
  

 

 
 

Senate 

2 May 2017 

 
AGENDA 

Durham University Business School, Room 403 
1.30 - 4.30 

 (A sandwich lunch for members and attendees will be available from 12.45 pm)  
 

Please note the enclosed/attached documents include commercially confidential material 
and some personal data (all marked Closed) and at this stage are being circulated for the 
confidential use of Senate members only. Please ensure that these documents are kept 
securely. 
 

In the absence of the Vice-Chancellor, Senate will be chaired by the Deputy Vice-
Chancellor and Provost 

 

 
1.    Welcome: AJL  

   Welcome: Simon Hogg (Head of School, Engineering 
and Computing Sciences); Professor Emma Flynn 
(Associate Provost wef 1.7.17) as an attendee. 

 

     
2.   To receive Declaration of Interests: AJL  
     
3.   To approve Minutes: 14 March 2017 and Action Log: AJL S/16/90 

& 91 
     
4.   To report Matters Arising: AJL  
     
5.   To receive Vice-Chancellor’s Questions: AJL  
     
6.   To receive Vice-Chancellor’s Report from the Executive: AJL S/16/92 

Closed 
     

7.   To approve Appointments to Senior and Statutory Posts: JS S/16/93 
     
   Business Items  
     
8.   To endorse  Sexual Violence and Misconduct Policy and 

Procedure: OA 
(Sam Dale invited to attend) 

S/16/94 
Closed  

     

9.   To discuss Staff Working Policies: JR/AJL 

 Right to Flexible Working Policy 

 Academic Staff Timetabling Request Policy 

S/16/95 

     
   Refreshments   
     

10.   To discuss Effectiveness Review of Boards of Studies: JS S/16/96 



  

 

 
 

     

11.   To discuss Governance Committee Papers: Confidentiality 
Designations: JS/JR 

S/16/97 

     
   Committee Reports  
     
12.   To receive Research Committee: 2 March 2017: CW S/16/98 

Closed 
     
13.   To receive Education Committee: 8 March 2017: AH S/16/99 
     
14.   To receive Academic Progression Committee: 29 March 2017: 

AJL 
S/16/100 
Closed 

     
15.   To receive Senate Agenda Setting Committee: ST  

 Periodic Reviews: Reporting to Senate 

S/16/101 

     
   Information Items  
     
16.   To receive Annual Cycle of Senate Business 2016/17: JS S/16/102 
     
 Item Below on SharePoint Only 

 
Please note that the document in this section of the agenda is not attached but is 
available on the Senate SharePoint https://intranet.dur.ac.uk/committees/university/senate/  

Members are asked to intimate in advance of the meeting if they would like to discuss any 
issues in relation to this item. 
 
The minutes of meetings of UEC are available for the information of members on the 
University’s website at http://www.dur.ac.uk/committees/password/uec/uec_minutes_internal 
 

17.   To receive Matters Under Delegated Authority: AJL 
 

S/16/103 
Closed 

     
 
Key 
AJL Antony Long Deputy Vice Chancellor and Provost 
AH Alan Houston Pro-Vice-Chancellor (Education) 
OA Owen Adams Pro-Vice-Chancellor (Colleges and Student Experience)  
JR Jane Robinson Chief Operating Officer 
JS Jennifer Sewel University Secretary 
ST Stephen Taylor Chair of the Senate Agenda Setting Committee 
CW Claire Warwick Pro-Vice-Chancellor (Research) 
 
 

https://intranet.dur.ac.uk/committees/university/senate/
http://www.dur.ac.uk/committees/password/uec/uec_minutes_internal
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Senate 

14 March 2017 

 
Present: Stuart Corbridge (Chair), Tom Allen, Elizabeth Archibald, Lewis Ayres, 

Carl Bagley, Claudio Balocco, Gillian Bentley, Thom Brooks, Tim 
Clark, Jan Clarke, David Cowling, Michael Crang, Alice Dee, Jeremy 
Dibble, Daniel Donoghue, Madeline Eacott, Tony Fawcett, Simon 
Forrest, Susan Frenk, Andrew Gallant, Sophie Gibb, John Girkin, 
Barbara Graziosi, Susan Hart, Patrick Hussey, Alan Houston, Simon 
James, Alan Kenwright, Steve Kirk, Ian Latham, Antony Long, 
Stephen Lyon, Colin Macpherson, Margaret Masson, Simon Morris, 
Catherine Paine, Sarah Price, Jon Purcell, Kay Schiller, Robin 
Skeates, Janet Stewart, Veronica Strang, Claire Sutherland, Peter 
Swift, Marek Szablewski, Anne Taormina, Stephen Taylor, Jill 
Tidmarsh, Laura Todd, Jon Trevelyan, Claire Warwick, Lisa Whiting, 
David Wilkinson, John Williams and Mark Wilson. 

 
In Attendance: Jennifer Sewel (University Secretary), Mike Bentley, Sian Broadhurst, 

Camila Caiado, Clare Curran, Michael Gilmore, Andrew Jackson, 
Steve Leech, Clare McGlynn, Niall O’Loughlin for Item 12: Research 
Policies (Update and Group One Approval), John Pritchard, Jane 
Robinson, and John Marsh (Minutes). 

 
 

Minutes of a meeting held on 14 March 2017 
held at St Aidan’s College, Durham University 

(All documents listed are filed with the official copy of the Minutes) 
 
88. Apologies 

Noted: apologies had been received from: Owen Adams, John Ashworth, Hannah 
Britt, Victoria Brown, Paul Featherstone, Jens Funke, Gleider Hernandez, Keith 
Lindsey, Glenn McGregor, Linda McKie, Catherine Marshall and Thomas Renstrom.  

 
89. Welcome/Thanks 

Thanks: On behalf of Senate, the Vice-Chancellor thanked: Dr Victoria Brown 
(Acting Principal Van Mildert College), Dr Ian Latham (Acting Principal Trevelyan 
College) and Professor Jon Trevelyan (Head of Department Engineering and 
Computing Sciences) whose terms on Senate would expire before May 2017 
Senate. 

 
90. Declaration of Interests  

Noted: that no declarations of interest were received in relation to the items on the 
agenda. 
 

91. Senate Advisory Panel on Ceremonies and Honorary Degrees Report (S/16/66 
Closed) 
Noted: the identity of nominees would only be published if they accepted their 
award. The nominations would remain strictly confidential until this time. 

 

S/16/90 
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Agreed: by ballot of members, seven of the eight nominations recommended by the 
Senate Advisory Panel on Ceremonies and Honorary Degrees. 
 

92. Minutes: 17 January 2017 and Action Log: Approved 
 

93. Matters Arising  
Noted:  
a) Minute 75: TEF2 Submission: the University submission had been made on 26 

January 2017; 
b) Minute 78: Senate Effectiveness Review Recommendations 

Implementation Update: that Senate representation upon the Council Short 
Term Working Group to consider the recommendations of the Senate 
Effectiveness Review whose implementation fell outside of the remit of Senate 
would be: Carl Bagley, Susan Frenk, Susan Hart, Marek Szablewski and 
Stephen Taylor. Alice Dee, President of Durham Students’ Union, would also 
serve on the group as a member of both Council and Senate.  

 
94. Vice-Chancellor’s Questions  

Noted: oral responses to questions submitted in advance of the meeting on: 
i. consideration of two year degrees;  
ii. consideration of establishing a European branch of the University to 

secure continued access to European funding; 
iii. the possibility of selling University art work housed in non-public areas of 

the Palatine Centre to support measures to ensure the University’s 
financial sustainability. 

