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ACADEMIC GOVERNANCE COMMITTEE 
Meeting held on Wednesday 13th November 2019 

UNAPPROVED MINUTES 

*Teaching commitment

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

Preliminary Items 

1. Apologies
The Chair noted apologies and welcomed Dr Lorna Ryan, Interim Chair of Senate
Research Ethics Committee.

2. Items for Starring
AGC agreed the highlighted items as the main items of business for discussion at the
meeting.

3. Minutes
The minutes of the meeting held on 18th September 2019 were approved.

4. Conflicts of Interest
None were noted.
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Vice-President (R&E) (Chair) Professor Andrew Jones  

Deputy President & Provost (Deputy 
Chair)  Professor David Bolton  P 

Chair of SREC Professor Peter Ayton S S 
Chair of SREC (interim 2019/20) Dr Lorna Ryan A  
SU President Ms Tuna Kunt  P 

 Senior Elected Senator (to Jun 19) Dr Rachel Cohen  P 
Elected Senator (to Jun 21) – Cass Professor Charles Baden-Fuller A 

Elected Senator (to Jun 21) – Law Professor Susan Blake  

Elected Senator (to Jun 21) - SASS Dr Xeni Dassiou  

Elected Senator (to 22) – SMCSE Dr Anton Cox A  

Elected Senator (to 20) - SHS Dr David Flinton A  

In Attendance Reason and Meeting Section 
Ms Yewande Akindele (P) Head of Quality & Academic Development, Student & Academic Services 
Mr Richard Alderman (P) Assistant Registrar (Research Degrees) – item 7 
Prof Stephen Cottrell (P) Assistant Vice-President (Doctoral College) – item 7 
Dr William Jordan College Secretary 
Ms Kim Edmunds Governance Administrator 

Item 24.1.2 
Senate 11.12.19
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5. Matters Arising 
AGC noted the matters arising. The long-standing action at Item 1 was in train.  

 
5.1    Item 6 – Senate Effectiveness 

AGC noted the updated Senate calendar for 2019/20 which would continue to be 
reviewed throughout the academic year. 
 

5.2 Item 7, Senate Regulation 7 – Emeritus Titles: supporting processes 
AGC noted the additional work that had been undertaken to reconcile the different 
sources of information to produce a comprehensive list of Emeritus Professors and 
Fellows. A list would be circulated to School Boards of Studies in due course. [Action] 

 
6. Items Specially Brought Forward by the Chair 
 None were noted.  

 
Part Two – Major Items for Discussion or Decision 

 
7. City Doctoral College Board of Studies 
 AGC thanked the Assistant Registrar (Research Degrees) for his work on drafting the 

paper which summarised the governance changes required to establish the Doctoral 
College Board of Studies, proposed Terms of Reference for the new Board of Studies, 
and amendments required to existing Senate Regulations and Policies to operate the 
revised governance structure. In discussion, the following points were raised: 
• Consultation had been undertaken with Deans.  
• The proposal for the frequency of meetings (6 a year) should be further considered. 
• The proposed committee composition seemed to be larger than all School Boards 

of Studies, with 34 ex-officio and non-ex-officio members, plus five student 
members. With a quorum of 50%, staff members might prioritise attendance at their 
School Board of Studies meetings. The size and composition of the Board of Studies 
should be reviewed. [Action] 

• The wording of paragraphs 1 and 2 of the proposed Terms of Reference should be 
clarified around the Doctoral College’s oversight of research students, research 
programmes, research and support to Schools. [Action] 

• The revised paper would be considered by AGC via circulation before 
recommendation to Senate for approval. [Action] 

 
8. Annual Assurance Report to Council 

 The College Secretary reported that, since last month’s Senate meeting, the Office for 
Students had notified City that the report would not be required this year to support 
Council’s official return. The report would be submitted to Council to be noted. In 
discussion the following points were raised: 
• It was important for Council to continue to receive assurance of academic quality 

and standards in future years and some form of report should continue to be 
submitted to Senate for scrutiny and approval. Future reports did not necessarily 
need to follow the current format which was based on a template produced by the 
Council of University Chairs. 

