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President (Chair) Professor Sir Paul Curran 1 Y Y Y Y Y Y 
Deputy President & Provost Professor David Bolton 2 Y Y Y Y A Y 
Vice-Presidents Professor Richard Verrall (Deputy Chair) 3 Y Y Y Y Y Y 

Professor Andrew Jones  4 Y Y Y Y Y Y 
Professor Stanton Newman (p/t) 5 Y Y A A Y A 

Director of Student & Academic Services Ms Susannah Marsden 6 Y A A Y Y Y 
Chairs of 
the 
Standing 
Committees 
of Senate: 

BoS in Arts & Soc Sciences  Professor Theo Farrell 7 Y 
 

A  Y 
 

Y 
 

Y 
 

Y 

BoS in Business Studies Professor Marianne Lewis 8 Y Y Y Y Y Y 
BoS in Eng & Math Sci & Inf Professor Roger Crouch 9 Y Y Y Y Y Y 

BoS in Health Sciences Prof S Newman / Prof D Salmon (1 July)  10 Y A A AD Y A 

BoS in Law Professor Carl Stychin 11 Y Y Y Y Y Y 

BoS in Learning Development Professor Susannah Quinsee 12 Y Y Y Y Y Y 

Academic Governance Cttee Professor Richard Verrall 13 Y Y Y Y Y Y 

Research Ethics Committee Professor Ron Douglas 14 Y Y Y Y A A 
Collaborative Provision Committee Professor Laurence Solkin 15 N/M N/M N/M N/M Y A 

Validation & Inst Partners Cttee Professor Steve Stanton 15 Y N/M N/M N/M N/M N/M 
Dean of City Graduate School Professor Ken Grattan 16 Y Y Y 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 18) Professor Giulia Iori 1 Y Y S S S Y 
Arts & Soc Sciences (to Jul 18) Professor Laurence Solkin 

 

 

 

 

 

2 Y Y Y A Y A 
Arts & Soc Sciences (to Jul 19) Professor Mireia Jofre-Bonet 3 Y Y Y S S Y 
Arts & Soc Sciences (to Jul 17) Dr Rachel Cohen (Senior Elected 

 
4 Y Y S S Y Y 

Business (to Jul 18) Professor Charles Baden-Fuller 5 Y Y Y Y Y Y 
Business (to Jul 19) Professor Anthony Neuberger 6 A Y Y Y Y Y 
Business (to Jul 17) Dr Amanda Goodall 7 S Y A Y Y A 
Health Sciences (to Jul 17) Ms Julie Attenborough 8 Y Y A Y Y Y 
Health Sciences (to Jul 17) Dr Chris Flood 9 Y Y Y Y Y Y 
Health Sciences (to Jul 17) Professor Chris Hull 10 Y Y Y Y Y A 
Maths, Comp Sci & Eng (to Jul 19) Dr Arti Agrawal 11 Y Y S S S S 
Maths, Comp Sci & Eng (to Jul 19) Dr Anton Cox 12 Y Y Y Y A Y 
Maths, Comp Sci & Eng (to Jul 18) Professor Abdulnaser Sayma 13 Y Y Y Y Y Y 
Law (to Jul 18) Professor Susan Blake 14 Y Y Y Y Y Y 
Law (to Jul 18) Mr Keith Simpson 15 Y Y Y Y Y Y 
Law (to Jul 18) Mr Sarwan Singh 16 Y Y Y Y Y Y 

One additional elected member from the Visiting 
      

Mr Peter Woodward (to July 18)  A A A A A A 
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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. 

Mr Yusuf Ahmad, President 1 Y Y Y Y Y A 
Mr Zain Ismail, VP Education 2 Y Y Y Y Y A 

Mr Sheikh Hassan, VP Activities & 
Development 3 Y Y Y Y Y 

A 

Ms Laura Thompson 4 A Y A A A A 
Mr Andy Ridley 5 Y A A A A A 

In Attendance Role 
Ms Louise Doolan Director of Library Services 
Ms Hunada Nouss Council Member 
Ms Janet Legrand Council Member 
Mrs Maria Dingle Associate Dean Education, SHS 
Mr James Birkett Associate Director (Student Administration & Registry Services) 
Dr William Jordan  College Secretary 
Ms Gemma Watt Governance Administrator 
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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 to the meeting Ms Janet 

Legrand, lay member of Council, Ms Hunada Nouss, lay member of Council, Mrs 
Maria Dingle, Associate Dean Education, SHS and Mr James Birkett, Associate 
Director (Student Administration & Registry Services).  

