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Item 35.2.1a 
Senate 13.12.17 

ACADEMIC GOVERNANCE COMMITTEE 
Meeting held on Wednesday 20th September 2017 

UNAPPROVED MINUTES 

*Teaching commitment

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

Preliminary Items 

Apologies 
The Chair noted apologies and welcomed to the meeting, Professor Giulia Iori, elected 
Senator and Ms Olesea Matcovschi, SU President.  

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 21st June 2017 were approved. 

3. Matters Arising
3.1, Item 13, Membership of Senate Research Ethics Committee: 
The VP (R&E) reported that interviews for the position of Chair of the Senate Research 
Ethics Committee would take place in late September. External Representation would 
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Vice-President (S&P) (Chair) Professor Richard Verrall 

Deputy President & Provost 
(Deputy Chair)  Professor David Bolton  

Vice President (R&E) Professor Andrew Jones 

Chair of SREC Professor Ron Douglas  
SU President Ms Olesea Matcovschi  

 Senior Elected Senator (to Jun 19) Dr Rachel Cohen  
Elected Senator (to Jun 19) Dr Arti Agrawal A 
Elected Senator (to Jun 18) Professor Charles Baden-Fuller 

Elected Senator (to Jun 18) Professor Susan Blake 

Elected Senator (to Jun 18) Professor Giulia Iori  
Co-opted Member (to Sept 18) Ms Claire de Than A 
Co-opted Member Vacancy N/A 

In Attendance Reason and Meeting Section 
Ms Alison Edridge Assistant Director, Student & Academic Services 
Dr Alexander Rhys Development Coordinator TEF/Quality, S&AS 
Dr William Jordan College Secretary 
Mr Steve Stanbury Director, Internal Audit 
Ms Gemma Watt Governance Administrator 
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form part of the interview panel. In accordance with Senate Regulation 4, AGC would 
be asked to recommend the successful candidate to Senate for approval. Due to time 
limitations AGC would be asked to note the outcome of the interview process by 
circulation. 
 
3.2, Item 6, Matters Arising, Graduate School Reporting: 
It was reported that there was a query in relation to the performance indicator for 
Graduate School completion rates. However, discussions were taking place and it was 
intended that for future years the process for data collection would be embedded in the 
annual programme evaluation process.   

 
3.3, Item 10, Graduate School Report: 
The VP (R&E) reported that the way the Graduate School Committee contributes to 
academic quality and standard was now included in the remit of the working group 
reviewing support for graduate students.  

 
3.4, Item 3, Senate Calendar: 
In relation to the proposed annual Graduate School Report for Senate it was reported 
that discussions were continuing at the Graduate School Committee. The intention was 
for data from Schools to be captured via the annual programme evaluation and reflected 
in future reporting to Senate.   

 
4       Current Terms of Reference  

AGC noted the current terms of reference for AGC as outlined in Senate Regulation 4. 
The College Secretary explained that in the light of governance proposals for two new 
sub-committees of Senate, the terms of reference for AGC would be revised in the near 
future. Committee members would have the opportunity to discuss any proposed 
changes at a future meeting of AGC.  

 
5  Committee Membership 
5.1 Membership of Senate Sub-Committees 
 AGC considered the membership of Senate Sub-Committees and the process by which 

elected Senators are appointed to vacant committee positions. There were currently two 
elected Senator vacancies on AGC and one vacancy for a co-opted member. The 
current number of elected Senators on AGC is four and the Terms of Reference state 
that membership can include up to six elected Senators. The current number of co-opted 
members is one and the Terms of Reference allow for up to two. Expressions of interest 
had been taken for AGC, resulting in four expressions of interest from elected Senators. 
In discussion the following points were made: 

• Senate was responsible for approving the membership of its sub-committees, 
however, if may be helpful for AGC to provide a recommendation that would 
ease the path for Senate.  

