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Item 35.2.1b 
  Senate 13.12.17 

ACADEMIC GOVERNANCE COMMITTEE 
Meeting held on Wednesday 15th November 2017 

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. 
 

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

meeting.  
 
3. Minutes 
 The minutes from the meeting held on 20th September 2017 were approved.  
 
4. Matters Arising 

AGC noted the matters arising.  
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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 A N/M N/M N/M 
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  N/M N/M N/M 
Co-opted Member  Vacancy N/M N/M N/M N/M N/M 

In Attendance Reason and Meeting Section 
Ms Alison Edridge Assistant Director, Student & Academic Services 
Dr Alexander Rhys Development Coordinator TEF/Quality, S&AS for Item 7 
Dr William Jordan College Secretary 
Mr Steve Stanbury Director of Internal Audit 
Ms Christine Edwards Senior Internal Auditor 
Ms Gemma Watt Governance Administrator 
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5  Conflicts of Interest 
None were noted.  

 
6.  Items Specially Brought Forward by the Chair 

There were none. 
 
Part Two – Major Items for Discussion or Decision 
 
7.  Office for Students Consultation 

AGC received a report summarising key issues contained in the Department for 
Education consultation ‘Securing student success; Risk-based regulation for teaching 
excellence, social mobility and informed choice in higher education: Government 
consultation on behalf of the Office for Students’. Dr Rhys explained that the 
introduction of a regulator for English higher education was central to the plans 
outlined in the consultation. The Office for Students (OfS) would replace the Higher 
Education Funding Council for England (HEFCE) and the Office for Fair Access 
(OFFA) which would close in April 2018. The OfS would operate from April 2018 under 
temporary powers, until their powers are formally granted. In discussion the following 
points were made: 

• What was currently understood by the definition of ‘academic quality and 
standards’ and ‘academic governance’ might change over time in the light of 
the new proposals. There would be greater student focus and a shift in 
emphasis from process to outcomes.  

• It was unclear whether institutions would continue to be accountable through 
the current HEFCE APR system. Changes in this area might impact on the 
quality framework and therefore the work of AGC and Senate. 

• With regard to proposals for student contracts to become a registration 
requirement for institutions it would be important to give consideration to how 
the interests of students might change over time and how students would be 
consulted / communicated with in relation to academically driven change. 

• With regard to student unions, the OfS intended to challenge institutions which 
do not ensure that their student unions are accountable, transparent or 
providing value for money.  

• Student engagement and the role of the NUS featured less prominently in the 
consultation than anticipated. The SU President reported that the SU would be 
discussing the consultation with members and would provide a view in due 
course.   

• When formulating a response it would be helpful for a group to take a summary 
view of both City’s internal consultation as well as the views of the sector. 
Sector concerns were likely to focus on TEF, Grade Point Average and plans 
for awarding more institutions with degree awarding powers. There would also 
be a Universities UK response in due course.  

• City’s response to a previous consultation on these issues had been moderate 
in tone. A more assertive response from City could be beneficial on this 
occasion. Responses to consultation questions that took the form ‘yes, but…’ 
would be counted as ‘yes’ responses in statistical analysis of the response to 
the consultation carried out by DfE.  

• The Chair thanked Dr Rhys for the summary report and advised members of 
AGC that responses should be emailed to Dr Rhys by 13th December. 
Thereafter a response would be drafted based on feedback received.  

8. Sabbatical Leave Policy Revisions 
AGC considered proposed revisions to the Sabbatical Leave Policy for Academic 
Staff. The changes had been made in the light of recommendations outlined in the 
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Internal Audit Report on Sabbaticals and previous discussions at AGC in relation to the 
Policy and Monitoring Report.  
 
The VP (R&E) reported that the revisions had been widely consulted on and following 
AGC the Policy would go to the December meeting of Senate for approval. The key 
difference between the old and new Policy was the extended introduction and the 
revisions to the appeal process. A guidance note and examples paper would be 
produced by the VP (R&E) in due course. In discussion the following points were 
raised: 

• The Policy specified that appeals could be made to a sub-committee of the 
Research and Enterprise Committee or Education Committee (whichever is 
appropriate), however, it was noted that ‘Education Committee’ should be 
changed to ‘Education and Student Committee’ in the final version of the 
Policy. [Action] 

• Proposals for the new ‘Education and Student Committee’ were currently being 
finalised and the Committee’s role in the appeals process would also need to 
be reflected in the terms of reference. [Action] 

• Decisions in relation to individual Sabbatical Leave cases are at the discretion 
of Schools and how they fit strategically with the School’s plans.  