 
 The Chair thanked Professor Ron Douglas, Chair of the Senate Research Ethics 

Committee (SREC), for his contributions to SREC, Academic Governance Committee 
(AGC) and Senate. Professor Douglas would be stepping down from his role as Chair 
of SREC and ex-officio member of Senate at the end of the academic year.  

 
2. Highlighted Items 

Senate agreed to star the following item for discussion at the request the Director of 
Student and Academic Services in addition to those highlighted on the Agenda:  Item 
24, Degree Classifications Report.   
 
Senate agreed to defer discussion of item 23, ARQM Report, until the first meeting of 
the 2017/18 academic year. 

 
3. Minutes 

The minutes of Meeting 278 held on 17th May 2017 were approved. 
 
4. Matters Arising 
4.1 Item 13 – To receive an update on the Research & Enterprise Implementation 

Plan 
The VP (R&E) reported that a draft paper would be circulated to Senators by 
correspondence for initial feedback. The report would then be scheduled for 
discussion at the October Senate. Depending on how discussions progressed, it was 
anticipated that the final report would be scheduled for discussion at the December 
Senate.  
 

4.2 Item 4 – To receive an update on the Sabbatical Leave Policy  
The VP (R&E) reported that proposals would come to a future meeting of Senate 
following further discussions with the Trade Unions.  
 

4.3 To note any other matters arising not covered elsewhere on the agenda.  
The College Secretary agreed that Item 8 of the Matters Arising, would not be 
deleted as ‘completed’ until a paper had actually been received by Senate. [Action]  
 

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 The Chair reported that HEFCE had awarded City, University of London a Silver 

rating in the TEF. The subsequent publication of submissions and summary data for 
the TEF was well worth reading.  Analysis of the data on benchmarked 
undergraduate progression made it very clear why City was treating action to 
improve progression as a priority in the Strategic Plan 2026. In discussion the 
following points were made: 



 
 

3 

• It was anticipated that Senate would receive further analysis of the TEF at its 
meeting in October. [Action] 

• It would be important in tackling poor progression rates at City to develop a 
multi-dimensional approach and not hold staff alone responsible for poor rates 
of progression. 

 

7.2 The Chair noted the outcome of the Senate elections. An email confirming the 
names of the newly elected Senators had been circulated prior to the meeting of 
Senate. In addition, the Chair thanked elected Senators with terms ending on 31st 
July for their service to Senate; Ms Julie Attenborough, Dr Amanda Goodall and 
Professor Chris Hull.  

7.3 The Chair noted that Ms Ursula Smith had been approved as an Assessment Board 
Chair in the School of Health Sciences. Her name had been omitted in error from the 
2016/17 Board of Studies list of Chairs.  She had been an approved Chair the 
previous year and had recently attended a briefing session for Assessment Board 
Chairs. 

7.4 The Chair noted that Chair’s action was taken in respect of Regulation 19. Text had 
been added to the ‘Failure of a Module’ section of the Regulation to clarify that 
Assessment Boards may be prevented from offering a partial repeat year to students 
where legal or other restrictions apply.  

7.5 The Chair noted that in June, the City Law School had reported that five unmarked 
exam scripts had been lost.  Proposals for an action plan had been approved by the 
Chair of Senate. It was reported to Senate, however, that the missing exam scripts 
had since been located. Senate was assured that no student had been 
disadvantaged and standards had not been compromised by the incident.  

8. Senate Calendar  
Senate noted the calendar of business. It was reported that the Governance Team 
would work with colleagues in Student & Academic Services on changes to the 
calendar in the light of Council’s responsibilities for reporting on academic quality and 
standards matters to HEFCE.  