• Due to the governance aspect of AGC it would be useful for AGC to have one 
elected Senator from each school. Each School could be asked to provide a 
nomination to AGC who would put forward the proposed composition for 
Senate approval.  As research matters are generally trans-school, there would 
be no need to have the same kind of School representation as AGC.  

• AGC may co-opt up to two additional members. It may be helpful to the co-opt 
member to represent a School not already represented by elected Senators.  

• The process for appointing elected Senators has become more complex when 
taking into account the proposals for the two new sub-committees of Senate, 
both of which call for elected Senator representation. The proposed 
composition for the Educational Quality Committee requires up to six elected 
Senators, the Research Committee requires two elected Senators and AGC, 
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as per Regulation 4, allows for up to six elected Senators. The kind of 
representation required across all three committees will need careful 
consideration. It would be important for the gender balance of the committee to 
be considered when discussing selection. 

• The Graduate School Committee Terms of Reference requires one elected 
Senator member of the committee. It would be important to determine whether 
there were any other Committees at City that require elected Senator 
representation (other than AGC and the proposed new sub-committees). 
[Action]  

• The number of Senate sub-committee positions roughly equates to the total 
number of elected Senators. Senators could be expected to serve on at least 
one committee of Senate.  However, it would be important to take stock of 
personal preference, experience and workload of Senators before reaching a 
conclusion on selection.  To assess people for roles it would be important to 
have criteria to assess against.  

• The College Secretary explained that when filling vacancies on Council the 
Corporate Governance and Nominations Committee is charged with 
‘reviewing and monitoring the membership needs of Council Committees’ and 
with ‘advising Council on the membership of Council Committees’. AGC may 
wish to have a similar role in monitoring the process for selection of Senate 
committee members 

Decision  
AGC agreed that the selection of elected Senators on AGC should be temporarily put 
on hold until an agreed process for selection for Senate committees had been agreed. 
The College Secretary would bring a paper to AGC outlining a proposed process for the 
selection of members of sub-committees of Senate. [Action] 

 
 
5.2 Senate Membership  
 Senate Elections 

AGC noted the results of the Senate elections. Anonymised data had been circulated to 
members of AGC along with a Senate membership list for 2017/18. This information 
would also be circulated with the October Senate papers.  

 
 It was noted that the current voting system uses single transferable vote system. It would 

be interesting to examine the pros and cons of alternative voting systems and discuss 
whether the current system was the most appropriate for the Senate elections.  

 
Decision 
AGC agreed that the Governance Team would work with Dr Rachel Cohen on a paper 
outlining the pros and cons of the possible voting systems. In addition, the historical 
rationale for the current voting system would be examined. The paper would be 
discussed at a future meeting of AGC, prior to the next round of Senate elections. 
[Action] 

  
 Visiting Staff Senator Appointment 
 It was reported that the Visiting Staff Senator had resigned, effective 31 July 2017. In 

the light of the resignation the College Secretary asked whether AGC wished to review 
the inclusion of a Visiting Staff Senator in the Senate membership. If the Visiting Staff 
Senator position were to be removed it would be replaced by an additional ‘Category A’ 
Senator.  

 



4 
 

It was reported that the former Visiting Staff Senator had not attended Senate during the 
2016/17 academic year, however, City currently does not have a requirement for 
minimum attendance at Senate. Although, Ordinance D.4. has the following requirement 
for Council members: 

 
A Council member shall automatically cease to hold office, and the office shall become 
vacant, if the Council member fails to attend three successive meetings of Council 
without having obtained the express permission of the Chair of Council for such failure 
to attend 

 
 It was noted that although there was poor attendance on this occasion it was important 

not to confuse the person’s attendance and the merits of keeping the post. Visiting Staff 
are an important body at City and bring with them different experiences.    

 
 When discussing the future of this role it would be important to consider whether there 

was a strong case for having a visiting staff member from a quality and standards point 
of view. It was noted that the inclusion of the Visiting Staff Senator on a University 
Senate was not common across the sector. 

