
 In relation to matters marked as Closed 
The text in purple is not for publication 

 

 

1 of 9 

Senate 

25 February 2014 

 
Present: Chris Higgins (Chair), Catherine Alexander, Louise Amoore, Elizabeth 

Archibald, Carl Bagley, Helen Ball, Clare Bambra,  Michael Bohlander, 
Carolyn Brown, Tim Burt, Joe Cassidy, Tim Clark, Robin Coningham, David 
Cowling, Mike Davenport, Rob Dixon, Joe Elliott, John Evans, Martyn Evans, 
Simon Forrest, Sue Frenk, Chris Gerrard, Becky Gowland, Simon Hackett, 
Mariann Hardey, Dave Harper, Alexandra Harrington, Johannes Haubold, 
David Held, Robin Hendry, Charlie Heywood, Ray Hudson, Pali Hungin, 
Patrick Hussey, Antony Long, Catherine Marshall, Roger Masterman, Tom 
McLeish, Andrew Millard, David Morris, Emma Murphy, Dave Petley, Jon 
Purcell, Thomas Renstrom, Sharon Richardson, Alec Ryrie, Corrine Saunders, 
Dan Slavin, Leigh Spanner, Helen Stain, Veronica Strang, Marek Szablewski, 
Anne Taormina, Steven Taylor, Jill Tidmarsh, Graham Towl, Jon Trevelyan, 
David Wall, Tom Ward, Laura Wilson and Dagou Zeze. 

  
In Attendance: Clare Curran (Director of Human Resources), Adrian Darnell (Acting Principal 

of St. Hild and St. Bede), Jon Davidson (Deputy Head of Science), Michael 
Gilmore, Wendy Harle, Peter Judge, Keith Lindsey (Acting Head of Biological 
and Biomedical Sciences), Paulina Lubacz, Clare McGlynn (Deputy Head of 
Social Science and Health), Mark Richardson and Philip Williamson (Deputy 
Head of Arts and Humanities). 
Andrew Mitchell (Vice-Chair of Council) for part of the Governance Review 
Project. 

  

 
Minutes of a meeting held on 25 February 2014 

held at the Lindisfarne Centre, St. Aidan’s College 
(All documents listed are filed with the official copy of the Minutes) 

  Action 

46.  Welcome/Thanks  
 The Chair of Senate welcomed the following to their first meeting of Senate in their 

current role: 

 Professor David Cowling, Pro-Vice-Chancellor (Arts & Humanities); 

 Professor Patrick Hussey, Pro-Vice-Chancellor (Science) 

 Professor Emma Murphy (Head of School of Government & International Affairs); 

 Professor Anne Taormina (Head of Department of Mathematical Sciences); 

 

 The Chair also welcomed Clare Curran, the Director of HR, who was attending the 
meeting as part of her induction and specifically invited for the discussion of Senior 
Appointments.  
 
The Chair also welcomed Adrian Darnell who had indicated his willingness to act as 
Principal of Hild-Bede as Chris Hutchinson is sadly absent due to ill health.  The 
formal appointment has yet to be finalised and Adrian is therefore currently a guest 
at Senate. 
 

 

 The Chair thanked Maggie O’Neill, Principal of Ustinov College, for her contribution 
as a member a Senate. 
 

 

 The Chair thanked Peter Judge, the University Secretary, for his contribution to the 
development of the University and his support to Senate and Council, and wished 
him well in his new role as Attorney General of the Falkland Islands and of South 
Georgia and the South Sandwich Islands. Senate members echoed the Vice-
Chancellor’s thanks on behalf of Senate. 
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47.  Apologies  

 Apologies were received from: Tom Allen, John Ashworth, Jon Gluyas, Julian 
Horton, Chris Hutchinson, Jeremy Kendal, Sam Nolan, Maggie O’Neill, Marina 
Sawdon, Carolyn Summerbell, Peter Swift, Martin Ward and David Wilkinson. 

 

   
48.  Minutes: 10 December 2013: Approved  

   
49.  Matters Arising  

 Noted:  there were no matters arising.  
   