 
9. Students’ Union Standing Report 

Senate noted the Students’ Union Standing Report which contained updates on the 
student experience, academic experience impact, developing communities, students’ 
next steps and supporting students. The Sabbatical Officers would be attending their 
first meeting of Senate on 11th October. The current report would come to the 
October meeting along with the October report to enable student comment on both 
reports. [Action] 

 

 
10. Education and Student Strategy 2016-2021 

 Senate discussed the revised Education & Student Strategy and Year 1 
Implementation Plan. The Deputy President and Provost reported that the team 
involved had consulted widely and draft reports had been considered by Education & 
Student Committee. What was being presented to Senate was a ‘near final’ version 
of the report. The report outlined four proposed change areas and how they would be 
deployed under each of the academic KPIs, student experience, progression and 
employability. The report’s ‘plans on a page’ defined for staff and students what the 
strategy was intended to deliver. In discussion the following points were made: 

• Personal Tutoring Resources were listed as complete on the implementation 
plan. The Deputy President & Provost explained that this was because the 
training package was complete and was being delivered by LEaD. The 
Progression Improvement Working Group and LEaD were working with 

Part Two – Strategic Items 
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Schools on requirements for Personal Tutoring. Some Schools have training 
booked in and some are part way through the process.  

• Senate would see updates to the ‘plans on a page’ annually. In addition, it 
would be helpful for Senate to see the results of pilots added to the Senate 
calendar. Any related policy approvals as a result of the plans would come to 
Senate in due course. [Action]  

• It would be important to consider the prioritising of time in addition to 
enhancing physical and virtual spaces. Staff had busy schedules and would 
need to find time to engage with projects.  

• It was reported that there were a smaller number of priorities in the report 
than initially anticipated but those included reflected the core areas that would 
be achievable with the resource and time available.   

• The performance indicator of 100% academic staff undertaking CPD might be 
seen as ambitious but it was important for staff to develop education practice 
at least once a year. It would be helpful for Senate to further engage in the 
discussion about CPD and this would be scheduled for a future meeting of 
Senate. [Action]  

• A staff and student engagement plan had been developed. The Head of 
Student Experience would be working with individual Schools in the coming 
months on appropriate ways of bringing the Strategy alive and involving staff 
in its implementation.  

• Senate endorsed the proposal for the President and Deputy President to sign 
off the PIs for Learning Community and Student Voice once baseline 
performance was established in August.  

 
11.   Institutional Performance Monitoring Report  

Senate considered proposals for future reporting of student performance data. 
Senate would normally receive a performance monitoring report at its July meeting. 
But it was proposed that an enhanced report, that would include equality data in 
addition to progression and outcomes data, would come to the October meeting of 
Senate in its place. The report would bring elements of several reports together into 
one overarching and more cohesive report. The change would be reflected on the 
annual Senate Calendar of business. [Action] 

  
 

Part Three – Items for Approval 
 
 12.      Proposed Amendments to the Research Students Who Teach Policy 

 Senate considered the proposed amendments to the Policy. The proposals reflected 
discussions at the May Senate, Graduate School Committee and consultation with 
Boards of Studies. Senate was asked to approve the Policy, along with pro-formas 
for the collection of data (the start and end of the academic year), which had been 
devised in consultation with BoS Secretaries and the Graduate School Committee. In 
discussion the following points were made: 

• The Cass Board of Studies acknowledged that there had been shortcomings 
in the implementation of the Senate Policy on Research Students Who Teach 
in the Cass Business School. Senate more generally had also failed, in the 
past, to monitor effectively, implementation of its Policy in this area. 

• While there was also a strong case for not discussing proposed revisions to 
the Policy and proposed pro-formas in the absence of student Senators; there 
was also a strong case for putting in place revised arrangements as soon as 
practicable and for Senate to consider what steps should be taken 
immediately and what issues would need further discussion at its next 
meeting. 