 
Agreed: 
a) that written responses would be shared with members of Senate via Senate 

SharePoint; (JS) 
b) to undertake a feasibility study for the University to offer two year degree 

programmes; (AH) 
 

95. Vice-Chancellor’s Report (S/16/69 Closed) 
Noted:   
a) key matters addressed by the Vice-Chancellor and the Executive since the 

January 2017 meeting of Senate; 
b) Senate observed a moment’s silence to mark the deaths of the following 

members of the University community: 

 Jihun Han, a student on the BA (Hons) Philosophy, Politics and 
Economics programme and a member of St Chad’s College; 

 Geoff Wren, formerly Head of the Business and Psychology Hub in the 
Foundation Centre until his retirement in November 2016; 

 Chloe Holt, finalist in Criminology, and a member of St Cuthbert’s 
Society. 

 
96. Heads of Department (S/16/70-73 Closed) 

Agreed: to forward to Council for approval the following Board of Studies 
nominations for appointment as Heads of Department: 
i) Computer Science: Professor Gordon D Love for a term of two years from 1 

August 2017 (to be renegotiated after the new Professorial appointment in 
Computer Science is made); 
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ii) Earth Sciences: Professor Andrew Aplin for a term of three years from 1 
October 2017;  

iii) English Studies: Professor Alastair Renfrew for a term of three years from 1 
August 2017. 

 
97. Update on Strategy (S/16/74 Closed) 

Noted: key developments in relation to the University Strategy since December 
2016. 
 

98. Academic Time Use and Workload Issues (S/16/75 Closed) 
Noted: 
a) a paper which brought to Senate’s attention certain issues relating to academic 

time use and workloads that were identified during the 2016 Planning Round 
meetings with Academic Departments. The paper highlighted for discussion 
certain domains where workloads might or should be reduced for academics 
and academic Departments, particularly when workloads were increasing in 
relation to academic recruitment and progression; 

b) the paper reaffirmed the importance of creating academic cultures and 
Departments that are geared to Outputs not Inputs, which properly balance 
education and research (and the wider student experience), and which free 
academics and academic managers from unnecessary, duplicative and/or 
unhelpful working patterns. Examples highlighted in the report included double 
marking, end of year reviews of taught programmes and authorisation of 
research leave requests; 

c) a pilot study was proposed as a means of reasonably reducing the burden of 
work on faculty members. This would be conducted through 2017 (and/or 2018) 
with a view to understanding the consequences of removing a defined set of 
current obligations and/or activities from academic departments.; 

d) the Department of History had already expressed an interest in participating in a 
pilot study. The Head of the Law School indicated that his department also 
wished to participate. It was suggested that a department from the Faculty of 
Science participate as well; 

e) in discussion: 
i. concerns from members of Senate that “one-size fits all” models would 

prove ineffective in reducing the burden of work on faculty members and 
that it was essential to foster open and effective relationships between 
academic and central administration staff. In response, Senate was 
advised that the development of positive relationships was recognised as 
key to the objective of reducing workload burdens. Consultation and 
engagement in support of the Durham Operational Efficiency Strategy 
(Durham DOES) would contribute to the development of such  
relationships, and would recognise the requirements of specific 
departments; 

ii. a suggestion that departments share administrative staff; and the 
importance of sharing best practice across disciplines; 

iii. several members observed that co-location of academic and 
administrative staff was beneficial in terms of ensuring that administrative 
staff appreciated diverse working cultures in departments, and in 
providing identified points of contact for key administrative issues. In 
response, Senate was advised that Durham DOES workshops would 
inform the development of proposals to ensure that Professional Support 
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Services staff were equipped with knowledge and understanding of 
differing academic departments’ working cultures; 

iv. two Heads of Department from the Faculty of Arts and Humanities 
commented on contrasting levels of administrative support for 
departments across the University. For small departments, the 
administrative workload for academic staff could be quite high. In 
response, Senate was advised that Durham DOES activity had mapped 
variations in administrative capacity across academic departments, and 
that proposals to rebalance the provision of administrative support to 
departments would be considered; 

f) a Target Operating Model for the University would be developed by June 2017 
and would be informed by Senate’s discussion.  

 
99. Review of the Academic Year (S/16/76 Closed) 

Noted: 
a) proposals for the restructuring of the academic year, ahead of wider 

consultation.  
b) the proposals recognised four key goals; to facilitate required exam timetabling, 

and optimise the time scheduled for teaching; research and the wider student 
experience.   

c) the main examination timetable was considered to be no longer satisfactory for 
students or for academic departments. It was anticipated that pressures would 
increase further due to undergraduate student number growth. November 2016 
Senate had previously considered and approved interim arrangements for 2017-
18; 

d) the proposals took account of the feedback and concerns expressed by 
departments and students regarding initial proposals made in 2016;  

e) the primary goals of the proposals were to deliver an effective examination 
schedule, preserve the integrity of the 22 week instructional period of the 
academic year, protect academic staff research time, and facilitate Wider 
Student Experience activity;  

f) in discussion regarding the 22 instructional weeks of the academic year: 
i. there was no proposal to increase staff contact hours with students. The 

instructional period of the academic year would remain 22 weeks; 
ii. there was currently no intention to institute reading weeks in the 

academic year. Senate was advised that reading weeks were normally 
established on a department by department basis at other institutions; 

iii. departments would be free to choose how to organise their provision of 
22 weeks’ instruction to students; 

iv. in response to concerns expressed by Durham Students’ Union 
representatives regarding potential increases in accommodation costs, 
Senate was advised that UEC intended to prioritise minimising potential 
financial impacts upon the student body, and that formal work 
commitments for Postgraduate Research Students would remain 
unchanged; 

v. it was the University’s intention to provide all students with a high quality 
educational experience for 22 weeks of the academic year; 

g) concern from two Heads of Department regarding the proposal to reduce the 
Easter vacation from 5 weeks to 4 weeks and the impact  on the scheduling of 
field work and residential activity, particularly for joint honours students, and the 
resulting potential for adverse NSS scores. In response, Senate was advised 
that the development of final proposals for the structure of the academic year 
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would benefit from affected departments providing further information regarding 
likely impacts. Senate was also advised that the governance of the first and final 
weeks of terms would be considered to develop potential options to support the 
scheduling of such activity in term time, and enable joint honours students to 
participate; 

h) several members of Senate suggested that semesterisation should be 
considered in the review in order to better support internationalisation, and 
commented that: 

i. semesterisation would better facilitate the development of programmes 
for exchange students and staff; 

ii. better symmetry of the academic year with international partner 
institutions would enhance international opportunities; 

iii. it would be advantageous to structure teaching delivery to enable 
exchange students to gain academic credit for their study at the 
University; 

In response, Senate was advised that semesterisation would require a 
significantly greater level of investment of resource and time by staff and 
students due to the increased amount of instructional time that it would  require. 
The level of sunk costs to facilitate a change to semesterisation would be 
prohibitive, and it would be more effective at this stage to develop more flexible 
approaches to support internationalisation; 

i) concern from a member of Senate regarding the implications of curriculum 
simplification on student demand for laboratory resource and space; 

j) a suggestion that Summer Congregation be moved to accommodate changes to 
the structure of the academic year in view of the relatively low numbers of 
academic staff that participate in Congregation; 

k) contrasting views from members of Senate from the Faculty of Science 
regarding student participation in Post-Examination period academic activity. 
The Department of Physics reported high levels of student engagement; 

l) an observation that too long a revision period at the start of Easter Term risked 
inadvertently creating a shallow learning environment; 

m) several members of Senate requested that further clarification be provided 
regarding expectations upon academic staff during the revision period of Easter 
Term. A member of Senate also expressed concern regarding the current level 
of supply of revision space at the University being close to capacity; 

n) wide ranging consultation with academic staff and the student body was 
essential to inform the revision of proposals. 