 
 Decision 
 AGC agreed that the historical rationale for inclusion of the role in the membership of 

Senate should be revisited and a further discussion at AGC would take place in due 
course. [Action] 

 
6.  Items Specially Brought Forward by the Chair 
6.1 The Chair reminded committee members of their responsibility to consider how the 

actions and decisions taken by the committee affect equality at City. The College 
Secretary noted that consideration of equality matters was university wide and the 
matter would be returned to during the academic year.   

 
6.2 The Chair asked members to declare any conflicts of interest, of which there were none.  
 
Part Two – Major Items for Discussion or Decision 

 
7.  Senate Annual Calendar of Business 

AGC received the Senate Annual Calendar of Business. The calendar included the 
reports that were ‘regular fixtures’ at Senate and were expected on an annual basis at 
the same time each year. Any additional reports/presentations which arise throughout 
the academic year would be captured on the ‘other’ and ‘debate’ rows. It was reported 
that the calendar would be considered by Senate at its first meeting of the academic 
year and then updated accordingly throughout the year and circulated with the Senate 
papers for information.  

 
8. Draft Assurance Report to Council 
 AGC received the draft Annual Assurance Report to Council on academic quality and 

standards. The report was currently a work in progress and AGC were being asked to 
comment on the paper prior to the next iteration being received by CGNC and Senate 
in October. Council will receive the final report at their November meeting and will be 
providing their next assurance statement to HEFCE on academic quality and standards 
by 1st December 2017, which will cover the 2016/17 academic year. They will be asked 
to sign a declaration of assurance, as follows: 

o The governing body has received and discussed a report and accompanying 
action plan relating to the continuous improvement of the student academic 
experience and student outcomes. This included evidence from the provider’s 
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own periodic review processes, which fully involve students and include 
embedded external peer or professional review. 

o The methodologies used as a basis to improve the student academic 
experience and student outcomes are, to the best of our knowledge, robust and 
appropriate 

o The standards of awards for which we are responsible have been 
appropriately set and maintained. 

o The governing body has received a report that confirms that the provider 
continues to meet the standards of Part 1 of the European Standards and 
Guidelines (2015). 

In discussion the following points were made: 
• Council have discussed the approach to the report and have endorsed the 

current reporting template which was devised with reference to the CUC 
Illustrative Practice Note.  

• Some areas still to be included in the report will follow shortly, for example, 
Assessment Boards are still in operation and therefore the reporting in this area 
will be included in a future iteration.  An action plan is also currently in 
development.  

• The report was currently being edited and the next iteration would be shorter. It 
would therefore be important to find a balance between providing an appropriate 
level of detail and producing a concise report.  

• It would be helpful to include additional signposting, inviting Council members to 
look up other areas rather than reproduce the information in detail in the report.  

• Although the Quality and Standards Short Guide was included and provided a 
concise summary of City’s approach, a contents page and a glossary of terms 
may also help consolidate the report.  

• It may be helpful to include a brief statement at the start of the report to provide 
some context, for example, noting that the report is award and student focussed. 
A process map or flow chart could also be a helpful addition as well as 
signposting about what the key issues for consideration are.   

• The report was heavily undergraduate focussed and consideration should be 
given to whether postgraduate taught could feature more in the report.   

• It would be important for the report to give Council confidence in the rigour of 
City’s work on academic standards; as well as details of good practice in these 
areas. 

• For the next iteration it would be helpful to have less focus on the narrative and 
more detail on how the processes currently in place have assurances built into it 
them. The Director of Internal Audit offered to meet the Assistant Director, 
Student and Academic Services to discuss this point further. [Action] 

 
9.  Senate Governance Arrangements 
9.1 Educational Quality Committee 
 AGC received an update from the Deputy President & Provost regarding proposals for a 

new sub-committee of Senate responsible for educational quality. At its June meeting AGC 
had considered a draft paper outlining suggested terms of reference for the Educational 
Quality Committee, which would report to Senate and the Education and Student 
Committee, which would report to ExCo. 

