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Item 26.2.1 
  Senate 15.03.17 

 
ACADEMIC GOVERNANCE COMMITTEE 

Meeting held on Wednesday 15th February 2017 
UNAPPROVED MINUTES 

                  *Teaching commitment 

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

 

Preliminary Items 
 
1. Items for Starring 
 AGC agreed the highlighted items as the main items of business for discussion at the 

meeting.  
 
2. Minutes 
 The minutes from the meeting held on 16th November 2016 were approved. 
 
3. Matters Arising 
3.1 To consider the City Graduate School report to Senate and to recommend that the City 

Graduate School provides Senate with a single annual report.  
 

The Chair of the City Graduate School explained that the report was intended to provide 
an overview of key activities in the Graduate School as well as noting key priorities and 
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Vice-President (S&P) (Chair) Professor Richard Verrall      
Deputy President & Provost 
(Deputy Chair) (to Jun 17)  Professor David Bolton A     

Vice President (R&E) Professor Andrew Jones      
Chair of SREC Professor Ronald Douglas      
SU President  Mr Yusuf Ahmad A A    

 Senior Elected Senator (to Jun 19) Dr Rachel Cohen A A    
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 Laurence Solkin A  A   
Co-opted Member (to Sept 16)  Dr Andrew Denis   A   
Co-opted Member (to Sept 18)  Ms Claire de Than A  A   

In Attendance Reason and Meeting Section 
Mr Steve Stanbury Director of Internal Audit 
Ms Christine Edwards Senior Internal Auditor 
Ms Alison Edridge Assistant Director, Student & Academic Services 
Professor Ken Grattan Dean of City Graduate School (Items 1, 2 and 3) 
Dr William Jordan College Secretary 
Ms Gemma Watt Governance Administrator 
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how they were responding to their terms of reference. The report had been discussed 
by the Graduate School Committee on Monday 13th February and further amendments 
would be made in response to the comments received regarding completion rates, 
employability and training. In discussion the following points were made: 

• The text on p.5 regarding the training for students who teach could be more 
action focussed. The SU President reported that some helpful action had been 
taken but further work was needed to ensure all students received training. In 
addition, there was an ongoing issue relating to the contractual arrangements of 
students who teach, but this was being covered in a separate meeting with HR 
colleagues.  

• It would be helpful to include statistics in the report, for example, the number of 
graduate students at City, how many had been awarded PhDs and the average 
completion time for PhD students. Some analysis of why some students were 
not completing would also be useful, although there was difficulty in obtaining 
data of this kind aside from PRES 2015. The introduction of an exit survey might 
help to build a bigger picture of the reasons for non-completion.   

• Completion rates at City were disappointing and there might be some value in 
looking at how Senate receives assurance for this as Senate received reports 
and recommendations for action on this from two sources. The Governance 
Team, members of Student & Academic Services and the VP (R&E) would 
discuss a way forward and bring a recommendation back to AGC. [Action] 

• The Graduate School Committee was an advisory committee to the Chair of the 
Graduate School. The governance arrangements enable the Committee to make 
recommendations to the BoS but they are not always able to effectively enforce 
them. The Chair recommended that the governance arrangements of the City 
Graduate School be reviewed. [Action] 

 
Decision 
The City Graduate School report would not return to AGC for discussion prior to the 
paper going to Senate. However, comments from AGC would be incorporated in to the 
report and any further observations should be sent directly to the Chair of the City 
Graduate School.  The final report would be scheduled for discussion at the May Senate. 
[Action]  
 

3.2 To note the Internal Audit Report on the consistency of calculations of final award marks 
for students in SITS.  
 
Following the discussion at the November meeting of AGC regarding SITS the audit 
report had been finalised and circulated to members of the committee. A set of 
recommendations was included on p.4 of the report and it was agreed that the Assistant 
Director, Student and Academic Services would meet with the Director of Internal Audit 
to discuss how to take the recommendations forward. In addition, the Director of Internal 
Audit would meet with the Chair of AGC to discuss reporting of the audit at Senate. 
[Action] 

4.  Items Specially Brought Forward by the Chair 
(i) The Chair reported that Professor Susan Blake would provide cover for the role 

of Senior Elected Senator during the period February – May 2017 when Dr 
Rachel Cohen would be overseas on a period of Sabbatical Leave.  

