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Vice-Chancellor (Chair) Professor Paul Curran 1       

Deputy Vice-Chancellor Professor David Bolton 2       

Pro Vice-Chancellors Professor Richard Verrall (Deputy 
Chair) 
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Professor John Fothergill 4 A      

Professor Stanton Newman (p/t) 5 A    A  

Director of Student & Academic Services Ms Susannah Marsden 6     A  

Chairs of the  
Standing 
Committees 
of Senate: 

BoS in Arts & Social Sciences Professor Andrew Jones 7       

BoS in Business Studies Professor Steve Haberman 8  A A A   

BoS in Eng & Math Sci & Inf Professor Roger Crouch  9  A     

BoS in Health Sciences Professor Stanton Newman 10 A    A  

BoS in Law Professor Carl Stychin  11    A   

BoS in Learning Development Professor Susannah Quinsee 12       

Academic Governance Cttee Professor Richard Verrall 13       

Research Ethics Committee Professor Ron Douglas 14       

Validation & Inst Partners Cttee Professor Steve Stanton 15  A   A  

Dean of City Graduate School Professor Ken Grattan 16    A   
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Elected 
members of 
academic 
staff to equal 
the number 
of ex-officio 
staff posts 
and to 
include at 
least one 
from each of 
the Board of 
Studies 
areas.  

Arts & Soc Sciences (to Jul 15)  Professor Giulia Iori 1       

Arts & Soc Sciences (to Jul 15)  Professor Laurence Solkin 2       

Arts & Soc Sciences (to Jul 16)  Dr Mel Bunce 3     A  

Arts & Soc Sciences (to Jul 17) Dr Rachel Cohen 4     A  

Business (to Jul 15) Professor Charles Baden-Fuller 5    A   

Business (to Jul 16) Professor Celia Glass 6   A    

Business (to Jul 17) Dr Amanda Goodall 7    A   

Health Sciences (to Jul 16) Dr Martin Steggall 8 A N/M
  

 

N/M N/M N/M N/M 

Health Sciences (to Jul 17) Ms Julie Attenborough 9   A A   

Health Sciences (to Jul 17) Dr Chris Flood 10       

Health Sciences (to Jul 17) Professor Chris Hull 11       

Maths, Comp Sci & Eng (to Jul 16) Dr Arti Agrawal 12   A    

Maths, Comp Sci & Eng (to Jul 16) Dr Oliver Kerr (Senior Elected Senator) 13       

Maths, Comp Sci & Eng (to Jul 15) Professor Panicos Kyriacou 14   A    

Law (to Jul 15) Professor Susan Blake 15    A   

Law (to Jul 15) Mr Keith Simpson 16       

One additional elected member from the Visiting 
Staff (with an alternate) 

Dr John Saunders (to July 15) 
(Mr Peter Roberts – alternate) 
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A maximum of four 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. 

Ms Rima Amin, President 1 A      

Ms Issy Cooke, VP Education 2       

Ms Natalia Rajapakse, VP Activities & 
Development 
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Ms Hanna Gillespie-Gallery 4  
 

N/M 
 

N/M 
 

N/M 
 

N/M 
 

N/M 
Mr Umar Chaudhery (PGT) 5 N/M 
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Key: =In Attendance A= Apologies S=On Sabbatical N/M=Not a Member EA=Extended Absence  
  

In Attendance Role 
Dr Graham Daborn Executive Officer to the Vice-Chancellor 
Ms Louise Doolan Director of Library Services 
Ms Yemi Gbajobi Chief Executive Officer, Students’ Union 
Dr John Low Member of Council 
Mr Frank Toop University Secretary 
Ms Gemma Watt Governance Administrator 
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MINUTES SECTION A – OPEN FOR PUBLICATION 
 
Part One – Preliminary Items 

 
1. Apologies 

The Chair noted apologies from members and welcomed Dr John Low, a member of 
Council to the meeting. Council members are encouraged to attend Senate as 
observers. The Chair of Council, Rob Woodward, attended Senate in March. 
 

2. Highlighted Items 
Senate agreed:  
(i) It was agreed that the agenda would be reordered as follows; following item 13, 

the committee would consider item 20, item 18, item 15.1 and item 14. The 
Committee would then return to the original ordering of the agenda.   
  