• The Policy applied to all academic staff, including those on Education 
contracts. It was noted that there might be a scenario in which someone on an 
education contract applied for sabbatical leave in order to undertake research.  

 
Decision 
AGC agreed to recommend to Senate the Sabbatical Leave for Academic Staff 
Policy, subject to the wording change specified above relating to the ‘Education and 
Student Committee’. 

 
9.  Appointment of Chair of SREC 
 Senate Regulation Four states that the Chair of SREC will be ‘appointed by Senate on 

the recommendation of AGC’; and AGC now received an update from the Vice President 
(R&E) about the appointment process. Academic staff had been emailed about the 
vacancy and invited to apply for the position. Applicants had been interviewed and a 
preferred candidate had been identified. The VP (R&E) was now in a position to make a 
recommendation for appointment, initially to AGC.  

 
The Chair of SREC raised the following concerns about the appointment process: 

• The process had been protracted a one; and it was now fifteen months since 
he had signalled his wish to stand down as Chair of SREC. 

• A decision to change the process for selection had been made part-way through 
the appointment process and after a potential candidate for the position had been 
approached and expressed his willingness to become the Chair of SREC. While 
there were good reasons for adopting a more formal appointment process and 
accepting the outcome of that process (which had led to the proposed 
appointment of a different candidate to the post), the candidate originally 
approached about becoming Chair had turned down other opportunities on the 
understanding that he was likely to become the preferred candidate for the post. 

• Candidates had been interviewed without a person specification. SREC members 
had not been approached about the requirements of the role of Chair or asked to 
assist in developing a person specification for the position.  

• The unsuccessful candidate had been offered the role of Deputy Chair. This 
position had been offered in error as there was currently a Deputy Chair in place. 
The offer of this appointment had upset the current Deputy Chair. 
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In discussion the following points were made:  
• When AGC considered the matter in April 2017 it was agreed that the 

appointment should be made in a transparent way and that anyone interested in 
becoming a member of an Ethics Committee should be given the opportunity to 
apply.  

• An external research ethics committee Chair had been on the interview panel for 
the appointment and so had been well placed to understand the Chair’s role. All 
candidates had been asked the same questions based on the terms of reference 
of the committee. No person specification had been developed for the role, as this 
was not standard practice in relation to any of the Chairs of Senate Sub-
committees. 

• AGC’s role in recommending a preferred candidate for the post of SREC to 
Senate should relate to approving the process that led to an appointment. AGC 
should not, itself, consider the relative merits of different candidates for 
appointment to this role. AGC were broadly content that a satisfactory process 
has been followed but agreed that a role profile would enhance the process for 
future appointments to the Chair of SREC. In addition, AGC agreed that it would 
be sensible for a CV to be included in the paperwork to Senate. [Action] 

• AGC regretted that the appointment process had taken so long and the 
unfortunate impacts of the change of process on the candidate initially 
approached about the role. The unsuccessful candidate had received an apology 
from the VP(R&E). AGC recommended that in addition to this apology it would be 
appropriate for the Chair of AGC to send a written apology to the candidate on 
behalf of AGC. [Action]  

• More generally, it would be helpful to consider for which Sub-committee roles a 
role profile should be produced. There was currently no role profile for this 
position of Chair of AGC, for example, but this was because under current 
Ordinances, the Deputy Chair of Senate was appointed, ex officio, to this position. 

 
Decision 

 AGC agreed to recommend to Senate the nomination of Professor Peter Ayton as the 
proposed new Chair of SREC.  
 

10     Report on Research Ethics  
AGC considered a Research Ethics report from the Research Governance and 
Integrity Manager, which outlined how research ethics is currently governed at City. 
The Chair of SREC reported that at its September meeting AGC had asked for further 
information on research ethics, and in particular, the School level arrangements 
currently in place.  In discussion the following points were made:  

• The Chair of SREC noted that the training received by those involved in 
research ethics decision making was currently being reviewed. The way 
forward would be agreed after further consideration by the new Chair of SREC 
and the Research Governance and Integrity Manager. 