(ii) The Chair explained that AGC would be the focus of a 2016/17 governance 
review conducted by the Internal Audit team. An external review conducted by 
Minerva had taken place in the past year and had covered most aspects of 
governance, however, AGC had not been included in this particular review. The 
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terms of reference for the Internal Audit review would be circulated to AGC 
members and any comments should be sent to the Director of Internal Audit.  
The final report would be discussed at a future meeting of AGC.  

Part Two – Major Items for Discussion or Decision 
 
5.  Improving Senate’s Effectiveness  
5.1 Council Away Day discussion on Academic Governance 
 AGC received an update from the College Secretary on the Council Away Day session 

on academic governance. The Deputy President and Provost had presented on City’s 
systems and processes relating to academic quality and standards and Council had 
reflected on the requirement for the annual assurance report to HEFCE and how lay 
members could further engage with quality and standards matters at City.  

  
 The College Secretary explained that Corporate Governance Nominations Committee 

(CGNC) had been asked to give consideration to some of the matters that arose from 
the discussion. In particular, CGNC had discussed whether or not to involve the Audit 
and Risk Committee (ARC) more closely in academic governance but had 
recommended that City keep quality and standards as the core business of Senate. 
CGNC had also discussed the Illustrative Practice Note, produced by the Committee of 
University Chairs, which provided a template for Governing Bodies to support their 
assurance to HEFCE and had agreed that template would be a useful model for City to 
follow. The note would be circulated to members of AGC for information. [Action]  

 
 In discussion the following points were made:  

• The Senior Elected Senator had attended the discussion of this topic at the 
Council Away Day and had reported the Elected Senators’ views on improving 
Senate effectiveness. A paper summarising the points made had since been 
circulated to Council. The Senior Elected Senator reported to AGC that the paper 
contained suggestions on making Senate more user friendly and discussion 
focussed. 

• A former University Vice-Chancellor had been appointed to Council and this 
would strengthen the range of experience relating to academic quality and 
standards available to lay members of Council in future. Council members would 
be encouraged to attend the training offered by the Leadership Foundation to 
increase their understanding of academic quality and standards issues. 

• Council was now required to give assurance to HEFCE about the whole of City’s 
work on quality and standards and not simply about the work of Senate over the 
previous year. Reporting to Senate and Council from the Executive would need 
to be both developed and streamlined to reflect the new requirements from 
HEFCE. 

• Senate would continue to play a central role in providing Council with assurance 
about City’s work on academic quality and standards; and Senators would need 
to continue to play an active role in the assurance process.  

 
5.2 The Effectiveness of Senate Papers  
 AGC were asked to consider the issues and suggested actions identified in the paper 

on the effectiveness of Senate papers. It was reported that following a discussion at the 
December meeting of Senate about improving Senate papers, the College Secretary 
had met with the Senior Elected Senator and members of Student and Academic 
Services, to consider the matter further. The paper circulated to AGC was specifically 
addressing the papers Senate receives. It included key issues identified in the 
discussions, some of which were also covered in the Senior Elected Senator’s note to 
Council. It was agreed at the meeting that AGC should be asked to contribute to the 
discussion prior to a plan being developed for consideration by Senate.  
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 In discussion, it was noted that a forward plan for improving the papers presented to 

Senate for discussion would need to combine ambition with realism about the pace at 
which changes could be introduced. It would however be important for the effectiveness 
of Senate to be revisited at future meetings of AGC and Senate to check progress made. 