3. Minutes 
The minutes of Meeting No.267 held on 4th March 2015 were approved, subject to the 
following changes: 
(i) Minute 10, REF Results: The Chair explained that following the circulation of the 

draft minutes an additional point relating to the progress of Doctoral Training Centre 
(DTC) bids had been added and this was marked in Italics. The PVC (R&E) would 
provide an update on the matter under Item 4, Matters Arising.  

(ii) Minutes 14.3, NSS Milestones (5th bullet point): “The representative for Health 
Sciences noted that there was an action plan in place to improve scores in the 
division of Nursing, which are at the lower milestone limit.  The focus was on 
improving scores in Midwifery, which had previously had a negative impact on the 
overall results.  Feedback received from ‘Your Voice 1’ for the Foundation Degree in 
Ophthalmic Dispensing suggested that there would be a higher score in Ophthalmics 
in 2015, which reports a combined result for optometry and the foundation degree 
and where an action plan is also in place.”  

(iii) Minute 4.1, Matters Arising, SES: “The VSS stated that he did not contest the results 
of the SES election or wish to stand for election of the SES” instead of “or believe 
that the VSS should stand for election of the SES.” 

 
4. Matters Arising 
 
4.1 Minute 4.1, 04.03.15, Matters Arising, Senior Elected Senator:  

The Chair of AGC reported that he had met Dr John Saunders and Dr Oliver Kerr to 
discuss the academic status of Visiting Hourly Paid Lecturers and whether there were 
any issues for Senate to address in relation to Regulations and Ordinances. The section 
of the Senate Ordinance relating to the Senior Elected Senator (C.1.4) would need 
clarification, but any proposed changes would come to Senate for consideration prior to 
going to Council for final approval. Dr John Saunders explained that he would like the 
opportunity to put his views in writing to the committees responsible for considering the 
changes relating to the Senior Elected Senator.  
 
Minute 10, 04.03.15, Matters Arising, REF Results:  
The PVC (R&E) provided a verbal update on the progress towards a DTC bid. He noted 
the importance of a successful DTC application to City’s Research Strategy and 
explained that there would be an ESRC call for Doctoral Training Partners (DTP) and 
DTCs in September.  Two representatives (Research Development Manager, Claire 
Bensusan and Professor Peter Ayton) from City attended a recent ESRC ‘town meeting’ 
and had reported back to City on the possible way forward.  
 
The PVC (R&E) explained that the matter had been discussed at the Research and 
Enterprise Committee where it had been agreed that the Graduate School would 
engage with other Higher Education Institutions regarding potential consortium 
opportunities. The Research Office would support the development and coordination of 
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any application. Professor Andrew Jones noted that conversations with other Higher 
Education Institutions relating to the ESRC bid had taken place and would continue over 
the summer. Senate agreed that a further update on the progression of the bid should 
be considered at the July meeting of Senate. [Action] 
 
The PVC (R&E) noted that there had been some recent success in applying for PhD 
students through the EU’s Marie Curie Initial Training Scheme (ITNs). It was reported 
that regular information sessions regarding EU funding are being held by the Research 
& Enterprise Office. Over 60 academic staff had attended the January session.   
 
Decision 
It was agreed that a further progress report on the DTC bid would come to the July 
meeting of Senate. [Action] 
 
Minute 16.4, 02.04.14, Matters Arising, Council:  
Dr John Saunders was concerned that other than some additional attendance at Senate 
he had not seen substantial progress in the Council School Link Members talking to staff 
and students or championing a School. He was concerned that the item was to be 
deleted. The University Secretary noted that the intention of the scheme was not for 
Council members to champion a School. The scheme had not set out with defined aims 
such as developing a relationship between the staff/students and the Council member. It 
was for each Council member who volunteered to take part to determine how best to 
engage with a School and to work with the School. The membership of the scheme had 
been reviewed and this was why the item was now complete.  
 
The President of the Students’ Union reported that she had discussed the matter with 
the Chair of Council and they had considered ways of moving forward. Senators had 
recently been invited to social events attended by Council members. This was part of a 
drive to strengthen the links between the two groups. A Senator noted that there were 
limitations with this approach and highlighted that there was currently no staff forum in 
place.  