• Some aspects of the research ethics approval process would be subject to 
change once the online application system came into operation. Webpages 
relating to research ethics would also be updated and would provide a single 
place for staff and students to access research ethics information.  

• A low risk form was currently being used and there were plans to develop a 
further minimal risk form that could be signed off by supervisor and one other. 
Consideration would be given to the possibility of awarding blanket approval for 
groups of students using the same approach to research projects required on 
particular modules. In principle there should be no objection to this. 

• AGC noted concern that there was some risk to City arising from a lack of 
understanding in this area. It was agreed that the new Chair of SREC would be 
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asked to document more fully the standardised processes for applying for 
approvals. [Action] 

• In addition, the new Chair of SREC would be asked to outline the division 
between teaching and research ethics and where projects conducted for 
teaching purposes might require research ethics approval. [Action] 

• Proposed changes to the terms of reference of SREC would be reviewed by 
AGC once the new Chair was is place (early 2018). [Action]   

 
11.1 Senate Governance Arrangements  

Educational Quality Committee Proposals 
AGC considered a paper outlining the composition and proposed terms of reference for 
the Educational Quality Committee. AGC had received the first iteration of the terms of 
reference at their meeting on 21st June 2017. Senate discussed the plans at their meeting 
in July and Education and Student Committee discussed the matter further at their 
October meeting. The substantive change in the latest iteration included plans to reduce 
the proposed number of elected Senators from ‘up to five’ to ‘two elected Senators’. 
There were also plans to include ‘up to five Programme Directors’, an addition designed 
to enhance the quality and standards expertise on the committee. In addition, the terms 
of reference now included plans for the committee to receive reports from other key 
education committees in order to support institutional oversight of quality and standards. 
In discussion the following points were made: 

• It would be helpful to consider further whether a more appropriate name could be 
devised for the body currently referred to as ‘The Learning and Teaching 
Commons’  

• Education and Student Committee recently received a diagram outlining how the 
education committees interconnected. The paper required revision to provide 
further clarity and Professor Susan Blake had offered to produce a paper with 
suggestions on how to bring clarity for Schools and how learning and teaching 
committees could be designed to be more effective. [Action] 

• The Educational Quality Committee would be charged with developing the quality 
framework, taking into account any replacement for the HEFCE APR.  Education 
Committees would need to be responsive to this and any other educational 
changes in the sector.  

• The proposals in the paper related to the membership and not the process for 
selection. There was currently no proposal on how programme directors would be 
appointed to the committee. AGC agreed that it was important for all Programme 
Directors to be given the opportunity to be considered for appointment should 
they wish to do so and recommended that a communication to Programme 
Directors should be sent out. The DP&P reported that he had already received 
early expressions of interest from those who knew of the proposals.  

• The Chair noted that equality and diversity matters should be considered when 
selecting members, noting Action 1.7 of the Athena SWAN action plan.  

 
Decision 
AGC agreed to recommend to Senate the establishment of the Educational Quality 
Committee.  
 

11.2 Research Committee Proposals 
AGC received an update from the VP (R&E) on plans for the establishment of a 
Research Committee as a formal subcommittee of Senate. He explained that plans were 
still in the development stage and detailed terms of reference and composition would 
come to a future meeting of AGC.  
 

12. Membership of Senate Sub-committees 
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The College Secretary reported that the revised proposals for composition of the 
Educational Quality Committee, which had reduced number of elected Senators on the 
Educational Quality Committee from five to two, meant that it would be harder to fulfil 
the expectation (discussed at the previous meeting of AGC) that each elected Senator 
to be asked to serve on at least one sub-committee of Senate. Proposals for the 
appointment of members of Senate Sub-committees were accordingly still in 
development, though work had been done to establish the number of potential posts 
for elected Senators under the proposed new arrangements for Senate Sub-
committees. Currently there were up to six potential posts for elected Senators on 
AGC, plus two posts on the proposed Research Committee, two posts on the 
Educational Quality Committee, and one on the Graduate School Committee. 

 
The College Secretary outline two possible processes for selection: 

• An ‘informal’ process which would involve advertising vacancies and 
expressions of interest being taken. There would be an opportunity for elected 
Senators to discuss the vacancies collectively, if they wished, or within 
Schools, but it would be for individuals to nominate themselves and for the 
Chair of the Sub-committee in question to make a final recommendation. 

