiners’.  

• AGC members should send any further comments to the Head of Graduate School so the 
proposals could be incorporated into the final document. [Action] 

 
Decision 
AGC agreed to recommend to Senate the amended regulations subject to minor changes to 
the wording. 
 
8. Board of Studies: Student Engagement  
AGC considered a paper which set out Students’ Union feedback on student representation in 
Board of Studies and made recommendations on how to improve student engagement in such 
meetings. In discussion the following points were made: 

• A fuller induction process for student representatives on Boards of Studies would be 
helpful as student representatives were sometimes unsure how and when to contribute 
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to the discussion. They also did always feel that they had received enough information 
prior to meetings. 

• The second of the ‘recommendations for consideration’ in the paper was in fact an 
agreed proposal. The DVC reported that two Deans had said to him in the course of 
discussing this action that they would welcome greater student engagement in their 
Boards of Studies.  

• There was also concerns about how staff engaged with agenda items. That issue might 
need to be addressed in due course by reform of Boards of Studies themselves.  

• The SU should consider Professor Susan Blake’s paper, which had been circulated to 
all members of AGC, when developing the way forward on this matter. The Operations 
Board should work with Schools in 2016/17 to develop proposals for consideration by 
Senate. [Action] 

 
9. Internal Audit for Widening Participation 
AGC received a report from the Director of Internal Audit on Widening Participation for 2015/16. 
The recommendations, which had been agreed, were for improvements to a process that was 
already sound. AGC noted the report, which had clearly been useful and worthwhile and which 
would now be sent to Senate for information at its meeting in July. 

 
10. Appointment of Visiting Staff 
AGC considered proposed changes to the Appointment of Visiting Staff policy. The rationale 
behind the change was that the appointment of Visiting Lecturers is a HR process; hence they 
should no longer be approved by Board of Studies and Senate.  
 
Decision 
AGC agreed to recommend to Senate the proposed changes.  

 
11. Assessment Regulations – Updates to Senate Regulation 19 
AGC considered a paper which set out the text of the Assessment Regulations for consideration 
by AGC, together with proposals developed by SMCSE for amendments to the paper. Some 
members of the Committee had also circulated for consideration by AGC in advance of the 
meeting their views on the draft Assessment Regulations and the proposals made by SCME 
for amending them. In discussion the main points were made: 

• The text of the Appendices in the draft was incomplete and included material drawn 
verbatim from the requirements of the Bar Regulatory Body. Two questions therefore 
arose: (i) whether the Appendices were themselves to be approved by Chair’s Action; 
(ii) whether the incomplete nature of the text meant that the Regulations should not be 
introduced for the academic year 2016/17. 

• AGC noted that the text of the Appendices would be gathered together from already 
approved material together with material that City was required by the Bar Regulatory 
Body to treat as Regulations. The Appendices would be looked at again and revised 
once the text of the main Regulations had been approved. The aim would be to eliminate 
or at least reduce the current list of exceptions in the Appendices. AGC agreed that for 
these reasons the incomplete text was not a reason for delaying implementation. 

• On SMCSE proposal 1, AGC recommended the option emerging from the consultation 
exercise (i.e. option 1[a]), but not unanimously. The Chair of AGC would provide advice 
to the Vice-Chancellor as Chair of Senate summarising the issues raised in the AGC 
discussion to enable him to make a final determination on this point.  

• On SMCSE proposal 2, AGC recommended option 2(a) as the core issues concerned 
assessment design and strategy rather than the regulations. AGC noted that SMCSE 
could request an exception for time to adjust to the Regulations and that this could be 
approved by the DVC under authority delegated to him by Senate. 
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• On SMCSE proposal 3, AGC recommended wording suggested by Dr Andy Denis (i.e. 
amend the new suggested wording by deleting the last 4 words and inserting “requested 
by the Dean of the home school”).  

• On SMCE proposal 4, AGC agreed that it was important to ensure that exceptional 
reviews of borderline cases were truly exceptional; while approval should remain with 
the Chair of the Board of Studies, additional text should be added to the Regulation to 
require Boards of Studies to report annually to Senate the outcomes of such reviews. 

• On SMCSE proposal 5, AGC recommended, but not unanimously, implementation of 
the regulations for the academic year 2016/17. 

• The Students Union President suggested that when there had been two attempts at an 
assessment the higher mark achieved by a student should be accepted. AGC noted that 
making the last attempt at an assessment the one that counted would discourage 
exceptional circumstances appeals from students who had nothing to lose; and the 
undesirability of allowing resits with the higher mark achieved being counted to some 
students only. 

 
Discussion of Item 11 was not completed by AGC at its meeting on 15th June. AGC reconvened 
at 10.30 am on 22nd June to continue discussion of Item 11. This enabled AGC to take account 
of further comments on the draft Regulations that had been circulated by members and of 
response to those comments by Student & Academic Services. In discussion at that meeting, 
the following points were made: 
 

• Section 3: the sentence ‘Assessment schemes must be fit for purpose…’ should be 
deleted. 

• Section 4.7: the proposed wording should be retained, but the regulation should permit 
trailing outstanding assessments via the Special Schemes of Study procedure; 

• Section 4.7.1: the words ‘clear evidence of academic strength at all the relevant 
academic level within a student’s period of study and’ should be deleted from the first 
sentence; substitute ‘Programme Stage’ for the second occurrence of the word ‘Module’ 
in this sentence; and note that further work was due to be undertaken on the programme 
and assessment design relating to compensation in 2016/17. 

• Section 4.7.2: the section relating to ‘Assessment components with no minimum 
qualifying marks’ was redundant and should be deleted. 

• Sections 4.7.3 and 4.7.4: more consideration should be given to the issues of partial 
and full repeat years in 2016/17. In the meantime guidance accompanying the 
Assessment Regulations should make clear the expectation that these processes will 
be used very sparingly. 

• Section 4.7.3: the words: ‘A student cannot apply to partially repeat a year’ should be 
deleted. 

• Section 4.7.4: no changes should be made to the text currently proposed. 
• Section 4.14: the final sentence of the first paragraph should be deleted from the 

Regulations and added to guidance relating to the Regulations. The words ‘of a 
Programme Stage’ should be added to the first sentence of the first paragraph, following 
the word ‘failure’ 

• Section 5.7.2: the section relating to Formative Assessments should be deleted from 
the Regulations and should form part of the guidance relating to the Regulations. 

• Section 6.6: the heading ‘Upgrading of Classification’ should be changed to ‘Final 
Classification’. 

• Other comments made in circulation by members of AGC would be considered further 
by Student & Academic Services and accepted or addressed through minor changes to 
the drafting of the Regulations. 
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Part Three – Items for information (or discussion if time allows) 

  
12. Senate Research Ethics Committee 
AGC noted the minutes of Research Ethics Committee held on 17th May 2016. AGC noted that 
the Chair of SREC would liaise with the PVC (R&E) after the meeting about an issue arising 
from the minutes. 

 
13. Other Business 
None. 

 
14. FOI Review 
AGC agreed the classification of Open, Restricted and Closed papers should remain as 
stated on the agenda. 

 
15.  Date of next meeting 
21st September 2016, AG01 

 
 
 

Professor Richard Verrall 
Chair AGC 
June 2016 
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