 
Agreed:  
a) to welcome the proposal to establish two 11 week terms (Michaelmas and 

Epiphany), but to recommend that further options be developed for the Pre-
Examination (revision), and the Post-Examination (wider student experience) 
periods in Easter Term; (AH) 

b) to recommend that the revised proposals for the academic year be consulted on 
with staff and students to enable further input into finalised proposals which 
would  be presented to Senate for approval in June 2017. (AH) 

 
100. Research Policies (Update and Group One Approval) (S/16/77 Closed) 

Noted: 
a) the post REF2014 reviews had identified that the University lacked clear, 

comprehensive policies and processes for all types of externally funded work. 
Gaps had been identified which negatively affected the consistency and quality 
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of the support offered by Research and Innovation Services (RIS) and other 
support services, resulting in lost revenue, missed opportunities and 
unnecessary risk; 

b) RIS had undertaken a review of the University’s research  policies and had 
designed a robust policy and governance framework to support its activities; 

c) the five policies presented to Senate were the initial tranche of policies that 
comprised the new framework. A second tranche would be developed later in 
the academic year covering Research Integrity, Data Management, Intellectual 
Property, Open Access, Institutional Affiliation, and an Ethics Policy in 2017-18; 

d) the Research Policies had been informed by a consultation exercise in October 
and November 2016. The consultation had included HR & OD, the Research 
Staff Association, Faculty Research Committees, Durham Students’ Union, 
recognised Trade Unions, the Dean for Research, the acting-PVC Education, 
Academic Registry, Heads of Department and an open internet consultation; 

e) the policies put forward a high level set of principles and would be supported by 
detailed guidance which would include illustrative examples and case studies. 
Members of Senate were invited to identify specific areas and themes in the 
policies which would benefit from clarification and guidance; 

f) the policies proposed that Heads of Departments would approve requests for 
academic staff to engage in private consultancy, and the distribution of income 
(after deductions) from consultancy and services for outside bodies; 

g) in response to concerns regarding potential risks presented by some forms of 
private consultancy activity (Consultancy and Services for Outside Bodies 
Policy), Senate was advised that detailed guidance would be developed by RIS 
in partnership with HR & OD and Legal Services. 

 
Agreed: to approve the Group One Research Policies, subject to the development 
of guidance to provide clarification to staff regarding the application of policies and 
addressing concerns highlighted regarding the Consultancy and Services for 
Outside Bodies Policy. (CW) 
 
 

101. Access Agreement (S/16/78 Closed) 
Noted: 
a) a paper outlining new measures that the University would take to respond to the 

new guidance issued by the Office for Fair Access (OFFA) for the 2018 Access 
Agreement. The guidance had identified new themes (raising school attainment, 
increased investment, collaborative working, evaluation of impact, use of 
multiple measures of disadvantage and new groups to prioritise) that it wanted 
to see universities focus on in addition to demonstrating a continuation of 
previous activity and investment; 

b) the Academic Strategy 2017-2027 had set objectives relating to Widening 
Participation in the student body. OFFA’s guidance reinforced the need 
identified in the Strategy to improve access from under-represented groups, 
particularly through the greater use of contextual data; 

c) in discussion: 
i. it was desirable for the Access Agreement to align with staffing and 

recruitment policy, particularly regarding the recruitment of BME students 
and staff; 

ii. it was important to ensure that Widening Participation (WP) students 
received appropriate levels of academic and pastoral support to facilitate 
their successful completion of first year. This was a particular issue in the 
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Faculty of Science in programmes for which Further Mathematics A Level 
was a core element of pre-University learning. Senate was advised that 
this could be delivered through joint working by Colleges and 
Departments, including the proposed Centre for Learning and Teaching; 

iii. opportunities for connectivity between academic research and WP could 
be consolidated, with research and pedagogy rolled out in partnership as 
impact case studies; 

iv. there was a risk that some subjects, such as Modern Languages would 
be restricted in future to higher household income background students 
due to the cost of compulsory placements. Ensuring the availability of 
appropriate funding opportunities in such subjects was key to mitigating 
this risk. In response, Senate was advised that a Durham Campaign 
fundraising proposal was currently under development, which could 
include scholarship schemes for academic achievement. Senate was also 
advised that implications of Exiting the European Union on the Erasmus 
Plus scheme would be considered; 

v. concern regarding the choice of images (especially sport-related) to 
promote the University. In response, Senate was advised that UEC were 
mindful of the need for appropriate imagery and messaging to support the 
University’s objectives; 

d) the Foundation Centre welcomed the use of residual household income 
thresholds to determine eligibility for the proposed college accommodation 
bursary for first year students; 

e) Durham Students’ Union representatives advised Senate that the student body 
remained concerned regarding accommodation fees, and would welcome 
revisions to the residual household income thresholds in future years. The 
Students’ Union representatives expressed strong support for the 
recommendation that the University explore the attributable cost of the 
measures proposed in the report for the 2018 Access Agreement to identify 
progress towards the target of a 35% spend of additional fee income; 

f) an inventory of scholarship provision, which included fee-waivers, bursaries etc., 
at the University was being collated. Once completed, the inventory would be 
operationalised with a focus upon alignment and integration of support, and 
used to inform policy approaches to WP; 

g) a contextual offers policy would be developed. It would need to operate on a 
department by department basis and would be informed by approaches used at 
peer institutions. 

 
Agreed: that the proposals for the 2018 Access Agreement were welcome. The 
feedback provided by Senate would inform a draft Access Agreement for 
consideration by UEC. The draft Agreement would be circulated to Senate for 
endorsement, ahead of its approval by Council on 4 April 2017, prior to its 
submission to OFFA by 26 April 2017. (AH) 

 
102. Education Committee (S/16/79) 

Noted: 
a) the report of the Education Committee meeting of 1 February 2017; 
b) Education Committee had considered response reports from Durham Students’ 

Union, Specialist Student Services, Student Registry and the Colleges Division 
regarding open text comments from the NSS 2016. There was no expectation 
that academic departments should also consider the comments; 
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c) consultations were ongoing regarding future iterations of TEF at subject level 
and the inclusion of additional metrics and postgraduate students. 

 
Agreed: revised Terms of Reference for Education Committee to reflect the 
Committee’s role in matters pertaining to innovations in technology for enhanced 
teaching and learning. (AH) 
 
 

103. Research Committee (S/16/80 Closed) 
 Noted:  

a) the report of the Research Committee meeting of 19 January 2017; 
b) as an appendix to the report, the summary report of the Quinquennial External 

Review of the Institute of Advanced Study. 
 

104. Academic Progression Committee (S/16/82 Closed) 
Noted: the report of the Academic Progression Committee meeting of 2 February 
2017.  
 

105. Ethics Advisory Committee (S/16/83 Closed) 
Noted: the report of the Ethics Advisory Committee meeting of 8 February 2017. 
 

106. Summary of the Outcomes of the Joint Consultative and Negotiating Group 
with Durham UCU on 8/2/2017 and 19/10/16 (S/16/84) 
Noted: that following discussion with UCU and UEC, it had been agreed that a 
summary of the formal Joint Consultative and Negotiating Group (JCNG) meetings 
of 19 October 2016 and 8 February 2017 with UCU would be presented to Senate. 
 
Agreed: to receive summary reports on a regular basis. (JR) 

 
107. Report from the Academic Electoral Assembly (S/16/85) 

Noted:  
a) the summary report and recommendations on the key themes identified during 

the Academic Electoral Assembly’s (AEA) discussion of the TEF, at its Open 
Meeting of 17 February 2017; 

b) the presentation of reports from AEA Open Meetings to Senate was a means of 
enhancing engagement between Senate and the wider academic community 
through the AEA; 

c) the AEA’s recommendations regarding: 
i. stakeholder engagement on major academic strategic/policy issues; 
ii. staff expectations and awareness of TEF; 
iii. the use of HESA Staff Return data; 
iv. reflective practice upon the TEF. 