• A ‘formal’ process which would involve a role description being developed 
before positions were advertised, a process of formal interview by a panel for 
interested candidates; and the recommendation of preferred candidates to 
Senate prior to final appointment. This process would still, of course, enable 
elected Senators to speak to each other before deciding whether or not to 
express interest in particular vacancies. 

 
In discussion the following points were made: 

• AGC agreed that each school should be represented by an elected Senator 
(or if no candidate came forward, a co-opted member of the Committee) at 
AGC; and asked that further expressions of interest in membership of AGC 
be sought now on this basis to fill current vacancies. [Action] 

• AGC agreed that where elected Senators were already members of a sub-
committee in an ex-officio capacity, ie Associate Deans, this should not count 
towards the number of elected Senators on a committee. The College 
Secretary should develop proposals for membership of other Senate Sub-
committees on that basis. [Action] 

• It would be important for the process of selecting elected Senators to serve 
on the Educational Quality Committee to be agreed in principle early if all 
posts on the Committee were to be filled when it became operational in early 
2018.   

 
13. Composition of Senate 

AGC considered a paper from the College Secretary which set out background 
information relating to the Visiting Staff Senator and proposals for the inclusion of 
Research staff into the membership of Senate. The paper also discussed options for 
the way forward in relation to both issues. In discussion the following points were 
made: 

• Currently visiting staff stood for election and voted in elections for Senate in 
‘Category B’ which related to Staff on Visiting Hourly Paid Lecturer Contracts. 

• The proposal for Research staff was to include them in ‘Category A’ staff as 
possible candidates for election to Senate under Category A, and to allow 
them to vote for candidates for election to Senate under Category A. 

• AGC was broadly in favour of maintaining the current arrangement for Visiting 
Staff and therefore an election for a member of Senate under Category B 
would be held in due course. [Action] 
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• AGC noted that it would not currently be possible to implement any proposal 
for Research staff to become eligible to stand for election as members of 
Senate under Category A or vote in such elections but agreed that an update 
on the issue should be provided to Senate. [Action] 

• The DP&P noted that he opposed the inclusion of Research staff into the 
membership of Senate and that he had raised his objections previously.  

 
14. Ordinance Revisions  

AGC considered an update relating to the potential revision of Ordinances A.3, A.2.2 
and C.1. The College Secretary explained that CGNC has recently considered the 
proposed new text of the Ordinances. In relation to Ordinance A.3 CGNC had asked 
for further consideration to be given to how the wording could make clear the 
expectation that Senators should, when deliberating and taking decisions as 
Senators, not act as representatives of particular constituencies at City but on behalf 
of City as a whole. 
 
In relation to Ordinance A.2.2 it was reported that there had been support from 
CGNC for the change in text to reflect that Council and Council Committees 
members would be required to ‘accept’ rather than ‘support’ decisions once taken. 
The proposed text for Ordinance A.2.2 would be considered by Council for approval 
at its meeting on 17th November.  
 
In relation to Ordinance C.1 it was noted that once the new arrangements for the 
governance of Senate (relating to Senate Sub-committees) has been agreed the 
Ordinance would be updated to reflect these changes. The changes would be for 
Council to approve.  
 
The Chair suggested that comments on the proposed wording for both Ordinances 
should be sent to the College Secretary.  

 
15.  Internal Audit 

AGC received the Internal Audit Report on Annual Programme Evaluation and Periodic 
Review 2016/17. The report found that a substantial level of assurance could be given 
to the adequacy and effectiveness of systems of internal control for the Annual 
Programme Evaluation and Periodic Review. Eight recommendations were made, 
including seven Priority Two recommendations and one Priority Three recommendation. 
No significant issues were reported. The report would go to Senate on 13th December 
for information. Comments on the report should be emailed to the Director of Internal 
Audit.  

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

 
16. Research Integrity Annual Report 
 AGC noted the report.  
 
17. Research Ethics Committee 
 AGC noted the minutes of the meeting of the Senate Research Ethics Committee held 

on the 10th October 2017. 
 
18.  Other Business 
 AGC had no other business to note. 
 
Date of next meeting 
7th February 2018 at 2pm in AG01 
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Professor Richard Verrall 
Chair of AGC 
November 2017 
 