 
 The College Secretary would meet with members of Student and Academic Services 

and the Senior Elected Senator before the March meeting of Senate to discuss how to 
proceed with the proposals. [Action] 

  
6.  Sabbatical Leave Monitoring 
6.1 AGC was asked to consider the Internal Audit Report into Sabbatical Leave. The report 

had been circulated to Deans and Associate Deans and the VP (R&E) was now responsible 
for taking forward the recommendations contained in the report. In discussion the following 
points were made: 

• It was important to have a central way of recording data for monitoring of 
applications, and in particular for the monitoring of diversity. However, this data 
would not reflect informal conversations that did not result in an application. A Head 
of Department form could be devised to capture this information.  

• There was an outstanding question regarding who would develop and administer 
the recommended centralised application process. 

• There appeared to be some inconsistency across Schools in relation to the reasons 
for taking sabbatical leave.  

 
6.2 AGC were asked to consider the Sabbatical Monitoring Report, including the proposed 

policy changes. The paper captured the recommendations in the audit report that related 
to policy issues, rather than the operational recommendation on which progress would be 
monitored by the Audit and Risk Committee. In discussion the following points were made: 

• Although more detailed reporting of Sabbatical leave would be helpful, in addition 
to taking sabbatical leave, there were other routes for academic staff to take paid 
leave to develop their research. For example, staff in receipt of a research grant 
might take time away from teaching to undertake research projects. The complete 
picture of staff taking leave for research purposes would not be shown by reporting 
on sabbatical leave alone.  

• The policy should be implemented in a fair and consistent way and it would be 
helpful to have a single strategic approach across Schools. However, some 
Schools may currently have individual strategies which impact on the number of 
sabbatical leave applications received.  For example, there might not be a strategic 
need for sabbatical leave if a School receives a large number of research grants.  

• There was some inconsistency in the interpretation of eligibility criteria across 
Schools. Academic staff terms and conditions did not set a minimum service 
requirement but restricted the maximum duration of sabbatical leave to "one-
seventh of service". The Audit report had noted that service requirements are 
stated in written School policies but these were not consistent with Cass and Law 
both requiring a minimum of seven terms service and Arts & Social Sciences 
requiring only six. It was recommended that the minimum service requirement 
should be consistent across Schools.  

• It was noted that consideration should be given to School planning when 
recommending a minimum service requirement. 

• It was important to monitor the protected characteristics of applicants and this 
should be reflected in new policy wording.  

• Policy proposals deriving from the Sabbatical Monitoring Report and the Internal 
Audit Report were not yet ready to be considered at Senate; and would require 
further consideration by the Vice-President for Research & Enterprise. [Action] 



5 
 

 
Decision 
AGC agreed that the Sabbatical Monitoring Report should be submitted to Senate once 
policy proposals deriving from it and from the Internal Audit report had been developed 
further. [Action} 

 
7. Student Discipline Regulation – Updates to Senate Regulation 13 
 AGC was asked to consider the proposed amendments to Regulation 13. The full 

Regulation could be found on City’s website, but for the purposes of the suggested 
amendment, only the applicable section of the Regulation relating to criminal offences had 
been included in the paper. In discussion the following points were made: 

• It would be useful to further clarify at what time the student is required to reveal a 
conviction. 

• Guidance would be developed to accompany the Regulation subject to the 
Regulation being approved by Senate.  

• It would be helpful to specify whether the proposals were applicable to UK law only 
or whether it extended internationally.   

• There would need to be consideration given to how the information is 
communicated to the students who may not know that they are required to declare 
minor convictions.  

• Consideration should be given to whether the regulation would disadvantage 
anyone. 

 
Decision 
AGC agreed to recommend to Senate the changes in the policy. 

 
8. Academic Governance of Collaborative Provision 

AGC was asked to consider the proposed changes to academic governance 
arrangements for collaborative provision. The changes reflected a reduction in the size 
of City’s validation portfolio and were intended to strengthen the institutional oversight 
arrangements for other types of partnership provision.  