50.  Heads of Department  
 Agreed:  to endorse the following Board of Studies nominations for the appointment 

of Heads of Department following UEC endorsement, and to recommend them to 
Council for approval: 
a) Earth Sciences:  Professor Jon Gluyas for a further 2 years from 1 April 2014;  
b) Physics: Professor Simon Morris for 3 years from 1 August 2014;  
c) Psychology:  Professor Madeline Eacott for 3 years from 1 August 2014. 

 

   
51.  Senior Appointments (S/13/32)  

 The Chair updated Senate on the appointment process for the PVC (Research), the 
University Secretary and the Head of the University Assurance Service.  
 
The role description for the PVC (Research) had been revised in line with the 
recommendations made by Senate on 10 December 2013 and a professional 
recruitment consultant had been appointed. 
 

 

 Agreed: 
a) the proposals in relation to the recruitment of the University Secretary, Head of 

University Assurance Service, and PVC (Research); 
b) the appointment of a joint appointment panel for the posts of University 

Secretary and Head of the University Assurance Service, noting the powers 
given to that Committee by Council; 

c) the draft job description for University Secretary would be circulated to all 
Senate members who could feed in their comments to the panel through the 
Director of HR. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

PJ 

 Approved:  
a) the convening of a joint Appointment Committee for the University Secretary 

with the following membership recommended by the Vice-Chancellor, noting 
that the Committee would also be responsible to Council for the appointment 
of the Head of the University Assurance Service: 

 
Chris Higgins 
Tom Ward 
Catherine Alexander 
 
Alternates: 
Ray Hudson 
Veronica Strang 

CH 

b) delegation to the joint Appointment Committee for the University Secretary 
responsibility for agreeing on behalf of Senate the job description for the 
University Secretary and other steps leading to the appointment of a suitable 
candidate, as deemed appropriate. The Committee will not take further action 
until Senate members have had an opportunity to comment on the job 
description; 

PJ 

c) approval of the membership of the joint Appointment Committee for the PVC 
(Research) by circulation. The Vice-Chancellor will consider the addition of an 

CH/ 
PJ 
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additional member able to assess candidates in relation to their responsibility 
for University Research Institutes and interdisciplinary research. 

   
52.  Vice-Chancellor’s Questions  

 The Vice-Chancellor indicated that no questions had been received. He would be 
willing to accept questions orally at meetings, but questions in advance were 
preferable to enable the necessary information to be gathered to respond fully. 

 
 

 Agreed: The COO will circulate a note to all Senate members to provide further 
information in response to the question raised at the previous meeting in relation to 
the Libraries Fund and the General Lectures Fund. 

 
PL 

   
53.  Academic Progression Committee  

Approved: following a recommendation from Nominations Committee, the 
appointment of Professor Jane Macnaughton to Academic Progression Committee 
with effect from 1 January 2014 until 31 July 2016. The appointment has already 
received Council’s approval on 28 January 2014. 

 

   
54.  General Business  

 The Chair reported orally on a number of developments since the last meeting of 
Senate, noting: 

 

 a) there is no proposal to move away from the collegiate structure. Maintaining 
the individual character of each of the college communities is part of the 
University strategy and an essential condition of any changes that may be 
introduced as part of the ongoing review of University-wide Accommodation 
and Commercial Services; 

 

b) the approval  by UEC of a Durham University Behaviours Framework, which is 
intended to sit alongside role descriptions as a mechanism for expressing 
expectations about the manner in which staff are expected to undertake their 
role. This was developed initially for the Professional Support Services, but 
UEC supported the creation of a modified version appropriate for University-
wide use; 

 

c) the admissions cycle for 2014 entry is, at an institutional-level, progressing 
well. Mitigating actions are already being put in place for those programmes 
which it was believed would not otherwise recruit the number of students 
forecast. In the sector, a focus on conversion activity is increasingly important 
and all departments and colleges can make a significant contribution to the 
University’s efforts in this area; 

 

d) the Dean for Postgraduate and Undergraduate Education is leading work to 
address issues in the provision of space for postgraduates and to co-ordinate 
assessment of student-staff ratios. Both of these matters will inform decision-
making in the planning round; 

 

e) UEC support for the direction of travel of the Strategic Review of Admissions. 
Following further discussion with relevant Deputy Heads of Faculty, papers 
presenting the relevant issues will be brought to Education Committee and 
Senate during Easter 2014; 

 

f) the advertisement of staff and lay member Council vacancies would begin 
soon and members were encouraged to reflect on these opportunities. Any 
queries about these vacancies should be addressed to the University 
Secretary or to Governance and Executive Support. 