 
5. Conflicts of Interest 

None were noted. 
   
6. Terms of Reference and Governance Regulations 
 Senate noted these for information. 

 
7. Items specially brought forward by the Chair 
 
7.1 To receive an update on the University of London (UoL) 

The Chair informed Senate that UoL had established a Review Panel to advise it and 
the Panel will visit the University in June 2015. 

 
8. Senate Calendar 

Senate received the updated calendar for business. The Chair noted that the calendar 
was a useful tool in forming Senate agendas. It was reported that owing to a delay in 
receiving some of the ARQM results the ARQM report would be deferred until the July 
meeting of Senate.  

 
9. Students’ Union (SU) 
9.1 Students’ Union Standing Report 

The SU President and the SU Vice-President Education highlighted to Senate the 
following key issues being taken forward by the SU;  

• The Keep Calm and Study On campaign would  be taking place through May 
and June. The campaign supports students through the exam period, providing 
extra support, advice and guidance.  

3 
 



 

 

• The Pure City campaign is on-going. The SU were currently working towards 
securing one month’s compensation for the students affected by the Pure City 
accommodation issues. It was reported that the problems experienced by the 
students had significantly impacted on their studies.  

• The Union was preparing a paper for UET and ExCo to ask that Friday prayers 
be held on campus following a unanimous vote in favour at the Union AGM. 

• Over 500 nominations had been received for the Student Voice Awards. The 
Deputy Vice-Chancellor noted that the Student Voice Awards had been highly 
successful and he encouraged Senators to attend future Student Voice Awards 
events.  

• Two new trustees had been recruited to the SU; Nick Smith, an external trustee 
and Om-Kalthoom Bashumailah, a student trustee.   

 
9.2 Student Representatives Mid-Term Review  

Senate received a report on the student representation system which included the 
current SU Programme Representatives Register. The Vice-President Education 
reported that 634 programme representatives had been submitted to the Union and that 
48% had received face to face training. Those unable to attend the training were offered 
individual training. Good feedback about the quality of representatives had been 
received by the SU, however, they were keen to further improve on the number of 
students attending the training sessions. Prior to the appointment of the SU CEO there 
had  been a lack of resources to take forward the work, but this was being addressed 
and further progress was expected in 2015/16. The SU representatives noted that the 
Student Experience Committees were a valuable source of student feedback and the 
Vice-President Education thanked all staff involved.  
 
Recruiting research student representatives continued to prove a challenge for the SU. 
It was reported that they had discussed the matter with staff in the Graduate School and 
were hopeful the problem could be overcome for the start of the new academic year. 
Unelected research students were providing feedback in the interim. 
 

Part Two – Academic Quality & Standards Key Areas 
  
10. School Student Experience Committees 

Senate received a report on the student feedback received at Student Experience 
Committees which report into Boards of Studies (BoS). The report outlined actions taken 
in response to feedback by each Professional Service Department. In discussion the 
following points were made: 
• The SU reported that in addition to the items included in the report, lecture capture, 

social space and teaching on Wednesday afternoons were also recurring themes in 
the Student Experience Committees.  The DVC explained that the report was 
intended to cover actions taken or responses from each professional service 
department and that Senate received a separate report each year covering the  SEC 
meetings.The DVC would discuss with colleagues in Student and Academic 
Services the possibility of merging the two reports for future meetings of Senate. 
[Action] 

•  IT have access to the statistics on student use of lecture capture and individual 
lecturers can view lecture capture usage relating to their courses on Moodle.    

• A Senator reported that he was surprised by the low ranking of City in the recent 
THE Student Experience Survey 2015. The DVC noted that the student sample was 
very low at approximately 135 students. In relation to the rankings, the SU President 
noted that accommodation, sports facilities and social space were cited as particular 
student issues. Sports facilities had been substantially improved owing to the recent 
opening of City Sport and work was in progress relating to student accommodation 
and social space. The SU were therefore confident that the issues cited in the 
rankings were in the process of being addressed.   
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• A Senator queried whether there had been improvements since the introduction of 
the Student Experience Committees or whether the central committee that preceded 
it had been more effective. The DVC noted that it was the view of Education & 
Student Committee (ESC) that the current arrangements were more effective and 
ESC fulfilled the role of the previous central committee. The Vice President 
Education noted that under the current arrangements academic staff do not usually 
sit the Student Experience Committees, with the exception of the Associate Dean 
Education.  
 