• The Deputy President & Provost reported that at its recent meeting, Educational 
Quality Committee had been keen for the report to receive Senate approval via 
circulation prior to its submission to Council.  

• The Interim Chair of Senate Research Ethics Committee highlighted an error in the 
‘AGC’ paragraph on page 29 of the report, namely that AGC only recommended the 
Interim Chair’s appointment to Senate, and did not itself approve the appointment. 
[Action] 
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• The College Secretary would circulate the paper to Senate and provide a verbal 
report to the forthcoming Council meeting advising whether or not the report had 
been approved by Senators. [Action]  
 

9. Annual Research Integrity Report to Council 2018/19 
 AGC noted the report prepared by the Research Integrity Manager which followed the 

same format as last year. Council would receive the report for formal noting at its 
forthcoming meeting.  

 
10. Annual Research Quality Monitoring (ARQM) Report 2019 
 AGC noted the paper and were invited to provide comments that would strengthen the 

paper as it made its way to ExCo, Senate and Council. In discussion the following points 
were raised: 
• In Part 2: Gender Analysis, the composition of School ARQM sub-panels might be 

raised at Senate, and the Vice-President (Research & Enterprise) noted that further 
work needed to be done in this area.  

• The use of internal panels plus external reviewers was not a perfect system for 
ensuring the robustness, consistency and transparency of ARQM returns, and there 
remained some discrepancies in practice between Schools. Using a REF-like panel 
system, without external review, was not necessarily a more practical or effective 
option. But a degree of external calibration was certainly required and in place. 

• The grading process had been recalibrated after REF2014, with further work 
undertaken in the last year in Law and SMCSE. The Vice-President (Research & 
Enterprise) would provide additional notes about the grading methods used in 
Schools and would make comments around practice more detailed. [Action] 

    
11. REF Update – Planning Dashboard 

AGC noted the status report on City’s preparations for the Research Excellence 
Framework 2021 (REF2021). The paper provided an overview of the staff submissions 
by unit of assessment, the ongoing progress on development of impact case studies, 
and the project timetable. In discussion the following points were raised: 
• Table 1 related to units of assessment, number of impact case studies and size of 

submission.    
• Table 2, Output Modelling, would eventually include more submissions but, broadly 

speaking, showed the number of 4* and 3* that would be submitted, based on 2.5 
per FTE.  Outputs were being ranked as high, medium and low in line with the rest 
of the sector. Further work was ongoing to remedy a data alignment issue for Health 
in order to complete the data in Table 2. 

• One of the hardest parts of the REF submission concerned selection of the 2.5 
papers per FTE. It would be useful for Senate to see how the ARQM process was 
translated for REF purposes. The Vice-President (Research & Enterprise) reported 
that there was a substantial resource constraint to provide additional information but 
offered to give a presentation to Senate on how outputs were selected, criteria 
applied and the different methods of ranking in use across the University. [Action] 
A brief paper could also be prepared with this detail. [Action] 

• The Senior Elected Senator noted that the Department of Sociology, of which she 
was Head, had asked staff to rank their own papers, which might be a useful method 
for other departments. [Action] 

• It was important to remember that the submission was institutional, with an 
institutional maximising strategy in operation.  

• Table 3 provided information on impact case studies for four Schools so far with 
scores reassessed after the mock REF exercise. Some early stage impact case 
studies had not yet been scored. The Vice-President (Research & Enterprise) 
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considered that City was in a similar position to many other institutions regarding 
progress of impact case studies with many already scored at 4*.  

• A number of the impact case studies were very reliant on certain individuals and it 
might be useful after REF to look at how many individuals were involved in each 
impact case study and how to extend this in future. 