 

   
55.  Student Engagement (Academic Matters) (S/13/33)  

 The President of Durham Students’ Union and the Durham Students’ Union 
Academic Affairs Officer gave a presentation on the background to the development 
of and underlying rationale for revised Principles of Student Engagement (POSE) 
which had been endorsed by UEC. Senate was advised that Education Committee 
will take prime-responsibility for monitoring and reviewing the effectiveness of 
engagement, in line with the approved principles, and bring policy recommendations 
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to Senate as appropriate. Work is already underway to share good practice between 
departments. (A copy of the presentation is filed with the minutes and given 
reference S/13/33/Ad1).  Senate heard that the Students’ Union welcomed the joint 
working with the Director of Governance and Executive Support, which was 
considered beneficial. 
 
Following a recommendation from a Senate member, the group would reflect on 
opportunities to engage with existing expertise on engagement within the University. 
 

 Endorsed:  on the recommendation of the POSE working group and noting UEC’s 
endorsement, the draft principles of student engagement, noting the need to make 
explicit reference to colleges. 

DS 

   
56.  REF – Lessons Learned and Equality Impact Assessment   

 The Dean of Research presented to Senate the key findings of the Equality Impact 
Assessment. Although the University’s REF processes did not themselves introduce 
bias, there were differential submission rates between some groups of staff. No data 
will be released publicly until REF Panels had completed their proceedings to avoid 
prejudicing due process. The Dean for Equality and Diversity will take forward 
further investigation of the data and the underlying causes of any concerns. The EIA 
and a supporting explanatory document will be published in accordance with 
HEFCE guidance following completion of REF Panels. 
 

 

 The Dean of Research also presented to Senate a series of ‘lessons learned’ 
through the REF process, which would be considered as the process for future 
exercises were developed. A key element of this was the need to enhance the 
clarity of role of, and consistency of delivery by, Directors of Research. The 
Research Support Network had reflected on this and would be forwarding 
recommendations to Faculty Boards in the first instance. (A copy of the presentation 
is filed with the minutes and given reference S/13/Ad/Ad1). 
 

 

 Senate members identified a number of issues for further reflection:  
a) the need for issues of equality to be considered during the preparation phase 

for future exercises to inform decision-making and to enable appropriate 
corrective action mid-cycle if necessary; 

 

b) the need to assess performance in relation to equality and diversity against 
competitor institutions; 

 

c) the use of workload model data as a source of information for reflection upon 
equality and diversity issues; 

 

d) that it was unclear to members the extent to which the staff recruited as part of 
the strategic recruitment exercise had impacted upon the REF2014 
submission. There are also concerns about the diversity of the cohort of staff 
recruited; 

 

e) the importance of seeking to influence future REF exercises to improve 
alignment of the Framework with interdisciplinary research; 

 

f) the degree to which staff retention was being pro-actively managed throughout 
the REF cycle. 

 

 The Dean of Research encouraged members to provide any further comments to 
him to inform future REF planning. 
 

ALL 

57.  Research Strategy Development:   
 The Pro-Vice–Chancellor (Research) outlined the intention for his successor to take 

forward the development of an institutional research strategy following the 
publication of REF results. The institutional research strategy will be underpinned by 
the departmental research strategies that are currently being developed. The Dean 
of Research and Global Engagement will be bringing a Global Engagement Strategy 
to Senate later in the academic year. (A copy of the presentation is filed with the 
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minutes and given reference S/13/Ad/Ad2). 
 