11. Annual Programme Evaluation (APE) Summary Reports 2013-15 
11.1 Undergraduate Degrees Annual Programme Evaluation Summary Report 

Senate considered the undergraduate annual programme evaluation summary report at 
the same time as the postgraduate report (Item 11.2). This was the first year that the 
LEaD academic team had been involved in examining the APEs. A sampling process 
has been developed for the quality review. In discussion the following points were made: 

• The Chair of the BoS in Learning and Development explained that the summary 
report was now shorter and more focused on thematic issues. She noted that 
programme teams often produce very long documents, however, highlighting key 
themes may be a more productive use of their time as well as being a useful way 
of highlighting good practice, team approach and innovation. She explained that 
the APE forms were being reviewed and may be amended to encourage teams 
to focus on capturing themes and innovation. [Action] 

• Although several missing reports had been highlighted this had been largely 
rectified following action taken by the DVC. A Senator noted that discussing the 
undergraduate APEs at the Cass BoS in the Autumn has proven problematic due 
to the lack of student representatives appointed at this time. The DVC noted that 
it was important to consider the APEs early in the academic year in order to 
address the previous year’s issues and adequately plan for the future; leaving 
the monitoring and discussion at BoS until later risked missing opportunities for 
addressing the previous year’s issues.  

• The Vice-President Education noted that student views were missing from quite 
a few areas in the report and that it was important for student views to be heard. 

• It was important that the APE not to be seen as form filling but for staff to 
understand its purpose and importance. The Chair of the BoS in Learning and 
Development would be willing to run some workshops to encourage discussion 
about the APE process and the importance of engaging with students. [Action] 

• Professor Blake reported that through her QAA work, she was aware of 
Universities that publish background information for reviews on a University 
SharePoint. This allowed for greater focus on student issues, action points, and 
planning. Implementing a SharePoint would not be possible at City in the short-
term, but it could be considered as a medium-term goal.  

 
11.2 Postgraduate Degrees Annual Programme Evaluation Summary Report 

Senate considered the postgraduate annual programme evaluation summary report as 
part of item 11.1.  

 
12. Assessment Feedback Turnaround Times – Autumn Report 

Senate considered the period 1 report on the assessment feedback turnaround times. 
The report showed a general trend of improvement, with the exception of Arts & Social 
Sciences. BoS action plans intended to monitor compliance were annexed to the report. 
The Chair of the BoS in Arts & Social Sciences reported that action was being taken and 
a revised action plan for the School had been produced in response to the recent 
feedback received.   

 
13. Period 1 Module Evaluation Outcomes – Autumn 2014 
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The report provided a summary of the module evaluation activity and outcomes 
undertaken during the first period of the 2014/15 academic year.  In discussion the 
following points were made: 
• Assessment and feedback scores indicated increasing satisfaction at module level. 

Teaching scores were comparable with or higher than NSS scores.  However, 
Senate noted with concern that 14% of modules failed to produce a result due to 
non-return of surveys. The Chair explained that work was taking place to bring down 
this number which covered non-distribution of surveys, multiple lecturer issues, 
spoiled surveys and non return of surveys.  

• The data quality issues experienced in the past was being resolved.  
• A Senator queried whether themes were also considered as part of the report. The 

DVC explained that themes were useful at the local level i.e. for individual lecturers 
and courses, but when looking at the wider picture it was better to look at the 
numbers. If any particular problems were identified as part of the evaluation process 
action plans would be put in place.  

• Cass had two additional questions included on their module evaluation forms. The 
Chair of the BoS in Business Studies reported that the additional questions were 
included at the time of the financial crisis and were intended to evaluate the ethical 
content of modules. There was now a case for  removing the additional questions.   

