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Report from AGC 
 
 
Summary 
 
The purpose of this paper is to highlight the following key business considered by AGC in 
May and June 2015 which is not otherwise included on the Senate agenda: 
 

• Chair approvals/composition regulation  

• Senior Elected Senator: eligibility to stand and vote 

• Power to suspend or depart from Regulations 

• Senate’s role in the ARQM 

• Regulation 27 

Senate is asked to review the topics covered by AGC and to approve their 
recommendations.  
 
The AGC papers are available on request. 
 
One action required. 
 
 
Recommended Action 
 
Senate is asked to approve the enclosed recommendations from AGC.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Publication:  Open  
 



Item 19.1 
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REPORT FROM AGC 
 
1. REGULATIONS GOVERNING CHANGES TO COMPOSITION OF SENATE 
COMMITTEES AND APPROVAL OF SENATE COMMITTEE CHAIRS 
 
AGC received a paper on a proposal to clarify the approval of the appointment of members 
to Senate Committees and also the appointment of Senate Committee Chairs.  The matter 
had arisen in February 2015 when AGC agreed a minor change to its composition. The 
Regulations for AGC currently give it the power to ‘approve minor amendments to the terms 
of reference and composition of Senate’s Committees’.  

 
In order to clarify the arrangements AGC agreed that the Regulations further state that 
‘members are appointed by their Committees in accordance with the composition in 
Regulations but the Chairs and Deputy Chairs should be appointed by Senate’. 

 
Recommendation for approval  
 
Regulation 4 is amended to state that members are appointed by their Committees in 
accordance with their prescribed composition as set out in the Regulations but that Chairs 
and Deputy Chairs should be appointed by Senate. 
 
2. SENIOR ELECTED SENATOR: ELIGIBILITY TO STAND AND VOTE 
Dr Saunders, the current VSS, prepared a paper and presented it to AGC in May in 
response to the proposed changes. The matter of the VSS’s role in the election of the SES 
arose following his objection to being unable to vote in the December 2014 election. This 
had led to further discussions at AGC and Senate regarding the role of the VSS in the 
election of the SES. This had in turn led to a proposal to change the Ordinance. It was the 
view of Dr Saunders that the current Ordinance which states that ‘(t)he SES is elected by 
and from amongst the elected academic staff members of Senate’ included both groups in 
the elected Senator category and as such an Ordinance change would be unnecessary.  

 
Dr Saunders noted that he now understood more fully the SES’s important role in 
communicating with Council. He explained that the person elected to the position must be 
able to demonstrate their availability and therefore few Visiting Lecturers would have the 
time and experience to deal with the matters the SES had to deal with. He noted that in his 
view this also applied to fractional staff and he felt it was important that the VSS should not 
be treated differently from fractional staff.  
 
Dr Saunders explained that in his view electing an appropriate person to the role of SES 
should be left to the good sense of the electorate. However, given the important 
safeguarding role of the SES he suggested that the SES should only be chosen from staff 
with at least a 50% contract. He suggested the following wording: 
 
To ensure as far as possible accessibility and involvement in the full range of 
academic quality and standards processes the SES should be employed on an 
academic contract of half time or more. 

 
In discussion, it was noted that legal advice had been sought because Dr Saunders had 
previously queried whether City was acting legally in not allowing the VSS to vote and stand 
in the election. The Chair noted that it was important to consider the importance of the role 



from Council’s point of view. The role of the SES was introduced when there was concern 
that a route to Council should exist to protect the University if the Vice-Chancellor failed to 
respond to the need to protect quality and standards.The mood of the May meeting was to 
draft a revised Ordinance in line with Dr Saunder’s wording after taking legal advice that it 
was not discriminatory.  

 
At the June meeting of AGC further legal advice had been taken to ensure the wording was 
not discriminatory. It had also been checked against current HR practice. This wording was 
now proposed with the addition of a clause which requires the post-holder to be approved by 
Council and Senate so as to ensure that the key requirements of accessibility and 
involvement in the full range of academic quality and standards processes were met. The 
wording now read: 

 
“To ensure, as far as possible, accessibility and involvement in the full range of 
academic quality and standards processes, eligible candidates for election as 
SES are those who are employed on an academic contract of half time or more. 
The election will be managed by the University Secretary. Only the elected staff 
Senators can vote in the election of the SES. Senate and Council must approve 
the appointment of the Senior Elected Senator after the election.” 
 