 
Agreed: to receive reports from AEA Open Meetings on a regular basis. (PS) 
 

108. Senate Agenda Setting Committee (SASC)  
Noted:  
a) an oral report from the Chair of SASC; 
b) in response to feedback received from Senate members regarding the January 

2017 Senate consideration of the Bulkeley Report (S/16/54), SASC would 
consider mechanisms to enhance discussion of key papers which were 
presented to Senate. 
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109. Annual Cycle of Senate Business 2016/17 (S/16/86) 

Noted: that the joint meeting of Council and Senate had been scheduled for 18 
April 2017.  Madeline Atkins, Chief Executive of HEFCE had been invited to talk 
about the new HEFCE Quality Assessment model of operation and TEF. 

 
 
110. Consultation on the Second Research Excellence Framework – Durham 

University Response (S/16/87) 
Noted: received for information. The response had been approved by UEC on 21 
February 2017. 
 

111. Additional Item Raised in the Meeting  
Noted:  
a) February 2017 Council had received the revised Statement of Values and 

Characteristics, and suggested that the Statement differentiate between values 
and characteristics; 

b) UEC held the view that it would be more appropriate this stage to describe the 
University as “an inclusive university” rather than a diverse university. 
 

Agreed: to support the change to the description of the University. (SC) 
 
Senate received the following business for information. All documents were 
available to Senate members on the Senate SharePoint 
(https://intranet.dur.ac.uk/committees/university/senate/) 
The minutes of meetings of UEC are available for the information of members on 
the University’s website at 
http://www.dur.ac.uk/committees/password/uec/uec_minutes_internal 

 
112. Matters Under Delegated Authority (S/16/88 Closed) 

a) Appointments and Resignations from 1 November 2016 to 1 January 2017; 
b) Emeritus, Honorary and Visiting Titles: agreed by the Pro-Vice-Chancellor of the 

appropriate Faculty, on behalf of Senate; 
c) Appointment of Undergraduate and Postgraduate Examiners 2016/17: agreed 

by the Chair of Education Committee, on behalf of Senate. 
 

113. Prevent: Annual Report (S/16/89 Closed) 
 

114. Closure 
The meeting closed at 16:15 hrs. 
 

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

https://intranet.dur.ac.uk/committees/university/senate/
http://www.dur.ac.uk/committees/password/uec/uec_minutes_internal


Senate 2016/17: Rolling Action Log S/16/91

Minu

te
Sub Actions agreed at Senate Meeting

Action 

by
Due Date Status Notes

Actions for 2016/17

28 Annual Senate Review

a) Report on taking forward  the recommendations of the AEA Standing Committee's 

response to the Annual Review 2016 during the remainder of the academic year JS

In progress Majority of 

recommendations 

complete as of May 2017

54 Incentivisation of Research Grants

Take forward the implementation of the Incentivisation of Research Grants scheme, 

ensuring that issues raised by members of Senate are addressed in the scheme's 

detailed implementation plans CW

In progress Dean and Deputy 

(Research) taking forward 

in consultation with 

Finance

74 Report of the Academic Progression Working Group

c) Establish a Senate Working Group to review progression within Grade 10 AJL In progress

d) Establish a review of performance management processes for academic staff AJL In progress

78 Senate Effectiveness Review Recommendations Implementation Update

c) Present proposals for the framework for Departmental and College Reviews to a future 

meeting of Senate
JS

In progress Not yet due

79 Elections to Senate and AEA Standing Committee 2017

Raise awareness of elections among departments, colleges and institutes All In progress Not yet due

94 Vice-Chancellor’s Questions

a Share written responses with members via Senate SharePoint JS Mar-17 Completed

b Undertake a feasibility study for the University to offer two year degree programmes
AH

in progress

96 Head of Department Nomination

Forward nominations to Council for approval JS Apr-17 Completed Council: 4 April 2017

99 Review of the Academic Year

Develop further options for the Pre-Examination (revision), and the Post-Examination 

(wider student experience) periods in Easter Term, and consult with staff and students 

to enable further input into finalised proposals for presentation to Senate in June 2017
AH

Jun-17 in progress Senate: 20 June 2017

100 Research Policies (Update and Group One Approval)

14 March 2017

17 January 2017

29 November 2016

18 October 2016



Senate 2016/17: Rolling Action Log S/16/91

Minu

te
Sub Actions agreed at Senate Meeting

Action 

by
Due Date Status Notes

Research and Innovation Services (RIS) to produce guidance to provide clarification to 

staff regarding the application of policies and addressing concerns highlighted 

regarding the Consultancy and Services for Outside Bodies Policy
CW

in progress

101 Access Initiatives and the 2018 Access Agreement

Circulate the draft Agreement to Senate for endorsement, ahead of its approval by 

Council on 4 April 2017, prior to its submission to OFFA by 26 April 2017
AH/JS

Apr-17 Completed

Education Committee: 1 February 2017

102 Update the University Calendar to reflect Senate's approval of the revised Terms of 

Reference for Education Committee to reflect the Committee’s role in matters 

pertaining to innovations in technology for enhanced teaching and learning
JS

Mar-17 Completed

111 Additional Item Raised in the Meeting: Revised Statement of Values and 

Characteristics, 

Amend the University Statement of Values and Characteristics following UEC and 

Senate support for the description of the University as an "inclusive" university rather 

than a diverse university

SC

Mar-17 Completed

Note: All actions from the last meeting to be included for information. For earlier 

meetings only items which are not marked complete will  be presented to future 

meetings of Senate.

Key

SC Stuart Corbridge, Vice-Chancellor and Warden

TF Tony Fawcett, Dean and Deputy to the PVC(Education)

AH Alan Houston, Pro-Vice-Chancellor (Education)

JR Jane Robinson, Chief Operating Officer

PS Peter Swift, Chair of AEA

ST Stephen Taylor, Chair of the Senate Review Committee: Working Group and Implementation Group

CW Claire, Warwick, Pro-Vice-Chancellor (Research)

JS/USJennifer Sewel, University Secretary
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Senate 

2 May 2017 

Sponsor: Jennifer Sewel Author: Erica Young and Kate Deeming 
 

 
Appointments to Statutory and other Senior Posts 
The University’s Statutes currently require Senate (and Council’s) involvement in a wide number of 
senior staff appointments.  The proposals in this paper aim to deliver such appointments in a more 
efficient, less bureaucratic manner while consistent with current statutory requirements. 
 
Proposed Resolution 
Senate is asked to approve the recommendations set out in Appendix 1 for enhancing the 
appointment processes for statutory and other senior positions and to note the further information 
about current processes set out in Appendix 2.   
 
Communication Status  

Communication 
Status 

Open 
 

Confidential 
Internal 

 Confidential 
Restricted/ 
External 

 

Freedom of 
Information 
Exemption and 
Rationale 

Paper: N/A 

Appendices: N/A 

 
Previous Committee Consideration 
Nominations Committee 9 January and Council 7 February 2017 
 
Further Approval/Future Committee Consideration 
N/A 
 
Appendices 
Appendix 1: Recommendations: Appointment Processes for Statutory and other senior positions 
Appendix 2: Appointment Processes: Statutory and other senior positions (for information) 
 

 
1. Executive Summary 

1.1 This report asks Senate to approve a series of detailed recommendations set out in 
Appendix 1 for enhancing the appointment process for the University’s statutory and other 
senior positions.  

2. Strategic/Policy Context  

2.1 The University’s Statutes prescribe the role and certain details concerning the appointment 
of officers of the University and other appointments. A comprehensive review of Statutes is 
underway to modernise and simplify  the University’s governance, ensuring it remains fit for 
purpose and compliant with relevant good practice guidance.  

2.2 The recommendations in this report are an interim measure aimed at increasing the 
efficiency of the relevant appointment processes pending completion of the review.  The 
proposals will also inform  changes required to Statutes.  
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3. Background and Analysis  

3.1 On 9 January 2017 Nominations Committee considered the paper attached as Appendix 2.  
This provides a comprehensive guide to current processes for making appointments to 
Statutory and other senior positions, and includes proposals for improving these 
appointment processes. 

