
        SENATE 
MEETING 288 HELD ON 15th MAY 2019 

UNAPPROVED MINUTES 

Key:   Y =In Attendance   A= Apologies  S=On Sabbatical leave   N/M=Not a Member  EA=Extended Absence AD = Apol/Deputy Sent 
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President (Chair) Professor Sir Paul Curran 1 Y Y Y Y 
Director of Student & Academic Services Ms Susannah Marsden 2 Y Y Y Y 
Vice-President (Strategy & Planning) Professor Zoe Radnor 3 NM NM NM Y 
Vice-President (Research & Enterprise) Professor Andrew Jones 4 Y Y Y A 
Chairs of the 
Standing 
Committees 
of Senate: 

BoS in Arts & Soc Sciences Professor Chris Greer 5 A Y Y Y 

BoS in Business Studies Professor Marianne Lewis 6 A Y Y Y 

BoS in Mathematics, Comp Sci & Eng. Professor Roger Crouch 7 Y NM NM NM 

BoS in Mathematics, Comp Sci & Eng. Professor Abdulnaser Sayma (Interim) 7 NM Y NM NM 

BoS in Mathematics, Comp Sci & Eng. Professor Rajkumar Roy 7 NM NM Y Y 

BoS in Health Sciences Professor Debra Salmon 8 Y A Y A 

BoS in Law Professor Chris Ryan (Interim) 9 Y Y NM NM 

BoS in Law Professor Andrew Stockley 9 NM A Y Y 

BoS in Learning Development Professor Susannah Quinsee 10 Y Y A A 

Academic Governance Committee Professor Zoe Radnor Y Y NM NM 

Academic Governance Committee Professor Andrew Jones NM NM Y A 

Research Ethics Committee Professor Peter Ayton 11 Y Y Y Y 

Educational Quality Committee Professor David Bolton 12 Y A Y Y 

Collaborative Provision Committee Professor Laurence Solkin 13 Y S S Y 
Dean of City Graduate School Professor Ken Grattan 14 A Y Y Y 
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Elected 
members of 
academic 
staff to equal 
the number 
of ex-officio 
staff posts 
and to 
include at 
least two 
from each of 
the Board of 
Studies 
areas. 

Arts & Soc Sciences (to Jul 20) Professor Jean Chalaby 
 

1 A Y Y Y 
Arts & Soc Sciences (to Jul 19) Professor Mireia Jofre-Bonet 2 Y A A NM 
Arts & Soc Sciences (to Jul 20) Dr Rachel Cohen (Senior Elected Senator) 3 Y Y Y Y 
Arts & Soc Sciences (to Jul 20) Dr Xeni Dassiou 4 Y Y A Y 
Business (to Jul 21) Professor Charles Baden-Fuller 5 S A Y A 
Business (to Jul 19) Professor Anthony Neuberger 6 Y Y Y A 
Business (to Jul 20) Professor Elena Novelli 7 Y A A Y 
Health Sciences (to Jul 20) Dr Dave Flinton 8 Y A A Y 
Health Sciences (to Jul 20) Dr Chris Flood 9 Y A Y NM 
Health Sciences (to Jul 21) Ms Lucy Myers 10 Y Y Y Y 
Maths, Comp Sci & Eng (to Jul 19) Dr Anton Cox 11 Y Y Y A 
Maths, Comp Sci & Eng (to Jul 21) Dr Richard Goodey 12 Y Y Y Y 
Law (to Jul 21) Professor Susan Blake 13 Y Y Y Y 
Law (to Jul 21) Mr Keith Simpson 14 Y Y Y Y 

One elected member from Visiting Staff (to May 21) Mr Liam Devine 1 Y Y Y Y 

(c
)

Ss
tu

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 Kristina Perelygina, President 1 Y Y A Y 
Ms Tuna Kunt, VP President 2 Y Y A Y 
Ms Nazia Bharde, VP Activities & Development 3 Y Y A Y 
Research Student Rep 4 NM NM NM NM 
Ms Patricia Nascimento PGT Rep 5 NM A A A 