It was accepted that it was unlikely that the Visiting Staff Senator would stand. 
 

The use of Category A and B to clarify how non ex-officio members of Senate were defined 
was retained as it covered off a concern of Dr Saunders that the current Ordinance implied 
that visiting hourly paid lecturers were not academic staff. The two categories of elected staff 
Senators were: Category A: employed on full time or fractional academic contracts but 
excluding research assistants and research fellows, and Category B:, employed on visiting 
hourly paid lecturer contracts.  As was currently the case, the electorate for the Category A 
non ex-officio members of Senate would come from Category A staff and there would be one 
additional member elected from Category B staff.  

 
Dr Saunders had been sent the unapproved AGC minute relating to the discussion at May’s 
AGCs. He had also been sent the current AGC paper containing the proposed Ordinance 
change.  

 
Recommendation for approval 
Senate is asked to approve the changes to the Ordinances to Senate as set out in Annex 1. 
[CGNC have already agreed this can be recommended to Council if Senate approves it]. 
 
3. POWER TO SUSPEND OR DEPART FROM THE REGULATIONS 
 
AGC has been discussing for most of this year creating a regulation that would allow, in 
exceptional circumstances, for a suspension of regulations so as not to disadvantage 
student progression. Following the receipt of legal advice AGC considered the proposed 
wording for a suspension of regulations and noted the similar regulations that were in place 
at other universities The recommendation from the lawyers was that the wording should go 
in Ordinances.The wording was agreed by AGC  (May 2015) as follows: 
 

“In circumstances where urgent action is required in order to ensure that a group of 
students may progress or graduate and it would not be reasonable and/or equitable 
to adhere to the existing Regulations, the Vice-Chancellor may suspend or depart 
from the Regulations. In such circumstances, the Vice-Chancellor:- 

 
1. must ensure that the University’s academic standards continue to be maintained; 



2. should consult Senate, if reasonably practicable, before suspending or departing 
from the Regulations; and 

3. must report as soon as possible to Senators and then Senate and Council that 
such action has been taken, providing the general details of the students or 
cohort affected and the rationale for so doing.” 

The Ordinance would not impact individual students but rather groups. AGC had suggested 
this change to avoid action by an individual student who thought the Ordinance should have 
been applied on their behalf. This had been checked legally. 

 
Recommendation for approval 
 
Senate is asked to approve the wording above to Senate, for inclusion in the Ordinances. 
[CGNC have already agreed this can be recommended to Council if Senate approves it]. 
 
4. ARQM 
AGC received a paper relating to Senate’s role in the approval of the ARQM methodology 
and process. The matter had been brought to AGC for discussion following a debate at 
Senate in which Senators had queried the extent of Senate’s involvement in ARQM and 
whether it should be considered by Senate for formal approval. ExCo had overseen 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. ARQM had been designed to give 
Council assurance on progress towards increasing City’s research intensity (PI 2.1) between 
REF exercises. It was noted in the paper that the ARQM process and methodology was not 
listed in Ordinances as being retained by Council and its Committees for decision and 
therefore the authority currently rests with the Vice-Chancellor. In discussion the following 
points were made: 

• It was a Council decision as to whether the ARQM methodology and process 
should be a decision for Council, Senate or the Vice-Chancellor.  

• The Vice-Chancellor had delegated authority over employment matters and 
ARQM was linked to many employment issues including professorial banding 
and others mentioned above. 

• Senate has delegated responsibility for quality and standards and as such 
Senate should have oversight of Research matters. This would be analogous 
to Senate’s responsibility for reviewing education quality (receiving module 
evaluations).  When looking at ARQM Senate should look at the methodology 
and process and not individuals (in the same way that individual module 
scores are not considered by Senate).  

• It was noted that module evaluations come to Senate but not for approval. 
The question set is considered by Senate and is the framework for assessing 
and improving education.  

• It was suggested that each year there would be a report on the ARQM that 
would be considered by Senate. There should also be a paper setting out the 
methodology and process for the next year which could be reviewed by 
Senate. Periodic reviews of ARQM would also go to Senate and Council for 
consultation.  

 
Recommendation for Approval 
1.  Regulation 27 is amended to ensure that Senate is consulted in respect of ARQM 
methodology, process and periodic reviews.  
 