 
14. Doctoral Degree Supervisor Policy 

Senate approved the Doctoral Degree Supervisor Policy. The Dean of City Graduate 
School noted that since Senate first considered the Policy in December 2014 an 
assessment of the impact of the Policy had taken place.  Following the assessment, and 
having taken into consideration the additional responses received from BoS 
representatives, the Graduate School had revised the Policy. In discussion the following 
points were made: 

• The BoS would continue to be responsible for implementing and monitoring the 
Policy. However, the “first supervisor” with overall responsibility for a research 
student must now have a contract with the University for at least 20% FTE, be 
research excellent and have supervised at least one doctoral student to 
completion successfully.  Senators noted the recent Graduate School survey on 
the number of staff/students potentially affected by the Policy. To facilitate 
transitional arrangements, the new “first supervisor” requirements would only 
apply to new students. The Dean of the Graduate School noted that they would 
work with Schools to identify whether any current PhD students without a 
research excellent “first supervisor” would benefit from the addition of a research 
excellent academic within their supervisory team. [Action] 

• The representatives from the BoS were consulted on the revised Policy on 
behalf of the BoS. However, there was some concern that the Policy had not 
been considered by the full BoS who are typically expected to provide feedback 
to Senate on such matters. However, Senate had not required this and BoS had 
been consulted on the Policy before it was first presented to Senate in 
December.  It was agreed that the BoS should receive feedback throughout the 
year on the working of the new Policy, including information on student numbers 
and student routes. The BoS would be asked to feedback to Senate at the end of 
the first year of implementation as part of a Senate review of the Policy. 
[Action]  

• Due to fluctuations in publishing rates academic staff may fall in and out of 
category A and B. However, the Policy allowed for a BoS to make a case to the 
VC to approve a member of staff as a “first supervisor” who was not research 
excellent. It was agreed that Senate would receive an annual report on such 
exceptional approvals. [Action] 

• At the Cass Business School the current research activity and experience of 
supervisors were considered in aggregate. They did not specify which supervisor 
met the conditions as long as the supervisors combined were both research 
excellent and had supervisory experience. It was noted by another Senator that 
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there was not a perfect correlation between being research-excellent and being 
a good supervisor.  

• The data were not currently available relating to completion rates and the ARQM 
scores of supervisors, but it was not unusual to have student appeal cases 
where a PhD student has not finished and did not have a supervisor with a PhD. 
Senate noted with concern the lack of data on completion rates.  

• In relation to the supervisors needing to hold an appointment of at least 20% 
FTE a Senator queried whether the Policy could be amended so that visiting 
staff who did not hold a 20% FTE appointment could be considered. It was noted 
that much consideration had been given to the wording and that visiting staff 
have been transferred to 20% FTE appointments in the past where there has 
been a case made.  

• An equality assessment would be included in the review.  The Dean of the 
Graduate School agreed to discuss this with Dr Saunders outside of the meeting. 
[Action] 

 
Decision 
Senate approved the Policy, subject it being reviewed in one year. It was agreed that 
as part of the review the BoS would be given the opportunity to review the Policy and 
feedback to Senate [Action].  
 

Part Three – Other items for Decision or Discussion 
15. Research 
15.1 Background Information on the ARQM Exercise 

Senate received a paper which provided the background information on the use of the 
ARQM. Senate had requested this information at the March meeting of Senate during a 
discussion on the REF results. The paper included an overview of the development of 
the ARQM, the methodology of the ARQM and the use of the ARQM as a measure of 
research quality. The PVC (R&E) noted that UCU had circulated a paper to members of 
Senate in response to the ARQM process and he was scheduled to meet Union 
representatives in the week beginning 11th May 2015. In discussion the following points 
were made: 

• UET and ExCO oversaw the introduction of the ARQM which was intended to 
annually assess research quality, assess the research quality of candidates for 
academic posts, help inform appraisals, promotion and progression cases and 
feed into REF 2014 preparations. The ARQM had been designed to give Council 
assurance on progress towards increasing City’s research intensity (PI 2.1) 
between REF exercises. Senate received information on the ARQM in 2011 in 
relation to REF preparations.  