3.2 The paper noted that Statutes currently require Senate (and Council’s) involvement in a wide 
number of senior staff appointments, some of which are more properly management 
decisions. The proposals in the paper aim to deliver such appointments in a more efficient, 
systematic manner that is consistent with current statutory requirements but avoiding  
bureaucracy and duplication of effort. 

3.3 Nominations Committee endorsed for consideration by Senate and Council, the paper’s 
recommendations for improvements. At its meeting of 7 February 2017 Council approved 
recommendations relevant to its role. Those relevant to Senate’s role are presented in 
Appendix 1 for its  approval.    

4. Resource Implications 

4.1 Improvement to the efficiency of the process will reduce costs associated with bureaucracy 
and duplication of effort. . 

5. Risk Analysis  

5.1 There is a risk that some appointees to statutory and senior positions may lack the 
appropriate  knowledge, skills and attributes for roles if Senate fails to undertake appropriate 
consultation or provide relevant comment to Council.   

6. Equality Analysis 

6.1 The enhancements proposed in the report aim to deliver the University’s commitment to 
promoting equality and diversity.  

7. Environmental Sustainability 

7.1 N/A 

8. Social Responsibility 

8.1 N/A 

9. Consultation 

9.1 N/A 

10. Future Action/next Steps 

10.1 Refer to page 1, proposed resolution. 

11. Communication of Decision 

11.1 In her capacity as Secretary to Senate the University Secretary will communicate Senate 
decisions.  
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12. Proposed Resolution 

12.1 Senate is asked to approve the recommendations set out in Appendix 1 for enhancing the 
appointment processes for statutory and other senior positions and to note the further 
information about current processes set out in Appendix 2.  . 

13. Further Information 

13.1 Further information is available from Erica Young, Senior Governance Officer 
e.d.young@durham.ac.uk ext. 46139 

mailto:e.d.young@durham.ac.uk
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Senate 

2 May 2017 

 
Recommendations to Enhance Appointment Processes: Statutory and Other Senior 
Positions 
 
Senate is asked to approve the following recommendations noting that Council, at its meeting of 7 
February 2017, approved the recommendations relevant to its role:   
 
1. Chancellor 

That the term of office should be for a (normally) fixed term non-renewable appointment.   

2. Deputy Vice-Chancellor, Faculty Pro-Vice-Chancellors, Pro-Vice-Chancellor 
(Colleges and Student Experience) and Chief Operating Officer posts 
a) that Senate ( and Council) should approve, on the Vice-Chancellor’s recommendation 

an overall structure, composition, mode of recruitment and broad areas of responsibility 
for the above posts rather than be involved in individual posts as these arise; 

b) that Senate (and Council) delegate authority to a Joint Committee of Council and 
Senate (JCCS) to manage the process/ make appointments to any such posts.  

3. University Secretary and Chief Financial Officer 
a) that Senate (and Council) delegate responsibility to a Joint Committee of Council and 

Senate (but not a Standing Committee) to make appointments to the Chief Financial 
Officer post;  

b) that Council and Senate retain oversight of the University Secretary post.  

4. Heads of Department 
a) the University Secretary, Deputy Vice-Chancellor and Director Human Resources and 

Organisational Development are leading a review of Head of Department appointment 
process/role descriptions in 2016/17 and will make recommendations to Senate and 
Council (refer to agenda item on Effectiveness Review of Boards of Studies); 

b) Council on 7 February 2017 agreed: 
i) to delegate authority to the Executive to manage the appointment process for 

Heads of Department until the Review’s recommendations are considered; 
ii) in relation to both the Review and the interim position, the appointment process 

for a Head of Department should include input from the relevant Board of Study 
c) Senate is asked to approve i) and ii) above in bullet point 4 b).  

5. Heads of Maintained Colleges  
a) that the University undertakes an open appointment process for all appointments to 

Heads of Maintained Colleges;  
b) that Senate and Council delegate responsibility for the process to the Joint Council and 

Senate standing committee. 

6. Members of Academic Staff (including URI Directors)  
Senate and Council have delegated authority to make appointments to the academic staff 
to Heads of Faculty and Division in accordance with the Recruitment and Selection 
Regulation, and subject to reports on action taken under the delegation being brought back 
to both bodies.               
 
Council in February 2017 agreed that for the future these appointments should be 
overseen by Senate and that Council’s role in the process should be reduced to receiving 
an annual report providing assurance on the transparency of the processes followed and to 
Nominations Committee approving a set of principles to govern the appointments, based 
on transparency and equality and diversity.  
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7. Other Appointments  
 Honorary, Visiting and Emeritus Titles, Canon Professors, Deans, University 

Representatives to External Bodies, Convocation and Academic Electoral Assembly.  
  
 Council in February 2017 agreed that the appointments be overseen by Senate and that 

Council’s role in the process should be reduced to receiving an annual report providing 
assurance on the transparency of the processes followed and to Nominations Committee 
approving a set of principles to govern the appointments, based on transparency and 
equality and diversity.  

 
8. Deans 

That the use of the title should be approved by the Vice-Chancellor and Deputy Vice-
Chancellor only.  
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Senate  

2 May 2017 

Sponsor: Jennifer Sewel  Author: Kate Deeming  
 

 
Appointment Processes: Statutory and other senior positions – For Information 
This paper was prepared for Nominations Committee’s meeting of 9 January 2017 and aimed:  

1. To provide a comprehensive guide to the current processes for making appointments to 
Statutory and other senior positions;  

2. To make recommendations for improvements to these processes. 
 
Proposed Resolution/Action 
Senate is asked to: 

a) note the current appointment processes; 
b) consider the recommendations for improvements set out in Appendix 1.   

 
Communication Status  

Communication 
Status 

Open  Confidential 
Internal 

 Confidential 
Restricted/ 
External 

 

Freedom of 
Information 
Exemption and 
Rationale 

Paper: N/A 

Appendices: N/A 

 
Previous Committee Consideration 
Nominations Committee 9 January 2017 and Council 7 February 2017 
 
Appendices 
N/A 
 

 
1. Purpose of the Paper  
 
This paper summarises the current processes for making appointments to Statutory and other 
senior positions and puts forward suggestions for improvements to these processes.  It is a 
companion paper to the paper on ‘Appointment Processes: Council and its committees’ which was 
considered by the Nominations Committee on 23 May 2016.  
 
These papers are an important component of a suite of interlinked activity being undertaken by the 
University Secretary’s Office (USO) to enhance the University’s governance arrangements.  Other 
related work strands include the Effectiveness Reviews of Council and Senate, a review of 
committee terms of reference, and a proposal for a Development Programme for Council and 
Senate members  
 
The suggested enhancements aim to deliver appointment processes which are: 

 rigorous in delivering excellent appointments  

 more systematic  

 efficient - avoiding bureaucracy and duplication of effort 

 open and transparent 

 timely and responsive 

 reflective of good practice and embed equality and diversity at all stages of the process 
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2. Scope   
 
The paper covers the processes for the following appointments: 
 

 Chancellor  

 Vice-Chancellor 

 Deputy Vice-Chancellor and Provost and Pro-Vice-Chancellors (Heads of Faculty) 

 Chief Operating Officer 

 University Secretary  

 Chief Financial Officer  

 Heads of Department  

 Heads of Recognised and Maintained Colleges  

 Honorary, Visiting and Emeritus titles  

 Canon Professors  

 Deans  

 Members of Academic staff  

 University representatives to external bodies  

 Convocation  

 Academic Electoral Assembly (AEA)  
 
3. Appointments  
 
3.1 Chancellor 
 

3.1.1. Current position 
The Chancellor is appointed by Convocation on the nomination of Council and Senate sitting 
in joint session (Statute 6).  The appointment is for a period of not normally less than 5 years 
and may be extended for a further period to be determined by the Council.  The detail of the 
appointment process is not set down in Statute or Standing Orders.  