 



5. REGULATION 27   
AGC considered the role of the Boards of Studies in approving Regulations. Regulation 27 
currently specifies that Boards of Studies should be consulted on proposed changes to 
Regulations.  However, it was reported that this was not universally occurring. AGC were 
asked whether a more nuanced regulation was required to ensure that Boards of Studies 
were not unduly burdened when minor changes were being proposed, but were adequately 
consulted when major changes were being proposed.  
 
It was also noted that the recent internal audit of assessment board controls had highlighted 
a small number of inconsistencies in the Regulations, which had meant that Regulation 27 
did not always correspond with the content of other Regulations. In such instances it was 
suggested that Regulation 27 should prevail. In discussion the following points were made: 
 

• The way the Regulation is written suggests BoS should be consulted on every 
change. Some Regulation changes have fully involved the BoS while other 
Regulation changes have not involved full consultations and this seems 
appropriate.  

• Although some Regulation amendments didn’t go to formal consultation with BoS 
there was often a clear consultation process involving groups of staff, made up of 
both academic and professional staff. Those involved considered the changes 
and had an opportunity to feedback on the proposals. The suggested Regulation 
changes often went to Education and Student Committee for discussion prior to 
the Regulation coming to AGC for recommendation to Senate.  

• If City were adjudged not to have followed the correct processes some 
Regulations could be open to challenge from individual students. Informal legal 
advice had been sought. It was noted that it was proposed to cover off technical 
defects of process in the revised Charter and Statutes which would enable 
decisions to stand if there had been a technical defect. 

 
Recommendations for Approval: 
 

1. Where amendments to Regulations were proposed for approval at the July Senate 
and the BoS had not been consulted. Senate should approve the Regulation subject 
to the BoS being consulted over the summer. Senate would receive a short update 
on the matter in the Autumn and could confirm or amend the Regulation.  

2. Regulation 27 should state that where there are regulation inconsistencies 
Regulation 27 is the authoritative Regulation and it prevails. 

3. Regulation 27 should be amended so that AGC or Senate could require consultation 
with BoS for changes to Regulations but otherwise BoS would not be consulted. 

 
 
Professor Richard Verrall 
Chair AGC 
June 2015 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Annex 1 
 
Senior Elected Senator - Proposed Ordinance 
Proposed changes are in bold 
 

C.1.3.ii           Non Ex-Officio members 
Elected members of Category A staff to equal the number of ex-officio staff 
posts and to include at least two from each of the academic discipline Board 
of Studies areas (i.e. excluding the Board of Studies in Learning 
Development).  All are elected for a period of three years, renewable. 
Category A staff comprise the entire electorate for this election. 
  
One additional elected member from Category B Staff (with an alternate) 
where the Category B staff comprise the entire electorate for that election. 
 
Note:  
Category A staff = Staff on full time and fractional academic staff 
contracts but excluding research assistants and research fellows. 
Category B staff = Staff on Visiting Hourly Paid Lecturer Contracts 

 
C.1.4.iii The Senior Elected Senator (SES)  

The SES will act as a point of contact for Senate members and other 
academic staff with concerns that significant matters of academic quality and 
standards have not been appropriately addressed by Senate.  The SES 
should not be the first port of call for these concerns.  They should have been 
raised with those who have authority to act in the first instance. 

 
The role ensures that there is an alternative route of communication to 
Council for members of Senate if they have concerns in respect of academic 
quality and/or standards that have not been addressed by the Vice-Chancellor 
and his/her team.  The SES will in the first instance discuss these concerns 
with the Vice-Chancellor, who is also Chair of Senate.  If the concerns are 
material and are still not addressed, or in the view of the SES not likely to be 
addressed, then the SES should raise these concerns with the University 
Secretary and the Pro-Chancellor.  The Pro-Chancellor will then decide on the 
next steps to be taken. 

 
To ensure, as far as possible, accessibility and involvement in the full 
range of academic quality and standards processes, eligible candidates 
for election as SES are those who are employed on an academic 
contract of half time or more. The election will be managed by the 
University Secretary. Only the elected staff Senators can vote in the 
election of the SES. Senate and Council must approve the appointment 
of the Senior Elected Senator after the election.  
 
The holder will hold the position for three years but will be eligible for re-
election.  If the holder ceases to be a Member of Senate (for example in the 
event that their term of appointment as a Senate Member expires without re-
election) they will cease to be the SES and a new election will be held. 

 
 