In Attendance Role 
Ms Hunada Nouss Independent Member of Council 
Ms Alison Edridge Assistant Director, Student & Academic Services 
Ms Louise Doolan Director of Library Services 
Mr Steve Stanbury Director of Internal Audit 
Ms Maryann Kernan Chair, TEF Steering Group (Item 10) 
Mr Richard Alderman Assistant Registrar (Research Degrees), Student & Academic Services 
Dr William Jordan College Secretary 
Ms Kim Edmunds Governance Administrator 

Item 3
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MINUTES SECTION A – OPEN FOR PUBLICATION 
 
Part One – Preliminary Items 

 
1. Apologies and Preliminary Discussions 

The Chair noted apologies from Senators and welcomed Ms Hunada Nouss, 
independent member of Council. 

 
2. Highlighted Items 

Senate agreed the highlighted items and noted that the draft REF Code of Practice 
document would be circulated to Senators for comment by correspondence. [Action] 

 
3. Minutes 

The minutes of Meeting 287 held on 13th March 2019 were approved. 
 
4. Matters Arising 
 
4.1. Action 8 – Graduate Teaching Assistants 

Senate received a verbal update from the SU President on the survey that was being 
undertaken to gather feedback from PhD students on the new arrangements. The survey 
was running from 7th May until 7th June and a report would be presented at the next 
meeting of Senate. [Action]  

 
4.2 Action 13 – Sebastian Street Project 

Senate received a short paper from the Director of Internal Audit about the data on 
which the calculations in the report had been based. In discussion the following points 
were made: 
• The Director of Internal Audit noted that further more detailed information about the 

precise number of staff in the City Law School who were active in research, though 
helpful, would not make a difference to his high-level judgement about the risks to 
the institution arising from the interim accommodation arrangements for staff 
currently working in Myddleton Street. 

• Senator Keith Simpson remained concerned about the potential adverse impact of 
the arrangements in Myddleton Street on the School’s research ouputs, NSS scores 
and the financial implications of such impacts. 

• The Director of Internal Audit would obtain further detailed figures which 
underpinned the figures used in his report, so that this showed the impact of the 
moves on staff, if the denominator advocated by Senator Keith Simpson was used 
in his calculations. [Action]  

 
4.3 Action 15 – KPI/PI Review 

The VP (S&P) reported that a meeting would take place with Senator Anton Cox and an 
update would be provided at a future Senate meeting. 

5. Conflicts of Interest 
 None were noted. 
 
6. Terms of Reference and Governance Regulations 

Senate noted the Terms of Reference and Governance Regulations.  
 
7. Items Specially Brought Forward by the Chair 
 
7.1    Posthumous Award  

Senate noted that the Director of Student & Academic Services had approved the award 
of a posthumous LLM on behalf of Senate in line with Assessment Regulation 19.  
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7.2 Other issues specially brought forward by the Chair 
 There were none.  
 
8. Senate Calendar 
 Senate noted the annual Senate calendar of business. In discussion the following points 

were raised: 
• The College Secretary expected the July agenda to have a stronger focus on 

research, and to include discussion of the annual Research & Enterprise report; 
and the next steps in the review of the City Graduate School.  

• The Assistant Director, Student & Academic Services, reported that the paper on 
the review of module evaluations would be going out to consultation shortly and an 
update would be presented at the July Senate meeting. [Action] 

• A comprehensive paper setting out City’s policies relating to personal tutoring 
would be helpful for Senators. Current work, however, focussed on the 
development of an integrated student support model which would need to come to 
Senate before a review of the personal tutor role could be undertaken. The DP&P 
would update Senate at its next meeting on the proposed next steps. [Action] 

• There was currently a risk that there could be considerable variation in the length 
of Senate agendas across the year. The College Secretary would work with 
colleagues in Student & Academic Services to regulate the allocation of items of 
business to Senate meetings to address this risk where possible. [Action] 

 
9. Students’ Union Standing Report 
 Senate noted the Students’ Union (SU) Standing Report. The SU President highlighted 

the following items: 
• Union Elections for 2019/20: the Sabbatical Officers elect were Tuna Kunt 

(President), Saqlain Riaz (VP Education) and Rania Salim (VP Communities and 
Wellbeing). They would take office on 1st July 2019.  