 
The University’s practice has been to establish a time limited special Committee of Senate 
and Council to bring forward a recommendation to a Joint Senate and Council meeting which 
in turn makes a recommendation to a meeting of Convocation.  
 
The Committee initially reviews the existing role description for Chancellor, considers the 
mechanisms for engaging stakeholders in putting forward suggestions of possible candidates, 
and an appropriate timeline.  It brings an initial report to Senate and Council on these 
matters.  The Committee then conducts the consultation exercise and considers in strict 
confidence, the suggestions made prior to bringing forward its recommendation.   
 
Council on 11 July 2016 agreed on the recommendation of the Chair of Council and the Vice-
Chancellor to extend the appointment of Sir Thomas Allen as University Chancellor for a 
further five year period with effect from 1 January 2017.    
 
Council agreed that consideration be given on the occasion of the appointment of the next 
Chancellor to the potential benefit of a fixed term non-renewable appointment, to allow the 
role to reflect ongoing changes within the University’s strategy and the environment. 

  
3.1.2. Recommendations  – refer to Appendix 1 

 
3.2 Vice-Chancellor  
 

3.2.1 Current process 
The Vice-Chancellor is appointed by Council after consultation with Senate (Statute 7). 
External assessor involvement is required in accordance with HR Regulation.  The 
appointment process is not specified in Statutes or standing orders.  
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Past practice at the University has been to establish a joint committee of Senate and Council 
which works with the search consultants, manages engagement with stakeholders, and 
makes regular progress reports to Senate and Council prior to bringing its formal 
recommendation.   

 
3.2.2Recommendations  

 None  
 
3.3 Deputy Vice-Chancellor (DVC)and Pro-Vice-Chancellors (PVCs) (Heads of Faculty); 

Pro-Vice-Chancellor (Colleges and Student Experience); Chief Operating Officer (COO) 
 
3.3.1. Current process  
The decision over whether or not there is a DVC/Provost, a Deputy Warden (PVC Colleges 
and Student Experience) and one or more PVCs, and the appointment of individuals to these 
posts, lies with Council after consultation with Senate (Statute 7).  Council is responsible for 
agreeing the duties attaching to these posts.  Standing Orders identify that a Joint Committee 
of Senate and Council (JCSC) be constituted to bring forward the recommendation for 
appointment to each of these posts. External assessor involvement is required in accordance 
with regulations under Statute 33. 

 
3.3.2. Key Issues  

 The detailed management of the University should rest with the Vice-Chancellor within 
a framework agreed by Senate and Council.   

 The need for Senate and Council to approve individual appointments is unwieldy and 
time-consuming, and can lead to delays in confirming appointments.  

 Statutes need to be updated to reflect modern and appropriate appointing practices as 
advised by HR and University post titles 

 
3.3.3. Recommendations  – refer to Appendix 1 

 
3.4 University Secretary; Chief Financial Officer   

 
3.4.1. Current process  
Council is responsible by Statute for the approval of appointments to the above posts - in the 
case of the University Secretary, on the recommendation of a Joint Committee of Senate and 
Council.  External assessor involvement is required by Regulation. It is also recognised as 
good practice as they bring openness and useful external challenge to the process.  

 
3.4.2. Key Issues 

 The need for Senate and Council to approve such appointments is unwieldy and time-
consuming, and can lead a delay in confirming appointments.  

 Statutes are out of date with modern HR practice and recent appointments role titles.  
 

3.4.3. Recommendations – refer to appendix 1. 
 

3.5 Heads of Department   
 
3.5.1. Current process  
Council is responsible, following consultation with Senate, for the appointment of Heads of 
Department (Statute 29).  Nominations for the role are proposed by the Board of Studies in a 
Department.  The selection process is administered by the Secretary to the Board of Studies 
under the oversight of the PVC (Head of Faculty).  The Head of Department role description 
and appointment process are set down in Standing Orders.  

 
3.5.2. Key Issues  

 Despite considerable efforts made in recent years to improve the gender balance of 
Heads of Department, there remain concerns around E&D aspects of the current 
process; 



S/16/07 
 

4 of 6 

 The appointment process and role description in Standing Orders need updating to 
reflect the needs of the University Strategy and to increase the role of the Vice-
Chancellor in the process; 

 The current arrangements of asking staff to attend a hustings or other format, are not 
reflective of good practice and can have a negative impact from an equality and 
diversity perspective; 

 There is a view within Council that Head of Department recommendations should no 
longer come to Council for approval; 

 
3.5.3. Recommendations – refer to Appendix 1  

 
3.6 Heads of Colleges   

 
Recognised Colleges 
 
3.6.1. Current position 
University Council is responsible (Statute 15) for approving the appointment of the Head of the 
Recognised Colleges.  The appointment process is not specified in Statutes or Standing 
Orders.  Past practice has been that the Recognised College has set up an appointment panel 
and the recommendation has been approved by Council.  

 
3.6.2. Recommendation  
None  
 
Maintained Colleges 
 
3.6.3. Current Position 
Senate and Council have delegated authority to make appointments of academic staff to 
Heads of Faculty and Division in accordance with the Recruitment and Selection Regulation 
and in conjunction with the Director of HR and OD.  This includes the Heads of Maintained 
Colleges.  Reports of action taken under delegation are forwarded to Senate and Council for 
information in accordance with the Regulation. 
 
3.6.4. Recommendation – refer to Appendix 1 

 
3.7 Honorary and Visiting Titles and Emeritus titles 
 

3.7.1. Current position  
Proposals for the conferment of non-professorial Honorary, Visiting and Emeritus titles are 
made by the relevant Head of Department to the Faculty PVC.  Proposals for the conferment 
of professorial Honorary, Visiting and Emeritus titles are made to the Director of HR & OD who 
ensures appropriate consultation with the relevant PVCs before obtaining approval from the 
VC under delegated authority from Senate. Appointments are reported to Senate.  

 
3.7.2. Recommendations 

None but refer to Council decision set out in Appendix 1 
 
3.8 Canon Professors 

 
3.8.1. Current position  
The Bishop of Durham is responsible (Statute 34) for appointing Canon Professors on the 
recommendation of a Board of Electors of which the Vice-Chancellor is the Chair, the relevant 
Faculty Pro-Vice-Chancellor is a member, and Senate and Council each appoint one member, 
alongside two members appointed by the Dean and Chapter.  The Board may co-opt an 
external assessor. 

 
3.8.2. Key Issues  

 The process as set out in Statute is difficult to administer in practice.   
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3.8.3. Recommendation – refer to Appendix 1 

 
3.9 Deans  

 
3.9.1. Current position  
The title of Dean is not statutory and has acquired the following usages at the University: 

 
a) Substantive Job title eg Dean of Durham Business School (Head of Department)  
b) Deputy Heads of Department in Pharmacy and in Medicine 
c) Senior member of staff, reporting to a UEC member and responsible for delivering 

cross-cutting strategic priorities. Currently include  ; Environmental Sustainability; 
Experience Durham; Internationalisation; Knowledge Exchange; 

d) Dean and Deputy to the PVC Education and Dean and Deputy to the PVC Research.  
 

3.9.2. The application and use of the title of Dean is inconsistent across the University. 
 

3.9.3. Recommendation – refer to Appendix 1 
 

3.10 Members of academic staff  
 
3.10.1. Current position  
Senate and Council have delegated authority to make appointments to the academic staff to 
Heads of Faculty and Division in accordance with the Recruitment and Selection Regulation 
and in conjunction with the Director of HR and OD.  For Grade 10 and Reader positions the 
Vice-Chancellor is the Accountable Officer responsible for the appointments.  Reports of 
action taken under delegation are forwarded to Senate and Council for information in 
accordance with the Regulation. 