The Pro-Vice–Chancellor (Research) identified that the priorities, pending the 
development of the institutional research strategy, were the development of impact 
case studies, responding to the Leverhulme doctoral scheme, planning for 
Horizon2020, and strengthening the support provided through the Research Office, 
in particular for the management of large awards. 
 

 Agreed: at the request of members to circulate the slides used in the presentation 
on research strategy. 

PJ 

   
58.  Governance Review Project (S/13/34)  

 
The Vice-Chair of Council, Andrew Mitchell, who chairs the Governance Review 
Project Board, joined the meeting. 

The Chair of Senate welcomed the Chair of the Governance Review Project Board 
to Senate, and indicated that neither he, as Chair of Senate, nor the Chair of 
Council had been directly involved in the development of the Interim Report issued 
to all Senate and Council members by the Governance Review Group on 14 
February 2014. (Document S/13/34/Ad1), and that members of UEC had received 
the report at the same time as Senate and Council. 

The Chair of Senate reminded Senate that they had two tasks: 

(a) to discuss whether the interim report paper of the Governance Review Board is 
now in an appropriate form, and contains sufficient evidence and rationale, for  
wider consultation,  
 

(b) to consider whether the Board’s proposed approach for Senate to consult on the 
recommendations is appropriate and either authorise the process outlined in the 
report or approve a suitable alternative.  

 

 
The Chair of the Governance Review Project Board gave a presentation and 
clarified that the Interim Report did not lessen Senate’s responsibility for academic 
quality and standards as a consequence of the proposed establishment of the 
Academic Scrutiny Board, whose role would be limited to providing assurance from 
an academic perspective on proposals submitted to Council by the University 
Executive Committee. (A copy of the presentation given is filed with the minutes 
given reference S/13/34/Ad2). He thanked the University Secretary for his diligent 
and loyal service to both Senate and Council. Members of Senate echoed his 
thanks. 

 

 
The Chair of Senate suggested that, in order to ensure an unconstrained debate at 
Senate, members of the Governance Review Project Board and members of UEC 
would leave the room to enable free discussion.   

A member advised that in accordance with University Statute 18(4), if the Chair and 
Deputy Chair were to withdraw, Senate would appoint a Chair from amongst the 
remaining members present. 

All members of UEC and members of the Governance Review Project Board 
present left the meeting. The University Secretary indicated that he was happy to 
leave the room with UEC and the Project Board, as he had provided project support 
to the Project Board. He reported the point of order that Senate could then take a 
decision as to whether they wished him to serve as Secretary to the meeting of 
Senate, as his role permitted. 

 



 

6 of 9 

 
Agreed: Susan Frenk was appointed by Senate as its Chair for that part of the 
meeting following nomination by another member and general support from the 
meeting. 

The Academic Registrar indicated his concern that the Interim Report contained a 
number of statements which could be inaccurately interpreted as adverse comment 
on the University’s current assurance of academic quality and standards. 

Agreed: that all those who were not members of Senate should leave the meeting  

All remaining attendees left the meeting room with the exception of Mark 
Richardson, who was invited to remain to minute proceedings. 

Agreed: unanimously to request that the University Secretary re-join the meeting 
and resume his responsibilities as Secretary to the meeting. 

The University Secretary re-joined the meeting. 

A member of Senate expressed concern that the proposals in the Interim Report 
implied an intention to reduce the role and authority of Senate. The member 
proposed a series of resolutions. In discussing those proposals, Senate noted the 
following views of some members: 

a) a concern that the proposals contained in the Interim Report did not reflect the 
current principle of co-governance by Senate and Council, and appeared to 
narrow the remit of Senate to academic quality and standards;  

b) concern that other items of business, such as the University Strategy 2010-
2020, were presented to Senate in a manner which could be perceived as 
undermining its role as supreme governing body on academic matters;  

c) the interim report’s proposals explicitly make the executive accountable solely to 
Council and it was felt they should be clearly accountable to both governing 
bodies. One option for moving forward would be to ask the Governance Review 
Project Board to significantly redraft the relevant proposals to clarify the co-
governing relationship between Senate and Council; 