• Academic Societies: a project researching the habits and hobbies of students on 
campus and their membership of and engagement in the Union’s societies had 
been undertaken.  

• Study Well campaign: DARO had provided £7,000 funding for this year’s Study 
Well campaign. Over 50 events were taking place across campus to support 
students’ academic performance and overall wellbeing during the summer 
examination period. 

• Lecture capture: A survey to gather student views on lecture capture had been 
undertaken recently. A guide to help students revise from lecture capture would 
be circulated during the examination period as part of the Study Well campaign.  

 

 
10. Preparing for Subject-Level TEF  

The DP&P welcomed to the meeting Mary Ann Kernan, Chair of the TEF Steering Group 
and Academic Lead for subject-level TEF preparations. Presentation slides had been 
circulated in advance to Senators. In discussion the following points were noted: 
• The first institutional TEF results were published in June 2017 (now accessible online) 

when City had received a Silver award, valid for three years. City was now preparing 
for concurrent subject-level submission and institutional-level re-submission by the 
Spring 2020 deadline.  

• The impact on institutions of TEF ratings was not yet apparent; but TEF reports 
available for students to view online might influence student recruitment.  

• The future implementation of subject-level TEF proposals was not clear as the 
recommendations from Dame Shirley Pearce’s independent review were still 
awaited.  

• Nonetheless a Steering Group, chaired by Mary Ann Kernan, had been formed to 
prepare for next year’s planned TEF submissions. The process was being 
coordinated by Student & Academic Services and led by Associate Deans for 

Part Two – Presentation / Debate Item  
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Education in Schools; the Steering Group included academic members of staff from 
each School and the SU VP (Education).  

• Subject-level TEF would require additional subject-level narratives that would 
address negative TEF flags and a plan was in place to develop such narratives. The 
key to creating effective narratives was demonstrating City’s knowledge of its 
students; quotations from students, drawn from module evaluation questionnaire 
responses or from panels gathered specifically for this purpose, would form a critical 
element of the narratives. Developing data to show what was going on at programme 
level could be challenging. The amount of data available across different areas 
varied, and little data existed for City’s commuter students, for example, in contrast 
to data relating to careers and City’s WP students. 

• Narratives also needed to provide evidence of sector-leading practice on 
employability, continuation and student satisfaction, including for example subject-
level work on microplacements, student well-being and academic support. 

• Support was being offered for programmes throughout the process. While there 
remained uncertainty around the exact requirements for submission, a continued 
focus on teaching quality, learning engagement and student outcomes would clearly 
be required. 

• City’s main TEF challenges included highly skilled employment and continuation. The 
Graduate Outcome Survey data was the only outstanding metric for subject-level TEF 
submission and the outcome could lead either to negative or positive flags for the 
final year of employability data for City. 

   

 
11. Proposals/Reports to Senate from City Graduate School 
 
11.1 Policy on Graduate Teaching Assistants 

Senate received a paper which set out a revised policy on Graduate Teaching 
Assistants. This incorporated the previous policy and guidance document on Research 
Students who Teach which had been renamed to reflect the new contractual 
arrangements for Graduate Teaching Assistants. The policy had been considered by 
Graduate School Committee in February and again in May 2019.  
 
The College Secretary noted that while the paper helpfully brought together in one 
document all the issues relating to Graduate Teaching Assistants (including the upshot 
of contractual negotiations with the Trade Unions), not all the proposals in the paper 
were for Senate determination. In particular, the limit proposed for teaching hours by the 
Graduate School Committee, in paragraph 22 of the revised policy, would be for 
determination by the Executive. 
 