• ARQM did not go to Senate for comment when it was first introduced. Senate’s 
calendar of business has been developing over time and during this period 
Research & Enterprise items did not regularly feature on the agenda. The PVC 
(R&E) noted that there would be a review of the ARQM following the current 
assessment. [Action] 

• Citations and impact metrics could form part of a review of research quality. The 
PVC (R&E) reported that this would be considered as part of the ARQM review 
but peer review is the primary way of assessing research quality. [Action] 

• Academic staff experience peaks and troughs in relation to publishing; innovative 
research may be time consuming, but creativity should be allowed to develop, 
despite the length of time it may take to publish.  

• The REF has a six year rolling window for publication and currently (but not 
initially) the ARQM has a four year rolling window. The PVC (R&E) noted that it 
would be possible to consider reviewing the window.  

• It was suggested that introducing a ‘mini-REF’ may help improve future REF 
predictions.   
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• A Senator noted that measuring research output in the current form may 
discourage staff from publishing more than they have to. He reported that there 
had been declining research output observed in other Universities.  

• Citation metrics were an important measure in some fields of study and it was 
suggested that Council should be informed of this measure. The PVC (R&E) 
noted that the focus on citations alone may be too narrow and Council may be 
better informed by other measures.  

• A Senator explained that he was in support of the ARQM and agreed that it was 
useful to review research output, however, he noted that the impact on 
individuals should be handled with care as the results would impact appraisal 
and promotion.  

• A Senator reported that he was concerned that research specific to the UK, for 
example NHS related research, may not be considered ‘world-leading’ and could 
be limiting for those researching UK specific areas. 

• The PVC (R&E) noted that the preparations for the next REF would come to a 
future meeting of Senate. The report would include information on impact case 
studies. [Action] 

• A Senator noted that he felt some unease about ARQM and queried whether 
there may be a better measure. The PVC (R&E) explained that the ARQM 
review would come to Senate in the 2015/16 academic year and would be 
considered in time to influence the next ARQM process. [Action]  

• A Senator queried whether the revised ARQM methodology and process would 
come to Senate for approval. The University Secretary advised that any decision 
on this should be considered by AGC in the first instance.  [Action]  

 
Decision 
It was agreed that a review of the ARQM would be considered at a future meeting of 
Senate. AGC would consider whether the ARQM should be approved by Senate.  
 

15.2 Research and Enterprise Work Stream 
Senate received a progress report on the status of the current projects in the Research 
and Enterprise work stream. The report included the key enabling project of increasing 
research grant & contract income.  

 
16. Quality & Standards 
16.1 Undergraduate and Postgraduate Applications for 2015/16  

Senate noted the undergraduate and postgraduate applications for 2015/16.  As of 19th 
April the undergraduate applications were up +9.53% on the previous year and 
postgraduate applications were up by +4%. The number of firm applicants was 
encouraging, however, there was concern regarding the high number of insurance 
replies on some courses.  

 
16.2 Student Performance Monitoring Report: Retention and Progression 

Senate received the Student Performance Monitoring Report for 2013/14 comparing it 
with 2012/13. The DVC reported that there were no particular institutional concerns, 
however, where there were individual course concerns e.g., SMCSE undergraduate, 
work was currently taking place. Benchmark data on retention rates was available and it 
is considered as part of City’s PI on student progression and completion. (PI 1.6).  

 
16.3 Performance Monitoring Report: Students with Disabilities 

Senate received the performance monitoring report on students with disabilities for 
2013/14. Since the report was last considered at Senate it had been expanded to focus 
on several groupings not just students with disabilities including those from 
disadvantaged or under-represented backgrounds. The Access and Steering Group had 
found that analysing postgraduate student data was a challenge due to the student 
record system currently in place. Work to resolve this issue was on-going. Further work 
was also needed to provide comparative figures for prior years. 
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16.4 PhD Studentships 

The Dean of City Graduate School provided Senate with a verbal update on City’s 
position on funding PhD Studentships. He noted that although central funding support 
had ceased, Schools were still funding studentships and City had recently advertised in 
the THE for up to 15 fully funded doctoral studentships. However, it was important for 
Schools to also attract external funding. The Graduate School would be working with 
Schools to reinstate the advertising of PhD projects on the City website in order to 
attract applicants who were self-funded or in receipt of funding from their national 
government or their employer. 

 
17 Restructuring within the School of Arts & Social Sciences 

Senate received a paper relating to the proposed restructure in Arts & Social Sciences.  
The proposal was for the Culture and Creative Industries department ceasing to be a 
department and Music to be re-established as a department.  
 