d) the governance review is an important opportunity to pursue constructive 
changes to governance and felt that rejecting the proposals contained in the 
Interim Report outright would miss that opportunity.  Maintaining the status quo 
position was not desirable;  

e) the constructive and open debate at this part of the meeting was helpful and 
conducive to the best decision making.  It was noted that Senate could not 
always debate matters as openly under its current composition and that some 
felt UEC members exerted too great an influence on the proceedings of Senate 
as a governing body; 

f) the importance of ensuring that those who had contributed to the Request for 
Views process have an opportunity to comment upon the proposals developed 
by the Project Broad in response to their feedback; 

g) concern that redrafting the Interim Report to minimise the risk relating to external 
perceptions could divert attention from matters with which it was appropriate for 
the wider University to engage; 

h) that proceeding to wider consultation on the proposals contained in the Interim 
Report at this stage may imply an endorsement by Senate of their general tenor 
which has not been given; 

i) concern that Senate had significantly delegated its powers to committees and 
individuals and a review of those delegations and the extent to which delegates 
report back should be a priority; 
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j) the opportunity for a sub-group of Senate to provide detailed feedback on the 
proposals contained in the Interim Report to the Project Board would be 
welcome. Other members felt that a more fundamental assessment of the 
proposals was necessary. This should be led by Senate without members of the 
Executive; 

k) that electing further Senate members to the Project Board may be an 
appropriate mechanism to ensure the views of Senate are better reflected in any 
future proposals developed by the Board; 

l) it was valuable that the members of Senate on the Governance Review Project 
Board and UEC had withdrawn for this debate, but some members felt that they 
should be able to contribute to future discussions, although be absented at other 
times as appropriate; 

m) an elected Chair of Senate was not impossible to reconcile with QAA 
expectations but might be something which seemed unusual to assessors and 
therefore, if appropriate,  a change of this nature should be introduced in the 
context of a wider review of the operation of Senate and reassessment of its 
delegation of powers etc; 

n) that although the meeting was quorate, as some members were not present at 
the meeting and that, due to the hour, some members had left the meeting, 
resolutions discussed should be put to the entire membership of Senate. 

In light of the above discussions and with the consent of the meeting a revised 
series of resolutions was drafted under the supervision of the chair.  Each resolution 
was put to the meeting to determine whether it should be brought forward as a 
proposal to be put to the entire senate membership. 

Agreed:  

a) that members were content to vote on the resolutions by show of hands; and, 

b) that the resolutions were not intended to be, or to be perceived as, a vote of no 
confidence in the Governance Review Project Board, Council, the Vice-
Chancellor, or UEC 

Agreed: on the basis of a vote by show of hands on each resolution, to put the 
following resolutions to a vote of all Senate members.  Votes on such resolutions to 
be put to the membership via an electronic voting process to be conducted by the 
University Secretary and to be completed at close of business on Monday 3 March 
2014: 

a) Senate thanks the Governance Review Committee and the University Council 
for their extensive efforts to consider the needs of the University, and gratefully 
acknowledges the work that has gone into producing the interim report; 

b) Senate cannot endorse the proposals as presented in the Interim Report of the 
Governance Review Project Board (dated February 2014) and asks the review 
group to do the following and report back to Senate: 

i. More clearly recognise the co-governance of the University by 
Council and Senate; 

ii. Acknowledge that UEC members should be clearly accountable to 
both Council and Senate. 

c) Senate commence an internal review touching upon the following topics: 

i. A review of the appropriateness of its delegations and committee 
structures; 

ii. The role of Senate and its relationship with Council and UEC; 
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iii. To make comment on the existing governance review proposals and 
to comment more generally on matters relating to the current review 
of University Governance. 

In conducting this review, Senate asks UEC to absent themselves and play no 
role in the review. Senate will elect a chair from amongst its members once UEC 
have absented themselves. 

d) Senate establish a committee of itself to make comment on the existing 
governance review proposals and to comment more generally on matters 
relating to the current review of University Governance. Senate asks UEC to 
absent themselves from this committee and play no role. Senate will elect a 
chair from amongst its members once UEC have absented themselves; 

e) Senate does not agree to wider consultation about the proposals as set out in 
the Interim Report at this stage; 

f) Senate proposes an independent chair of Senate, elected by, and from 
amongst, its members, who would be a Senior Academic member of the 
University who is not a member of UEC and therefore asks Council to approve 
an amendment to University Statute 18 (4) to enable this change. 