In discussion, the following issues were raised: 
• Research Council guidelines provided that all forms of paid employment for PhD 

students should have the prior approval of their supervisors.  
• It was now proposed that the mandatory training should not be included within the 

capped hours. It was not, however, clear, whether (as in the previous policy) that 
the hours spent in training would be treated as hours of paid employment. 

• An increase in the capped limit to 180 hours, as recommended by the Graduate 
School, and recorded in paragraph 22 of the revised policy, might resolve most 
problems for PhD students working as Graduate Teaching Assistants, but further 
work was required to clarify the position of PhD students and Graduate Teaching 
Assistants in Cass. 

• Students were concerned about the timing of the introduction of the updated policy, 
as the current arrangements had been implemented at the start of term in 
September 2018. The results of the Student Union survey of PhD students would 
hopefully be available before the next meeting of the Graduate School Committee.  

Part Three – Major Items for Discussion 
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• Paragraphs 23-25 of the revised policy addressed the issue around the reflective 
practice part of the training module that could only be undertaken once a GTA had 
started teaching, rather than before teaching began.  

• Further discussion of the LEaD training module had already been scheduled for the 
July meeting of Senate. 

• An Equality Impact Assessment had been completed for the new policy, but the 
Graduate School proposed to undertake further analysis in October 2019 once a 
full academic year of data were available. Further consideration should then also 
be given to the wording of Question 4 (as arrangements for appointing GTAs were 
not uniform across City) and to Question 13 (there was a case for including the UCU 
in the list of stakeholders). [Action] 

 
11.2 Limits on Research Student Teaching Hours 

Senate received a paper from the City Graduate School reflecting Senate’s request at 
its March meeting, that further consideration be given to different modes of part-time 
study for PhD students other than 0.5FTE. This paper provided a summary of work 
undertaken to review this possibility. In discussion, the following points were noted: 
• Any change to the traditional 0.5FTE option of part-time study would be innovative 

in the sector and likely to be challenging. The Graduate School therefore did not 
propose to pursue this option further; but would prefer to see the limit for hours of 
teaching raised from 150 per year to 180 hours. 

• The SU President noted that the Student Union survey might well suggest a demand 
from City’s students for innovative options for new forms of part-time study; and that 
there was a case for City to innovate to meet such a demand.  

 
11.3 Viva Voce or Oral Examination using Videoconferencing 
 Senate received a paper proposing a new policy on the use of videoconferencing in 

research degree examinations. Senate had previously requested consultation with 
Schools on the proposed policy, and this paper provided a synthesis of responses. The 
new policy recommended an amendment to the existing Viva Voce or Oral Examination 
Policy to permit the use of videoconferencing in exceptional circumstances; this principle 
and wording mirrored that of several University of London member institutions. The 
central expectation remained, however, that all research degree oral examinations 
would be conducted at a City building with all parties present. In discussion the following 
points were raised: 
• It would be helpful for ‘exceptional circumstances’ to be defined in the policy or for 

examples (such as ‘exceptional weather events’) to be provided; to clarify whether 
the policy applied only to external examiners or also to candidates; and where 
responsibility should lie (with an Associate Dean or Dean, for example) for 
determining that ‘exceptional circumstances’ had arisen in a particular case that 
warranted videoconferencing. [Action] 

• Guidance on the management of institutional risk associated with the logistics 
involved with this method of examination should also be developed (for example, 
how suitable spaces for videoconferencing in exceptional circumstances could be 
identified and made available at short notice if the need arose). [Action]  

• Statistics relating to the occasions where the policy had been implemented should 
in future be included in annual reviews of Graduate School activity presented to 
Senate [Action]  