• References to the existence of ‘two distinct groups of research students who 
teach’ should be removed from the proposed new Policy. Quality and 
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standards issues applied to all research students who teach, whether or not 
they were in receipt of a studentship from City. [Action]  

• The reference to peer review in the Policy required some strengthening. This 
cross-referred to Senate’s Policy on Peer Review, but it would be helpful for 
details of the definition of ‘peer’ which are currently contained with the Policy 
on Peer Review, also to be included in the Policy on Research Students Who 
Teach. [Action] 

• It would be helpful for the Policy to clarify that when referring to the ‘Director’ 
this meant the research student’s supervisor. [Action] 

• The Policy should not include references to the appendices (pro-formas) and 
the Dean of the Graduate School should be asked to prepare a Guidance 
Note on the implementation of the Policy, into which revised pro-formas would 
be incorporated. The Guidance Note should be considered at the October 
meeting of Senate. [Action]  

• The Guidance Note should define the categories included in the pro-formas (it 
would, for example, be helpful to define responsibilities and to outline how 
preparation hours are determined and monitored).  The Guidance Note 
should contain guidance on marking, tutoring and calculation of total payment 
hours and information relating to the categorisation of research students. 
[Action] 

• Future iterations of the pro-formas should be produced in Excel format. 
[Action] 

• Further suggestions regarding the two pro-formas should be sent to the Dean 
of the Graduate School. [Action]  

• It would be important for Senate to review the Policy (including the Guidance 
Note) along with its implementation in 2017/18 in May 2018. [Action] 

 
 Decision 

 Senate approved the Policy subject to the minor adjustments to the wording 
discussesd and recorded above. Senate would review the proposed Guidance Note 
(including the pro-formas) at the October meeting of Senate. 

 
         13.      Governance of Educational Quality 

 Senate discussed proposed governance changes to educational quality matters. 
The changes had been suggested in response to the external consultancy report 
City, University of London Evaluation of Student Experience, the development of 
City’s Vision & Strategy 2026 as well as external sector developments, notably 
Council’s responsibility to academic quality and standards. The proposed changes 
would see the establishment of an Educational Quality Committee, which would 
report directly to Senate on matters of educational quality and standards. In addition, 
the terms of reference and membership of the Education & Student Committee would 
be revised to reflect a remit primarily for implementation of the Education & Student 
Strategy. The proposals for the Education & Student Committee would go to a future 
meeting of ExCo for approval and the proposals for the Educational Quality 
Committee would be scheduled for a future meeting of Senate for approval. In 
discussion the following points were made: 
• The proposals had been discussed at Education & Student Committee and AGC 

and it was expected that a further report would come to Senate in October which 
would incorporate initial feedback on the proposals and resolve potential overlaps 
with Senate Committees, such as AGC. [Action] 

• It would be important for staff to understand the individual remits of the two 
proposed new committees in addition to any areas of overlap, such as aspects of 
the quality framework. A more detailed committee structure that captured how the 
two committees relate to BoS, teaching committees and student experience 
committees (and sub committees) would be helpful when considering the matter 
again at Senate.  
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• Although the committees would share the same Chair, the Deputy President & 
Provost, Senate might wish to also consider adding a dotted arrow between the 
Education & Student Committee and the Educational Quality Committee to 
highlight that there would be some degree of communication between the two 
committees.  

• The core business of the revised Education & Student Committee would be 
largely focussed on City’s KPIs. It might be helpful to consider how the matters 
discussed and decisions made at this committee would resonate with and 
empower academic staff who taught. It would be important for academic staff who 
taught and students to be appropriately represented in the membership of the 
committee.  

• The LEaD Advisory Board terms of reference might be revised in the light of the 
proposed changes to the Education & Student Committee and early discussions 
on the matter had recently taken place. Proposals would come to Senate for 
discussion along with revised terms of reference.  

• In addition, Senate’s oversight of research matters would be considered in the 
light of the proposals contained in the report. The College Secretary would meet 
the VP (R&E) to consider the governance arrangements of the Research & 
Enterprise Committee which is currently advisory to the VP (R&E). [Action] 

 
 14.      Proposed Amendment to Student Disciplinary Regulation (Regulation 13) 

Senate considered the report which contained suggested revisions to Regulation 13 
that would be effective from the 2017/18 academic year. Constructive discussions 
had taken place at a recent meeting of AGC in relation to concerns raised at a 
previous meeting of Senate regarding the emphasis of presumption of innocence in 
the Regulation’s wording. Following the meeting adjustments to the wording had 
been made by Student & Academic Services, in collaboration with members of AGC.  