 
 It was reported that the proposals for the Educational Quality Committee had been 

generally well received, however, the terms of reference and composition for the Education 
and Student Committee were still being discussed. It would be preferable to have both 
committees established at the same time therefore it was likely that the formal proposal for 
approval by Senate of the Educational Quality Committee would come forward once the 
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queries relating to the Education and Student Committee’s terms of reference had been 
resolved.  

 
9.2 Research Committee 
 AGC received an update from the VP (R&E) regarding initial proposals for a new sub-

committee of Senate responsible for Research. The proposals were being put forward in 
the light of the recent discussions regarding the establishment of an educational quality 
sub-committee of Senate.  

 
 The VP (R&E) explained that the proposal was for the current Research and Enterprise 

Committee to be split so that the Research element reported directly to Senate. As the 
Enterprise element of the current Committee falls outside of Senate’s remit this would be 
considered separately and would continue to report to the Executive and be advisory to 
the VP(R&E). AGC had received a proposed terms of reference for the new Research 
Committee for initial comment. 

 
 It was reported that although the Senate Research Ethics Committee (SREC) was a sub-

committee of Senate, matters relating to research ethics were not regularly discussed at 
Senate. When considering the establishment of the Research Committee is would be 
useful to also think about the reporting line of SREC and whether moving the Committee 
to feed into the Research Committee would result in more time for useful discussion on 
Research Ethics issues.  In discussion the following points were made: 

• AGC was broadly in favour of the establishment of a new sub-committee of Senate 
responsible for Research matters. 

• Currently AGC receives SREC minutes. However, it may in future be sensible for 
the minutes to be received by the Research Committee.  

• Given the HEFCE concordat to support research integrity it was important for 
research policy changes to be considered and discussed appropriately. Time 
limitations do not currently permit lengthy discussions on research integrity at 
Senate. The Research Committee may prove to be a platform for more in-depth 
discussion than Senate can currently afford. 

• When Senate receives minutes of SREC these tend to be included in items for 
information, however, it may be helpful to include them in the main pack of Senate 
papers to increase their visibility and encourage scrutiny of research ethics.  

• Ethical issues may also arise in research student teaching. Consideration should 
therefore be given to whether any educational matters may be overlooked if the 
committee only reports to Research.   

• SREC grant ethical clearance for research projects conducted by both staff and 
students, which includes undergraduate and postgraduate taught students. 
However, there was some concern raised in relation to ethical approval for students 
involved in large short courses, where the approach, locally, was reported to be 
somewhat ad hoc.  It would be helpful to consider how different kinds of taught 
modules get ethical clearance in a manageable way.  

• It was reported that student research that requires ethical approval may be dealt 
with at a local level, but that it would also be reported into SREC. Ethical scrutiny 
was proportional to the proposed research, irrespective of whether the researcher 
was staff or student. 

• It would be helpful to review the 2014/15 Internal Audit report into Research Ethics 
when considering the processes being implemented. 

• Professor Baden-Fuller offered to share the findings from an ethics review he had 
been involved in at Cass Business School. 
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Decision 
AGC were broadly in favour of the establishment of a new sub-committee of Senate for 
Research. However, AGC agreed that both the relationship of SREC to the Research 
Committee and the implementation of research ethics approval processes should be 
revisited. It would be important to understand the processes in place for ethical approval, 
whether there are any issues with the processes and whether there are issues with people 
knowing the processes.  [Action]  

 
10       Senate Effectiveness 
10.1   Senate Effectiveness Report 

AGC was asked to consider the proposed implementation plan for improving the 
effectiveness of Senate. The plan had been formulated following a series of meetings 
between the Governance Team, colleagues in Student and Academic Services and 
the Senior Elected Senator.  The College Secretary explained that it would be helpful 
for members of AGC to reflect on the themes contained in the implementation plan 
when reviewing future AGC papers which go on to Senate for discussion or approval. 
The plan would be taken to the October meeting of Senate for note. 