• Senators were invited to send example circumstances to the Dean of City Graduate 
School to incorporate into the paper. The Dean of City Graduate School would 
redraft the policy and bring it back to a future Senate meeting. [Action] 
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12. Proposals/reports to Senate from Educational Quality Committee 
 
12.1 Prevent Duty Compliance Audit 

Senate received the Prevent Duty Compliance Audit report undertaken in January 2019. 
This audit reviewed City’s compliance with the Prevent Duty and had been considered 
and accepted by Audit and Risk Committee and Educational Quality Committee. In 
discussion the following points were raised: 
• The Student Union was opposed to the Prevent programme in principle; and student 

Senators noted that students were likely to be concerned about the increasing 
number of academic staff being trained in Prevent, as this might erode the trust of 
students in City staff. 

• The Student Union was also concerned about the ‘chilling effect’ of the Prevent 
programme in relation to the management of external speakers and events, as a 
number of SU events had been cancelled at short notice and approval for events 
was often only granted very late.  

• The Director of Internal Audit noted that the Audit report had been completed; but 
would consider further the issues raised in discussion, and the possibility of 
providing supplementary information at the next meeting of Senate. [Action]  

• Student & Academic Services would liaise with the SU on Prevent and the external 
speaker policy. [Action] 

 
12.2 Programme Regulations – proposed amendments for 2019/20 School of Health 
 Sciences 

Senate received a paper containing proposals from the School of Health Sciences for 
programme regulation amendments to align with PSRB requirements. These 
programmes had been approved by UPAC in March 2019 in a conjoint approval event 
with the Nursing and Midwifery Council (NMC). In discussion, the following points were 
made: 
• The nursing pre-registration programmes had been approved jointly with the NMC on 

20th March 2019. Following the event, the NMC Visitor had requested specific 
changes to the programmes in order to meet the NMC Standards for Education and 
European Directives.  

• Due to change in its approval process, NMC now granted indefinite approval and so 
the current and future requirements must be met.  

• It was important to note that the University retains its final say in what Recognition of 
Prior Learning (RPL) is awarded, although more than 1/3 of the programmes may be 
RPL’d  

• In relation to requested amendment (3) in the paper, while the narrative in the paper 
states that the maximum volume of RPL permitted is 2/3 of the programme, the RPL 
can in fact be in excess of 50% for these programmes as this is the NMC requirement.  

 
Decision 
Senate approved the proposed amendments to the Programme Regulations, subject to the 
points made in discussion and noted above.  

 
13. Reports from Sub-Committees and Executive Advisory Committees 
 
13.1 Boards of Studies Minutes 
 Senate noted the minutes of Boards of Studies in the School of Arts & Social Sciences, 

the School of Mathematics, Computer Science & Engineering, the School of Health 
Sciences and Learning Enhancement and Development. In discussion, the following 
points were noted: 
• School of Mathematics, Computer Science & Engineering: The Dean had been trying 

to improve engagement in discussions in the School’s Board of Studies meetings 
and that should be reflected in the minutes.   

• School of Health Sciences: The Board of Studies had proposed that the Fitness to 
Practise policy should become a Senate regulation and a paper would be brought to 
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Senate in due course. The policy on Extensions and Late Submission of Work had 
not been approved by Board of Studies but subsequently the Assistant Director, 
Student & Academic Services, and the SU VP (Education) had agreed to move 
forward with this policy and a paper would come to Senate in due course.  

 
13.2 Reports from the Graduate School Committee, Research & Enterprise Committee, 

Educational Quality Committee, Academic Governance Committee, Collaborative 
Provision Committee 

 There were none.   

 
14. Review of the Student Attendance and Engagement Policy 

Senate received a paper on the proposed changes to the Taught Student Attendance 
and  Engagement Policy. The paper outlined proposed updates to the policy in response 
to feedback and lessons learned during implementation in the current academic year.  
Further consultation would take place before the paper was resubmitted to Senate in 
July. In discussion the following points were raised: 
• Issues for further consideration included: the suggestion that falsifying attendance 

records might lead to a misconduct hearing; and the level of resourcing and support 
to be provided for Personal Tutors.  