 
Decision 
Senate approved the proposed amendments to Regulation 13.  

 
15 Proposed Amendment to Regulation 12 (Library Services & IT Services) 

Senate considered proposed changes to Regulation 12, which had been revised to 
better reflect current structures and to ensure that up to date information relating to IT 
services was captured in the Regulation. The Director of Library Services explained 
that the proposals had been discussed at AGC and Library Committee. Should the 
Regulation be approved a suitable communications strategy would be employed in 
collaboration with colleagues in IT Services and Student and Academic Services.  
 
The Student Sabbatical Officers had noted in written comments provided to the Chair 
that they would like clarification of paragraph 10.3, specifically in relation to the 
timescales that the consequences could be in force for, the right of appeal and the 
process of investigation. It was noted that their comments would be passed to the IT 
team who would be able to respond to their queries. [Action] 

 
Decision 
Senate approved the proposed changes to Regulation 12.  

 
16 Proposed Amendment to the Student Mobility and Placements Policy 

Senate considered proposed revisions to the student Mobility and Placements Policy. 
The Deputy President and Provost explained that the revisions were being proposed 
in response to changes to the UK Quality Code as well as suggested outcomes from 
an audit of placement and student mobility activity undertaken on behalf of 
Partnerships Sub Committee in 2016.  He noted that there were three central 
questions relating to students undertaking periods of study abroad, contained on 
page four of the report, which had been considered when revising the Policy. In 
addition, he explained that further debate was required to finalise a consistent 
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process for the transfer of academic credit to a City award and therefore this matter 
would come to a future meeting of Senate for discussion. In discussion the following 
points were made: 

• Regarding the Placements Policy, it would be helpful to change the wording 
of paragraph 5.3, new placement providers, from  ‘will’ to ‘may’ be determined 
by PSRB requirements. It would be unfortunate if placement provider 
opportunities were overlooked due to this categorisation. 

• In relation to the Student Mobility Policy further discussion regarding transfer 
of credit from the host institution was required. The calculation of degree 
averages and grades, including weighting for the year also warranted further 
consideration.   

 
Decision 
Senate approved the proposed amendments to the Policies, subject to clarification 
relating to the transfer of academic credit and marking schemes. [Action] 

 
Part Four –Items for Discussion 
 
17.  Reports from Sub-Committees and Executive Advisory Committees 
17.1 Board of Studies Minutes 

Senate noted the minutes from Board of Studies meetings and Chairs of Boards of 
Studies were invited to raise any issues arising from their recent meetings. In 
discussion the following points were made: 

• The Chair of the BoS in MCSE reported an increase in applications to their 
Masters degrees as a result of considerable work in the School.  

• The Associate Dean Education, SHS, noted Higher Education Institutions had 
additional responsibilities for reporting to Health Education England on 
students and staff raising concerns in practice. The BoS received an update 
at each meeting and a monthly report was produced by the School.  

 
17.2 Reports from the Graduate School Committee, Education & Student 
 Committee, Academic Governance Committee 
 Senate noted the minutes of the Committees.    

 
18.  Assessment Feedback Turnaround Times 

Senate considered a report on assessment feedback turnaround times which 
provided information on term one of the 2016/17 academic year up to and including 
the examination period of Autumn 2016/17.  It was reported in the paper that the 
average compliance rate for all Schools was 95%. The aspiration was for 100% 
compliance rate, but 95% was a considerable improvement on the previous year’s 
80% compliance rate. Non-compliance was being monitored and action plan drafted 
to identify measures to ensure future compliance. In discussion the following points 
were made: 

• The fastest-rising metric in the City’s NSS scores in recent years related to 
assessment turnaround times. This illustrated the strength of feeling among 
students about the need for quick turnaround of assessments. Students would 
indeed prefer a two week turnaround time. 