 
In discussion, it was noted that the Dean of Validation, who chaired the Validation and 
Partnerships Committee was an ex-officio member of Senate who had retired in 
October 2016. It was proposed that the Collaborative Provision Committee would 
replace the Validation and Institutional Partnerships Committee as a sub-committee of 
Senate and therefore the new Chair would become an ex-officio member of Senate. A 
sentence would be added in the report to clarify this point and Senate Regulation 6 
would need to be updated to reflect the proposed changes for consideration at Senate.  

 
Decision 
AGC agreed to recommend the proposed changes to Senate  

 
9. Senate Membership: Inclusion of Research Fellows 

AGC were asked to reconsider the proposal that Research staff at City should be 
eligible to vote in Senate elections and stand for election to Senate once HR work on 
Research titles is complete. The VP (R&E) explained that City HR records currently 
use a single descriptor to cover both Research Fellows and Research Assistants and 
therefore there was a risk that Researchers who would be ineligible to join Senate 
could be invited to stand and vote in elections. Senate would be better positioned to 
access the suitability of Research staff to stand for election and vote once HR had 
addressed the differences in the Researcher categories.  

 
Decision 
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AGC agreed to defer further consideration of the proposal on Senate membership 
until HR work on Research titles was completed.  

 
10. Possible Revisions to Ordinance C1: Composition of Senate 

AGC received a paper summarising options for a possible revision to Ordinance C.1, 
Senate. It was reported that Council, on the recommendation of CGNC, had, in the light 
of the Athena SWAN action plan, agreed wording to promote equality and diversity in 
the composition of Council and its Committees with the exception of Senate. CGNC had 
asked that AGC and Senate be consulted on the possible changes to the composition 
of Senate to improve gender equality, and for their views to be reported back to CGNC. 
In discussion the following points were raised: 

• The 30% target mentioned in the paper (as part of Options 2 and 3) reflected 
targets set in the Athena SWAN action plan, which had recommended a 
minimum of 30% female and 30% male membership of influential Committees 
at City. It would be helpful for the paper to cross-refer to the Athena SWAN 
application and action plan where appropriate. 

• It would be helpful for the draft of the paper that was submitted to Senate to 
include discussion of a further option – namely that the Ordinance be changed 
to require the percentage of elected Senators who were female to reflect the 
overall percentage of academic staff at City who were female.  

• There was also a case for setting a target of 50% female membership in place 
of the proposed 30% target.  

• Whatever target was set, it would not be right for the Ordinance to require a 
higher percentage of elected Senators to be female to enable an overall target 
to be achieved for the minimum level of female membership of Senate. 

• It would also be helpful to include in the draft of the paper that was submitted 
to Senate the option of amending the Ordinance to provide that ex-officio 
members of Senate should attend only for particular items at which they would 
be expected to contribute to discussion. This might lead to more effective 
debate at Senate.  

• CGNC would recommend to Council a way forward on the wording of the 
Ordinance following discussion at Senate. CGNC would want new wording that 
addressed the issue of gender equality in the make-up of Senate but would 
also want to ensure that the membership of Senate continued to enable Senate 
to give assurance to Council about City’s work on academic quality and 
standards. 

 
Decision 
It was agreed that the Governance Team would amend the paper for discussion at 
Senate to reflect the suggestions made in discussion at AGC. [Action]   

 
11. Nomination for the Award of Professor Emeritus 
 AGC was asked to consider the nomination received from the School of Arts and 

Social Sciences for the Emeritus Title for the retiring member of staff, Professor Jill 
Boucher.  

 
 In discussion it was reported that an Emeritus title would need to be suspended if the 

person became employed by City in the future. AGC members asked for confirmation 
that Professor Jill Boucher was fully retiring prior to approval.  
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Decision 
AGC agreed to recommend to Senate the nomination for the Award of Professor 
Emeritus, subject to AGC receiving confirmation that the candidate was fully retiring.  

 
12.  Other Business 
 AGC had no other business to note. 
 
Date of next meeting 
12th April 2017 at 2pm in AG01 
 
 
Professor Richard Verrall 
Chair of AGC 
February 2017 
 
 

  
 