• A process chart that accompanied the policy would be presented to Senate, with 
the revised policy, for consideration at its meeting in July.  

• Senator Dave Flinton, who was a member of the relevant Working Group, would 
feed back Senate’s comments on the draft policy to the Working Group. [Action]   

 
15. NSS Milestones Review 
 Senate received a paper that set out City’s current performance in the NSS 2018 from 

the perspective of the relevant key performance indicator (KPI). NSS (Average 
Questions 1-25) was one of the four Academic Output KPIs in the Vision & Strategy 
2026. The Appendix set out performance at subject level for each School. 

 
16. Vision and Strategy Educational KPI Meetings 

Senate received a paper which provided a commentary on the outcomes from meetings 
held during the Autumn and Spring terms in relation to strengths, areas of good practice 
and areas for improvement against the three institutional educational KPIs. This 
summary paper supplemented the broader report on programme APEs. In discussion it 
was noted that the actions that had been taken as a result of the meetings would feed 
into the development of the TEF subject-level narratives. 

 
17. Outcomes from Module Evaluation 2018-19 – Autumn Term 2018 

Senate received a paper which provided a summary of the module evaluations 
undertaken during the first term of the 2018-19 academic year for both undergraduate 
and postgraduate taught modules. In discussion the following points were noted: 
• At the institutional level, the proportion of modules scoring 3.5 or below for student 

satisfaction decreased by 3.4% while the proportion of modules reporting 4.5 or 
above scores for student satisfaction increased by 3.4% in comparison with the 
same period in 2017-18. The combined UG module evaluation scores for overall 
satisfaction (84%) were two percentage points higher than the NSS. 

• Students did not necessarily understand the process that followed module 
evaluation as actions taken through the ‘you said, we did’ programme were not 
sufficiently well communicated. Suggestions for more consistent circulation of 
these actions included enlisting School Student Reps or making all reports 
available via Moodle.  

• A business case was still being developed to support the proposed move to on-
line module evaluation. Previous moves to on-line processes had led to declines 
in response rate, so a pilot for online surveys would be needed. 

Part Four – Other Items for Discussion  
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• The DP&P would work with the Director of Student & Academic Services, the Head 
of Student Experience & Engagement and the SU VP (Education) to improve the 
communication of module evaluation results in a format that was accessible to 
students and would report back to a future meeting of Senate. [Action] 

 
Part Five – Items for Information 

 
The following items were noted for information and not discussed at the meeting.  
 
18.    Undergraduate and Postgraduate Applications for 2019/20 
 Senate noted the report on undergraduate and postgraduate taught applications for the 

next academic year.  
 
19. Minutes for Information  
 Senate noted the minutes from the following meetings: 
 
 19.1 Senate Committees 
   19.1.1 Educational Quality Committee 
   19.1.2 Senate Research Ethics Committee 
   19.1.3 Collaborative Provision Committee 
 
 19.2 Executive Advisory Committees 
   19.2.1 Education and Student Committee 
   19.2.2 Research and Enterprise Committee 
   19.2.3  Graduate School Committee 
    
20.    Honorary Visiting Professors 
 Senate noted the Honorary Visiting Professors appointed since its last meeting.  

 
Part Five – Concluding Items 
 
21. Freedom of Information Review 
 Senate agreed the classification of papers from the meeting and noted that Item 18: 

Undergraduate and Postgraduate Applications for 2019/2 had been submitted as 
‘restricted’ rather than ‘closed’ as shown on the agenda.  

 
22.  Any Other Business 
   There was none.  
 
23.  Date of Next Meeting 
         10th July 2019 from 2.00pm to 5.00pm 
 
 
Professor Sir Paul Curran 
President and Chair of Senate 
May 2019 
 
Note: [Action] = to be recorded in matters arising.  