• The Policy on turnaround times was permissive and Boards of Studies could 
agree variations to the three-week target. In such cases, however, students 
must be informed of a variation at the start of the academic year.  

• It would be useful to incorporate assessment feedback turnaround in the 
presentation on quality and assessment scheduled for the October Senate. 
[Action] 

 
19  Module Evaluation Reports 
19.1  Module Evaluation Outcomes 
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 Senate received a report which detailed period one Module Evaluation Outcomes. 
The Chair noted that the proportion of modules with a rating of 3.5 or less had 
decreased to 6% from 8% the previous year and was heading in the right direction. 
Action plans for those scoring less than 3.5 were being considered by the Executive 
Team, as is current practice.    

 
19.2     Module Evaluation Questions  
           Senate noted updated module evaluation questions for use during the 2017/18    

academic year. The questions aligned more closely with the updated NSS questions 
and City’s academic KPIs, particularly progression and satisfaction. The Deputy 
President & Provost explained that there would be an opportunity to review the 
questions again as part of the review of the module evaluation process which was 
currently in progress.  In discussion the following points were made: 

• In relation to question 2.3, Senate agreed that the word ‘able’ should be 
change to the word ‘available’. [Action] 

• When module evaluations were conducted before students had received 
assessment feedback this could lead to low marks for assessment feedback 
from students. It was for Schools to determine when to conduct module 
evaluations, but ideally evaluations would be recorded in the last teaching 
session, allowing for the maximum amount of experience for students.  

• It was important for Senate to know that the form would produce good data. 
So in addition to reviewing the questions it would be important to also 
consider the formatting and design of the form. Shortcomings in the format 
and design of the form and in its administration would continue to detract from 
the usefulness of the data in monitoring academic quality and standards at 
City until the issues around formatting had been resolved.  

• Student & Academic Services could not commit to making changes to the 
format and design of the form and to its administration for the 2017/18 
academic year, but comments received would feed into the current module 
evaluation process review.  

• The Chair of the Board of Studies for SASS reported that a local solution 
would be developed for the administration of module evaluation forms for 
modules taught by more than one member of academic staff, for the coming 
year, if no central way forward on this issue was developed within this 
timeframe.  

• The Assistant Registrar (Quality) would discuss the operational issues 
identified at Senate further with Dr Anton Cox. [Action]  

• Proposals arising from the review would come to Senate for discussion during 
the 2017/18 academic year. Issues relating to the way forms are managed as 
well as processes and timings would feed into the review and Senate would 
have the opportunity to revisit the matter at a future meeting. [Action]  

 
20  Annual Programme Evaluation Summary Reports 
20.1 Postgraduate Reports 
 Senate noted the postgraduate APE quality review which identified common issues 

across Schools and outlined both institutional actions and Boards of Studies actions. 
In discussion the following points were made: 

• Given the gaps in data there was concern regarding how useful the summary 
currently was.  Senate agreed to ask Boards of Studies to provide the missing 
data so that a complete report could be reviewed. [Action] 

• It would be helpful for future reports to include a fuller section on common 
issues, including themes and examples of best practice.  

  
20.2 Research Degree Reports 
 Senate noted the research degree APE quality report. The report had been compiled 

following a review of the APEs submitted to Boards of Studies in 2016/17. The report 
included themes arising from the review in addition to actions agreed by the City 
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Graduate School who had received the report at their June meeting. In discussion the 
following points were made: 

• It was clear that the APE report did not adequately measure and take account 
of Senate agreed objectives regarding the Doctoral Programmes. Equally it 
was clear that this was not the purpose of the APE report. 

• The annual Graduate School report should measure and take account of 
Senate’s objectives for Doctoral Programme, whereas the APE report offered 
an analysis of the APE for Research degrees based on the APEs considered 
by Boards of Studies. 