 
3.10.2. Recommendation – refer to Appendix 1 

 
3.11 University representatives to external bodies  

 
3.11.1. Current position  
Senate has agreed to delegate authority to the Vice-Chancellor, on the recommendation of an 
Advisory Panel, to agree appointments of University representatives to external bodies.  HR 
manages the process, including an open call process for applicants.  All appointments are 
reported to Senate.  

 
3.11.2. Recommendations  

 None: procedure was agreed by Senate in October 2014 and is subject to review in 
October 2016 but refer to Council decision set out in Appendix 1 

 
3.12 Convocation  

 
3.12.1. Current position  
Convocation is a body established, and with membership defined, by Statute (30).  
Convocation may discuss and, if it thinks appropriate, make representation on any matter 
whatsoever relating to the University.  Convocation appoints the Chancellor.  DARO is 
responsible for maintaining the Register of Members required.  

 
3.12.2. Recommendations  

 None: the University Secretary will wish to receive assurance regarding the 
maintenance of the Register of Members but refer to Council decision set out in 
Appendix 1 
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3.13 Academic Electoral Assembly (AEA)  
 

3.13.1. Current position  
The AEA is a body established, and with membership defined by Statute (24).  Any matter of 
interest to the University may be discussed at meetings of the Assembly and 
recommendations may be made to one or more of the University’s Statutory Bodies as the 
Assembly considers appropriate.  The AEA elects members to serve on Senate. 

 
3.12.2 Recommendations 
None: revisions to AEA standing orders regarding the election process for members of Senate 
were approved by Senate in February 2016 but refer to Council decision set out in Appendix 
1. 

 
4. Relevant Risks 
  
HR: Risk H2: Recruitment 
 
5. Proposed Resolution/Action/Next Steps 

 
Senate is asked to: 

a) note the current appointment processes; 
b) consider the recommendations for improvements set out in Appendix 1. 

 



 

Senate 

2 May 2017 

Sponsor: Jane Robinson, Antony Long Author: Clare Curran, Joanne Race, 
Brian Elliott 

 

 
Staff Working Policies 
 
Proposed Resolution 
Senate is asked to discuss the following policies:  

 Academic Staff Timetabling Requests Policy 

 Right to Request Flexible Working Policy 
 
Communication Status  

Communication 
Status 

Open 
 

Confidential 
Internal 

 Confidential 
Restricted/ 
External 

 

Freedom of 
Information 
Exemption and 
Rationale 

Paper: N/A 

Appendices: N/A 

 
Previous Committee Consideration 
UEC 14 November 2016; UEC 3 April 2017 
 
Further Approval/Future Committee Consideration 
Not applicable 
 
Appendices 
Appendix 1: Right to Request Flexible Working Policy 
Appendix 2: Academic Staff Timetabling Requests Policy 
 

 
1. Executive Summary 

1.1 The Right to Request Flexible Working (RTRFW) Policy has been significantly updated to 
provide a more streamlined process which encourages flexibility but also recognises the 
business needs of the University. 

1.2 A new Academic Staff Timetabling Requests Policy has been created in order to ensure that 
demand is effectively met whilst continuing to support academic staff appropriately.   

1.3 Both policies were approved by UEC on 3 April 2017, and are presented to Senate for 
discussion. 

2. Strategic/Policy Context  

2.1 Both policies are supportive of both the University Strategy and the People Strategy to 
ensure education, teaching and professional services are delivered effectively. 
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3. Background and Analysis  

3.1 The revised policies were initiated by a request from Professor Antony Long on behalf of the 
University Timetable and Registry teams to review the number of academic teaching staff 
who indicated they had teaching time restrictions.  It was felt that the ability to schedule a full 
teaching timetable was being affected by the large number of staff with restricted teaching 
availability.   

3.2 Research was then undertaken to ascertain if the data currently held was correct.  It was 
found that the vast majority of the flexible arrangements were ‘informal’ in that they were 
outside of the RTRFW policy arrangements. 

3.3 The main reason cited was that staff did not necessarily want to make a permanent change 
to their contracts, as is required by the current policy.   

3.4 The revised RTRFW policy now allows more flexibility for both the University and its staff by 
allowing a temporary change to working hours (for up to 12 months) and periodic reviews for 
both parties to agree if the arrangements are working. 

3.5 The introduction of an Academic Staff Timetabling Requests Policy and an annual process to 
apply for flexible working for those staff with teaching responsibilities, will allow flexibility for 
academic staff, but also allow the needs of the timetable to be assessed when determining 
requests. 

4. Dependencies 

4.1 University and People Strategies. 

5. Resource Implications 

5.1 No direct financial implications.   

6. Risk Analysis  

6.1 The RTRFW policy continues to be applicable with the relevant legislation. 

7. Equality Analysis 

7.1 With regards to any Equality and Diversity impact, consultation has been undertaken with 
stakeholders and feedback taken into account when drafting the policy, including with a 
representative from E&D who was comfortable with the changes. 

7.2 The policies allow all staff to request flexible working. 

8. Environmental Sustainability 

8.1 The Staff Working Policies have the potential to provide benefits regarding University 
management of travel to work and car parking by staff. In turn, this may also have a positive 
impact upon the University’s CO2 emissions. 

9. Social Responsibility 

9.1 Not applicable 



10. Consultation 

10.1 Trade Union feedback: 

The draft RTRFW policy was previously informally discussed with the Trade Unions who 
expressed some concerns that this may restrict the numbers of flexible arrangements 
approved by HoDs due to the greater emphasis on the teaching timetable.  It was suggested 
that this would be contrary to the University’s commitment to E & D.  To deal with these 
concerns it is suggested that the policy, and the outcome of flexible working requests, should 
be kept under review in order to identify any negative or disproportionate impact. 

The Trade Unions were supportive of the inclusion of a trial period. 

UCU provided recent feedback on the policy wording which has in the main been 
incorporated.  One point of note is that they have asked that the policies specify that appeals 
will be heard by a manager of the same level (or ideally higher) than the level who made the 
original decision.  This is not specified in the annual academic process as ‘reconsiderations’ 
will be heard by another committee.   

11. Future Action/next Steps 

11.1 A communication and implementation plan will be developed for summer 2017 to allow 
requests to be decided in time for the 2018/19 academic year. 

12. Communication of Decision 

12.1 The implementation and communication plan will include managers, staff and Trade Union 
colleagues. 

13. Proposed Resolution 

13.1 Senate is asked to discuss the following policies  

 Academic Staff Timetabling Requests Policy 

 Right to Request Flexible Working Policy 

14. Further Information 

14.1 Not applicable.   
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Academic Staff Timetabling Requests Policy 

 

 
 

Policy Statement 

Durham University wishes to support academic staff to achieve an effective work-life balance.  It is important 

to balance this with the necessity to ensure that students, with whom we have a contractual obligation to 

educate, are provided with effective teaching and contact arrangements, and that the University can operate 

effectively with regards to other activities, such as Department or University meetings.   

To assist in scheduling a timetable which is acceptable to students and utilises space on campus effectively, 

the University has agreed that all teaching staff should be available to teach at all times in the teaching 

week, unless a successful academic staff timetabling request is made. 

An annual academic staff timetabling request is a request to restrict hours of teaching to certain days or 

times for one year.  It does not reduce your overall working hours and as such, a successful application will 

have no impact on your overall workload.    

Having one policy for academic timetabling requests will provide a fair and consistent process for all 

academic staff.  Please note that not all applications can be accommodated and the University reserves the 

right to turn down your request or agree it in part if it is not in the business or operating interests of the 

University to approve it.        

The Right to Request Flexible Working Policy (link) explains the process to follow for all other requests for 

flexible working. 

Please note that this policy details the right is to submit a request. There should be no presumption that an 

application will be granted.  The University panel considering requests need to take account of teaching and, 

if appropriate, other timetabling requirements, personal requests for timetabling changes, and room 

availability. 

Anyone considering submitting such a request should speak to their Line Manager/Head of 

Department/School or College as early as possible so that you can explore the available options. 