Agreed: on the basis of a vote by show of hands not to put the following resolution 
to a vote of all Senate members:  

g) Senate does agree to a wider consultation about the proposals as set out in the 
Interim Report at this stage. 

 
Secretary’s Note: 

An electronic ballot of Senate members conducted by the University Secretary and 
completed on Monday 3 March 2014. 62 members of Senate voted, and the 
remaining 12 members were counted as abstentions. 

On this basis, the following motions were passed: 

a) Senate thanks the Governance Review Committee and the University Council 
for their extensive efforts to consider the needs of the University, and gratefully 
acknowledges the work that has gone into producing the interim report; 

b) Senate cannot endorse the proposals as presented in the Interim Report of the 
Governance Review Project Board (dated February 2014) and asks the review 
group to do the following and report back to Senate: 

iii. More clearly recognise the co-governance of the University by 
Council and Senate; 

iv. Acknowledge that UEC members should be clearly accountable to 
both Council and Senate. 

c) Senate commence an internal review touching upon the following topics: 

iv. A review of the appropriateness of its delegations and committee 
structures; 

v. The role of Senate and its relationship with Council and UEC; 

vi. To make comment on the existing governance review proposals and 
to comment more generally on matters relating to the current review 
of University Governance. 

In conducting this review, Senate asks UEC to absent themselves and play no 
role in the review. Senate will elect a chair from amongst its members once UEC 
have absented themselves. 
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d) Senate establish a committee of itself to make comment on the existing 
governance review proposals and to comment more generally on matters 
relating to the current review of University Governance. Senate asks UEC to 
absent themselves from this committee and play no role. Senate will elect a 
chair from amongst its members once UEC have absented themselves; 

e) Senate does not agree to wider consultation about the proposals as set out in 
the Interim Report at this stage; 

The following motion was not passed: 

f) Senate proposes an independent chair of Senate, elected by, and from 
amongst, its members, who would be a Senior Academic member of the 
University who is not a member of UEC and therefore asks Council to approve 
an amendment to University Statute 18 (4) to enable this change. 

 
Agreed: to invite those who had been asked to leave the room to return. 

The Vice-Chancellor returned to the Chair. At the request of Susan Frenk, the 
University Secretary briefly summarised the proceedings in the absence of the 
absent members. 

A vote of thanks to the University Secretary was made from the floor and warmly 
supported. 

 

 
Agreed: due to time constraints, to conclude the meeting and to complete the 
remaining business of Senate by circulation. The University Secretary will ensure 
the appropriate conduct of business for the following matters: 

PJ 

   
59.  Report from Council: 28 January 2014 (S/13/35)  
60.  Education Committee: 11 December 2013 and 29 January 2014 (S/13/36 and 

37) 
 

61.  Research Committee: 12 December 2013 and 23 January 2014 (S/13/38 and 39)  
62.  Academic Progression Committee: 5 February 2014 (S/13/40)  
63.  Senate Advisory Panel on Ceremonies and Honorary Degrees (S/13/40)  
64.  Chair’s Action Report (S/13/41)  
65.  Ethics Advisory Committee: 3 December 2013 (S/13/43)  
66.  Appointments and Resignations (S/13/44)  
67.  Senior Appointments (S/13/45)  
68.  Emeritus, Honorary and Visiting Titles (S/13/46)  
69.  Progress Report of Agreed Action 2012/13  (S/13/47)  
70.  University Executive Committee:  Minutes of meetings available at 

http://www.dur.ac.uk/committees/password/uec/uec_minutes_internal/ 
 

71.  Closure  
 The meeting closed at 18:15 hrs.  

    

 
I confirm that these minutes are an accurate record of the meeting to which they relate: 
 
…………………………..….  
Chair 

……………………………. 
Date approved 
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