Prior to consideration at Senate the matter had been endorsed at the BoS in Arts & 
Social Sciences as well as City’s Executive Committee.  

 
Decision  
Senate agreed to recommend to Council for the Culture and Creative Industries 
department ceasing to be a department and Music to be re-established as a 
department.  

 
18 Graduate School Review 

Senate considered a report from the Graduate School, undertaken by Professor Charles 
Baden-Fuller. The report included a review of the School’s objectives and the progress 
made since the School’s formation. The proposed future areas of focus for the 
Committee included student financial support, working towards DTC applications, 
improving data collection, exploring cross-School collaboration and working with 
Schools on formal training, student motivation, self-esteem and career support. The 
Chair thanked Professor Baden-Fuller for the report and thanked the Graduate School 
team for the work being carried out at the Graduate School.  In discussion the following 
points were made: 
• The Graduate School were working with the Communications team on ways to 

improve information available to students on the website.  
• The University had recently advertised for up to 15 fully-funded studentships. Further 

information on this matter is covered under item16.4. 
• There was some concern that completion rate data, where the University performed 

poorly, was missing from the report due to the challenges in extracting data from the 
current student records systems. The Graduate School were asked to prioritise the 
collection of completion rate and associated data as Senate would wish to review 
this, along with action plans, in due course. [Action]. The PVC (S&P) agreed to 
meet Professor Baden-Fuller regarding the data issues being experienced. The Data 
Quality Steering Group, which is an advisory group to PVC (S&P), may be able to 
offer some assistance to the Graduate School [Action] 

• Despite the concern over the speed of students completing their studies in the 
historical HEFCE dara, the Schools were still being encouraged to recruit PhD 
students. It was queried whether City should be encouraging this while historical 
completion rates are an outstanding issue.   

• The Postgraduate Research Experience Survey (PRES) 2015 would be a useful 
source of student feedback. The Graduate School would be considering the  themes 
emerging from the Survey when they become available.  

• The quality of supervison was an important reason why students do not complete in 
time. 

• Although the quality of supervision is important in ensuring completion, good 
experienced supervisors may not be eligible to supervise new students under the 
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new Policy outlined in Item 14. This would be addressed in Item 14, the Vice-
Chancellor was able to approve supervisors who did not meet the criteria. 

 
Decision  
It was agreed that Graduate School action plan would be discussed at a future meeting 
of Senate. Professor Baden-Fuller and Professor Ken Grattan would produce a paper in 
time for consideration at the 14th October 2015 Senate. [Action] 
 

19. Chair’s Reports 
19.1 Reports from the Chairs of BoS and Chair of Validation & Institutional 

Partnerships Committee 
No matters of concern or general interest were raised. 
 

19.2 Reports from other Committees (Education & Student Committee, Graduation 
Committee, Research and Enterprise Committee, Academic Governance 
Committee) 
No matters of concern or general interest were raised. 

 
20 Organisational Development Framework (ODF) 

Senate received the ODF which included a wide range of projects and initiatives under 
the broad headings of leadership, internal communications and the staff experience. In 
discussion the following points were made: 
• In relation to the Equality and Diversity activity on the project schedule, the 

application for an Athena SWAN accreditation had not been successful. There had 
been no communication of the result, the reasons for failure and the actions now to 
be taken.  

• The Chair of the Equality Committee reported that there was an historic issue with 
data collection at City and this had been highlighted in the feedback received from 
Athena SWAN. Discussions with HR were taking place and there would be be a 
review of the action plan. It was a high priority but was being held back at the 
moment by the lack of a senior female member of staff to chair the project 
committee. This was likely to be resolved shortly.   

• The impact of the Athena SWAN rejection on the UoL discussions was queried. The 
PVC (S&P) agreed to report on the number of Athena SWAN awards held in 
University of London Colleges, noting that some Colleges have departmental 
awards, but may not have an institutional award. [Action] 

• It was reported that there were on-going initiatives in Cass Business School to 
recruit top female talent to the MBA programme. Some were concerned as to how 
City would now be viewed in relation to its commitment to gender equality.  