 
10.2 Proposed changes to the Ordinances C.1 and A.3 

AGC considered a report outlining proposed changes to the Ordinances relating to 
Senate. The revisions to the Senate membership, as defined in Ordinance C.1, related 
to the Chairs of the new sub-committees who would become members of Senate ex-
officio. In addition, it was proposed that the three Vice-Presidents would cease to be 
ex-officio members of Senate. The College Secretary explained that further changes 
would come forward in due course once the detailed terms of reference for the new 
sub-committees had been ascertained. Ordinance C.1 had also been updated to 
include a statement regarding Senate’s delegated authority from Council and Council’s 
new responsibilities for overseeing quality and standards. In relation to Ordinance A.3, 
the revisions related to the retitling of the Ordinance from ‘Senator Role Profile’ to 
‘Senator Members Standards and Role Profile’. Revisions to the text had been made 
to bring the Ordinance in line with the Council Member Standards set out in Ordinance 
A.2.  In discussion the following points were made: 
• The paragraph in Ordinance C.1 which explains Council’s delegation of authority 

makes reference to the ‘student member’. This specific wording was included in 
reference to HEFCE’s own wording relating to assurance and it underlined the 
importance of the student voice.  

• The College Secretary would bring further revisions to the Ordinances to a future 
meeting of AGC. The current Ordinances would be circulated alongside the new 
Ordinances for clarity of the changes. [Action]  

• The paper proposed that the wording of A.3.1.d be revised from ‘supporting’ 
collective decisions to ‘accepting’ collective decisions. This would be discussed at 
a future meeting of CGNC as the change would involve bringing the Council 
Member Standards in line with Senate.  

 
11. Internal Audit  

AGC received two Internal Audit reports. The Chair reminded AGC that under the new 
proposals Educational Quality audit reports, such as the ones being received, would in 
future be considered at the Educational Quality Committee rather than AGC. It was noted 
that the role of the internal audit reports was particularly useful in the light of Council’s 
responsibilities to HEFCE for assurance of quality and standards. 

 
11.1 Internal Audit Report on Student Voice 

AGC received the Internal Audit Report on Student Voice. The report found that a 
substantial level of assurance could be given to the adequacy and effectiveness of systems 
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of internal control over Student Voice. One Priority Two recommendation was made in 
relation to Boards of Studies action plan implementation, but there were no significant 
issues. The report would go to Senate on 11th October for information. 

 
11.2 Internal Audit Report on PSRBs 

AGC received the Internal Audit Report on PSRBs. The report found that a substantial level 
of assurance could be given to the adequacy and effectiveness of systems of internal 
control for the Oversight of Accreditation and PSRBs. Five Priority Two recommendations 
were made, but there were no significant issues. The report would go to Senate on 11th 
October for information.  
 

12. Recommendation for the Award of Professor Emeritus 
AGC was asked to consider the nomination received from the President for the Emeritus 
Title for the retired member of staff, Professor Dinos Arcoumanis.  During his time at 
City, Professor Arcoumanis held positions as Dean of SEMS, Pro Vice-Chancellor and 
Deputy Vice-Chancellor (Research & International).  

Decision 
AGC agreed to recommend to Senate the nomination for the Award of Professor 
Emeritus.  

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

 
13. Research Ethics Committee 
 AGC noted the minutes of the meeting of the Senate Research Ethics Committee held 

on the 4th July 2017. 
 
14.  Other Business 
 AGC had no other business to note. 
 
 
 
Date of next meeting 
15th November 2017 at 2pm in AG01 
 
Professor Richard Verrall 
Chair of AGC 
September 2017 
 
 