• Some statements in Table 4 ‘Summary of environment statements reviews’ looked 
quite defensive. A lot of work was being done on environment statements following 
the mock REF exercise and the situation was improving. The Assistant Vice-
President (Research/REF) had developed expertise in this area and would be 
offering workshops to look at strengths and alignment with the institutional 
statement.  

• The paper would be presented to the next meeting of Senate for comment. [Action] 
 
12. Recommendation for the Award of Professor Emeritus 
 AGC considered the recommendation from the School of Mathematics, Computer 

Science and Engineering Board of Studies for the award of the title Professor Emeritus. 
In discussion it was noted that the nominee now held a full-time professorial appointment 
at another university, and that the award of an Emeritus title was not appropriate.  The 
School Board of Studies would be advised that nomination for an Honorary Visiting 
Professor appointment would be appropriate in these circumstances. [Action] 

 
 Regulation 7 should be reviewed to clarify the expectation that a nominee for an 

Emeritus award would not hold a full-time academic position elsewhere. [Action] 
 
Decision 
AGC agreed not to recommend to Senate the nomination. 

 
13. Proposed Revisions to Senate Regulation 3 – Boards of Studies 

AGC considered proposed revisions to Senate Regulation 3 (Boards of Studies) in 
order to update terminology, improve alignment with Senate Regulation 19 (Assessment 
Regulations) and Senate Regulation 27 (Delegation of Senate Authority), and to reflect 
the revised arrangements that would come into effect with the approval of the proposed 
Doctoral College Board of Studies. In discussion, the following points were raised: 
• The timing for consideration of additional items listed in paragraph 15, for example 

UG Admission Tariffs, would be determined by the Board of Studies Chair and 
Secretary.   

• School Board of Studies agendas were already very busy often with insufficient time 
for discussion, even with the proposed removal of research items to the Doctoral 
College Board of Studies. The suggested audit of Board of Studies effectiveness 
(Matter Arising item 1) would be very timely. 

• No amendments were required further to discussion of Item 7 above, so no circulation 
to AGC prior to submission to Senate was required.  

• There was some confusion over the differently coloured tracked changes and it was 
agreed that a clean version of the paper would be provided to Senate. [Action] 

 
Decision 
AGC agreed to recommend to Senate the proposed revisions but in line with a Board of 
Studies effectiveness review.  
 
14. Proposed Revisions to Senate Regulation 4 – Senate’s Committees 

 AGC considered the proposed revised terms of reference for the Research & Enterprise 
Committee. Representation from academic members of staff in each School, and from 
the Intellectual Property Commercialisation Board, would be helpful to capture the views 
of the wider academic community.     
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Decision 
AGC agreed to recommend to Senate the revised Terms of Reference.  
 
15. Proposed Revisions to Assessment Regulation 19 – School of Health Sciences 

Programme Regulations 
 
15.1 Nursing(RN/Pre-registration) (Adult) (Children’s Nursing) (Mental Health) 

 AGC considered the proposed revisions which had been endorsed at the recent 
meeting of Educational Quality Committee.  

 
Decision 
AGC agreed to recommend to Senate the proposed revisions. 
 
15.2 Discretionary second resits 

AGC received the proposal for standardisation of second resits for listed programmes 
in the School of Health Sciences; the proposals equated to compensation in 
programmes in other Schools. In discussion it was suggested that it would be useful to 
have the University regulation regarding the trailing of 15 credits clarified.  

 
Decision  
AGC agreed to recommend to Senate the proposed revisions with amendment as 
discussed.  
 
Part Three – Items for Information (or discussion if time allows) 

 
16.  Any Other Business 

The College Secretary reported that sufficient responses had been received for approval 
of the revised University Admissions Policy by circulation and this outcome would be 
communicated to Senators. 

 
 
Date of next meeting 
4th February 2020 at 2pm in AG01 
 
Professor Andrew Jones 
Chair of AGC 
November 2019 