• The Students’ Union noted that under-representation can affect the student 
experience and that workforce diversity in its many forms can enhance it.  

• There had been an opportunity to take positive action during City’s pre-REF 
recruitment drive. It was noted that item 3.5 equality and diversity had a status of ‘on 
hold’. The PVC (S&P) reported that the project was listed as on hold because 
decisions would come out of Equality Committee discussions at a later point. 
Senators asked to be involved in the Athena SWAN discussion and to be kept 
informed of future action plans and timetables. The Chair noted that it was important 
for Senate to devote an appropriate amount of time to its key concern; academic 
quality and standards issues but it might be useful to have a presentation on this 
important matter at the next meeting of Senate. [Action]  

• A Senator noted that he had attended a Vision and Strategy event but did not feel 
well informed about the purpose of the event and queried whether it was the best 
forum for discussing the outcome of the staff survey. He noted that the proposed 
evening events may be a barrier to some staff with commitments outside of work.  
He wondered as to whether the name ODF would be a barrier to some staff. 
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• The SU President noted that it would be useful to review the adequacy of policies 
such as bullying and harassment. The Chair of the Equality Committee agreed to 
cover this at a future meeting of the Equality Committee. [Action] 

 
Decision 
It was agreed that Senate would receive a presentation on Athena SWAN at their 
meeting on 8th July 2015.  
 

 Part Four – Items for Information 
 
21. REF Results Report 

Senate received the REF results report that had been circulated to Schools. Senate had 
asked to receive the report.  The report analysed City’s performance and outlined the 
recommendations for the next REF. It also made detailed recommendations for the 
next Research Strategy and preparation for the next REF. 

 
22. Annual Report on Research and Enterprise  

Senate noted the report 
 

23. Research Students who Teach: Implementation of Policy 
Senate received a report on the implementation of the Research Students who Teach 
Policy. The City Graduate School was unable to find any evidence to suggest that the 
number of teaching hours that research students were required to undertake exceeded 
that specified in the Policy. However, the Graduate School did notice from the School 
responses that the quality of record keeping of the teaching activity undertaken by 
research students across the University was inconsistent and that some 
Schools/Departments provided clearer and more timely information to students on 
teaching expectations than others. The Graduate School would remind Schools of the 
Policy’s key requirements.[Action] 
 

24.    Minutes for Information 
Senate noted reports from the following meetings: 

 
24.1  Council 
 
24.2  Senate Boards and Committees 
  24.2.1 Board of Studies in Arts & Social Sciences 

 24.2.2 Board of Studies in Business Studies 
  24.2.3 Board of Studies in Law 
  24.2.4  Board of Studies in Learning Development 
  24.2.5  Senate Research Ethics Committee 

24.3  Executive Advisory Committees 

 24.3.1    Education & Student Committee 
 24.3.2    Graduate School Committee  (key discussions paper) 
 

25. Assessment Board Chairs 
 Senate received an updated list of Assessment Board Chairs in the School of Health 

Sciences.  
 
26. Honorary Visiting Professor Appointments 

Senate noted that since its last meeting, the following Honorary Visiting Professors had been 
appointed or re-appointed: 
 
Honorary Visiting Professor Appointments  
Professor Stephen Burman, in the School of Arts and Social Sciences for three years with 
effect from 1st October 2015. 
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Honorary Visiting Professor Re-appointments  
Professor Richard Collins, in the School of Arts and Social Sciences for three years with 
effect from 1st April 2015. 

  
Professor Tero Timonen, in the School of Arts and Social Sciences for three years with 
effect from 1st April 2015. 

 
Mr Charles Williams, in the City Law School for three years with effect from 1st November 
2014. 

 
 
Part Five – Concluding Items  
 
22. Freedom of Information Review 

Senate agreed no changes to the Open/Closed/Restricted classification of items on the 
Agenda. 
 

23. Date of Next Meeting 
8th July 2015 from 2.00pm to 5.00pm. The Chair thanked Rima Amin, President of the 
Students’ Union, who was attending her last meeting. 
 
 
 
 

Professor Paul Curran 
Vice-Chancellor and Chair of Senate 
May 2015 
 
Note: [Action] = to be recorded in matters arising. 
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