• The APE template would be reviewed in 2017/18 and subsequent proposals 
for an amended template would come to a future meeting of Senate for 
discussion and approval. [Action] 

 
21. Proposed Amendments to the Annual Programme Evaluation Policy 
 Senate considered proposed amendments to the Annual Programme Evaluation 

Policy. The revisions reflected changes to committees, form format and terminology 
as a result of City joining the University of London. The paper had been considered 
previously by the Education & Student Committee at their June meeting. In 
discussion the following points were made: 

• Under the heading, ‘Development process’, there were four key principles. 
Part two had been replaced with new wording which overlapped with principle 
three.    

• Although principles two and three would benefit from some strengthening it 
would be preferable to keep both in the Policy rather than removing either. It 
would be helpful for principle two to be more focussed on action plans and 
principle three to be more focussed on progress made and what was being 
monitored. [Action] 

• In relation to principle two, Senate agreed that action plans should be sent to 
Boards of Studies for in-year reporting rather than re-submitting the APE in its 
entirety. This would streamline processes and reduce paperwork for the 
Boards of Studies. 

 
Decision  
Senate approved the proposed amendments to the Policy, subject to some wording 
adjustments of key principles two and three, listed under the heading, Development 
process. Senate would receive the amended Policy via email circulation. [Action]  

 
22. Student Survey Activity  

Senate received an update on student survey activity. The report summarised 
response rates for Your Voice 1, Your Voice 2 and the NSS. Next steps in the survey 
cycle were included. In discussion the following points were made: 

• Response rates were likely to fall as a result of moving to online forms. But 
Senators had previously discussed the move to online processes and it had 
been agreed that online forms would be used.  This previous decision will 
need to be kept under review. 

• It would be misleading to compare NSS response rates to those of other 
online surveys, as an external company is used with a remit to raise the NSS 
response rate. Considerable work within Schools, however, had also been a 
significant factor in high NSS response rates during the first weeks of the NSS 
surveys.  

 
23. ARQM Report 
 Given the late circulation of the report and additional gender information which was 

still to follow, it was agreed that the report would be discussed in October 2017. 
Senate noted the headline detail in the report which was that the proportion of total 
academic staff FTE with a Grade Point Average equal to or greater than 3 had 
increased from 42% to 48%. 
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Part Five – Items for Information  

24. Degree Classifications Report  
 The Director of Student & Academic Services had requested that the item be starred 
for discussion. It was noted that it was important for Senate to note the information 
contained in the report and that the paper should be considered in conjunction with 
item 11, which outlined proposed changes to reporting of student data. A fuller report 
featuring further, more detailed breakdowns, would come to the October meeting of 
Senate.  

 
25. Undergraduate and Postgraduate Applications for 17/18 

 Senate noted the paper. The report noted that undergraduate applications in the 
aggregate were down -1.47% on 2016 although offers were up by +6.69%. 
Conditional Firm and Conditional Insurance applicants were the highest they have 
been for three years, however, Unconditional Firms are down on both the previous 
years.  

 
26. Programme Approval Schedule 

 Senate noted the paper which included University Programme Approval Committee 
meeting dates for 2017-18. 

 
27. Report on Student Case Activity (Appeals, Complaints, Disciplinary) in 2016 

 Senate noted the paper which included trends and themes of relevance to quality 
assurance, compliance activity and sector engagement.  

 
28. Internal Audit Report for AGC 

 Senate noted the paper, which included recommendations and a management 
response. The report had been discussed and endorsed by AGC at their June 
meeting.  

 
29. Supporting Documents for Item 15, Student Mobility and Placements Policy 
 Senate noted the supplementary documents relating to Item 15. 
 
30. Minutes for Information  
 Senate noted the minutes from the following meetings: 
 
 30.1  Academic Governance Committee 
 
 30.2 Graduate School Committee 
 
31.      Honorary Visiting Professors 

Senate noted the Honorary Visiting Professors that had been appointed since its last 
meeting.  

 
Part Six – Concluding Items  

32. Freedom of Information Review 
 No comments. 

 
 Date of Next Meeting 

 11th October 2017 from 2.00pm to 5.00pm 
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Professor Sir Paul Curran 
President and Chair of Senate 
July 2017 
 
Note: [Action] = to be recorded in matters arising.  