This policy will be reviewed after one year of operation. 
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Guidelines for Staff  

This policy sits alongside and compliments the Right to Request Flexible Working Policy.    

The Academic Staff Timetable Requests Policy details the annual process which the University has 

introduced in order to provide a flexible yet consistent process for academic staff to raise any requests that 

restrict their availability for teaching and other academic activities.     

You may wish to contact your Manager who will be able to advise you on different options and answer any 

questions that you may have relating to the process. 

 

Making an application 

All academic staff will be notified of the annual timeline to submit any requests no later than the end of July 

each year.  All applications will be required to be submitted no later than 30 September each year and a 

decision will be communicated to all staff making an application no later than 30 November each year.   

All requests should be submitted using the following form (part A) (link).  You must ensure all boxes are 

completed and submit a copy of your request to your manager.  Your manager will add any comments and 

submit this application. 

When making any application please be mindful of the University standard teaching times which run as 

follows:   

- 30 weeks per year over three terms.  An induction week takes place the week before Michaelmas 

term begins  

- from 9am on a Monday morning to 6pm on a Friday afternoon, often excluding Wednesday 

afternoon.    

Although the main focus of most applications is the teaching timetable, applicants should also ensure that 

they are familiar with the cycle of other Department / Unit activities in which they might reasonably be 

expected to contribute, such as department meetings.  All arrangements under this policy are applicable only 

for the relevant academic year.  By applying via this process, you are applying for a one year change.  You 

can re-apply each year for changes to your timetable but if you seek a permanent change you should do this 

via the flexible working policy 

 

Decision making process 

A panel made up from the DVC and Provost, relevant PVC, Academic Registrar, Head of Student Registry 

and Senior HR Business Partner (or their delegates) will consider each application and make a decision as 

to whether the request can be accommodated in the forthcoming academic year.   

You will be informed of the decision in writing to either:  

 accept the request and establish any other action; or 

 decline the request, setting out clear rationale. 
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Reconsideration process 

If your application is refused, you can ask for the decision to be reconsidered.  Your request should be made 

in writing within seven working days of receipt of the written decision to the Senior HR Business Partner 

clearly stating your grounds for the request. 

The HR Office will arrange a meeting to consider your request as quickly as possible. You will be able to 

bring a work colleague or trade union representative to the meeting if you would like to. Your work colleague 

or trade union representative will be able to address the meeting and confer with you during it, but is not 

allowed to answer questions on your behalf.  You will be made aware of this right prior to the meeting taking 

place and sufficiently in advance so that you can arrange the attendance of your work colleague or trade 

union representative.  The request will be considered by the panel who reviewed the original paper 

application. 

If you are unable to attend the meeting for any reason you must inform the HR representative overseeing this 

process as soon as you are aware you cannot attend.  The meeting may be reconvened in the case of 

exceptional circumstances.  If you fail to attend without notification, the meeting may take place in your 

absence on the basis of your submission.    

You will be notified the outcome within seven days of your meeting, which may be a verbal response, 

followed by a written response.   

 

Guidelines for Managers  

The annual process for applying for flexible working that restricts availability for teaching hours and other 

department activities will be advertised to all academic staff.   

If you receive a copy of a request, you should add any additional pertinent information which the panel 

should be aware of,  forwarding to the Senior HR Business Partner within seven days of receipt and in any 

event prior to the panel deliberations.   
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Questions and Answers 

Do I need to make a request for research time? 

In short, no.  It is recognised that academic staff already work in a highly flexible way to deliver the 

requirements of their role in respect of their research, teaching and other important dimensions of the job.  

The academic workload is designed to provide for an appropriate balance of activity and is flexible in order 

that staff have the opportunity to manage their own time.   

What if I do not engage in the process? 

If an applicant fails to meet their responsibilities under the procedure and it is fair to assume that the 

application is no longer being pursued, the application may be treated as withdrawn. The circumstances for 

considering that an application has been withdrawn are: 

 Failure to attend a meeting (and any reconvened meeting); or  

 Unreasonably refusing to provide information required in order to assess whether the request and 

any changes can be granted.  

If I do change my working pattern, could I change it back again? 

This policy details an annual process in order to ensure timetabling requirements are met and to provide 

academic staff with assurance that their wishes will be considered consistently.  Agreements to restrict 

teaching hours will usually be applicable for the academic year in question.  However, in exceptional 

circumstances, line managers, in discussion with the timetabling office and HR, will be able to sanction an 

amendment to the agreed pattern part way through the year as long as this does not impact upon teaching 

delivery.  If such an agreement is reached, the line manager is responsible for updating the timetabling office 

and HR to enable accurate record keeping.  
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Academic staff timetabling requests application form (Part A) 

 

Staff Name: 

Staff Number: 

Job Title: 

Organisational Faculty/Dept/School 

Describe your current working/teaching pattern (days/hours/times worked).  Also indicate if you have 
made a previous application for flexible working or academic request for timetabling restrictions and 
provide details:  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Describe the pattern you would like to work in the next academic year (days/hours/times worked) and 
why you are seeking this change: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

What impact do you think the proposed change would have on the University/your 
colleagues/students?  What is the impact upon your teaching hours and how do you propose it may 
be dealt with? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Date form copied to Line Manager 
 

 

Signature: 
 

 

Date: 
 

 

Line Manager comments 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Signature: 
 

 

Date: 
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Academic staff timetabling requests application form (Part B) 

 

To be completed by decision panel 

Staff Name: 

Staff Number: 

Job Title: 

Organisational Faculty/Dept/School 

Does the change have an impact on 
available teaching hours in the 
department (please circle)? 
 
 
 
        Yes                                     No 
 
 

If yes, please describe how the timetable can still be 
delivered given this change? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Arrangements agreed (provide full details of new arrangements) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Annual restrictions agreed?  
 

Y / N 

Panel Chair name (print) 
 

Panel Chair signature 
 

Date: 

Request rejected 

Explain reasoning 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Further comments 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Panel Chair name (print) 
 

Panel Chair signature 
 

Date: 
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Application and reconsideration Process Flow Chart 
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Right to Request Flexible Working Policy 

 

 
 
Policy Statement 

The Employment Act 2002 and the Work and Families Act 2006 introduced legislation which provided 

employees with children or those caring for an adult with a right to submit a request for a flexible working 

pattern. 

Following the introduction of the Children and Families Act 2014, from 30 June 2014 every employee has the 

statutory right to request flexible working if they have been employed by the University continuously for 26 

weeks at the date the application is made. Employees who have been employed for less than 26 weeks, 

agency workers and office holders do not have a statutory right to request flexible working. However, all staff 

are welcome to speak to their line managers if they have suggestions about their working patterns outside of 

the statutory procedure. 

The associated guidelines cover the key points concerned with flexible working. 

Please note that the right is to submit a request for flexible working. There is no presumption that an 

application will be granted. 

Anyone thinking about submitting a request to change their work pattern should speak to their Line 

Manager/Head of Department/School or College as early as possible so that you can explore the available 

options. 

Should the request be linked to a restriction regarding teaching hours for an academic member of 

staff, please view the Academic Staff Timetabling Requests Policy (link). 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
  

Appendix 2 
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Guidelines for Employees 

With the introduction of the Children and Families Act 2014, from 30 June 2014 every employee has the 

statutory right to request flexible working if they have been employed by the University continuously for 26 

weeks at the date the application is made.  

You can only make one statutory request in any 12 month period. 

Do I have a right to change my working pattern under the legislation? 

You do not have an automatic right to change your working pattern, but you do have a right to request a 

change. Employers have a statutory duty to consider applications seriously but are able to refuse any 

application for one of the “business grounds” specified in the legislation. The main aim of the right is to 

facilitate discussion and encourage both the employee and the employer to consider flexible working 

patterns, and to consider whether there is a solution that suits both parties, where it is practicable to do so. 

What can I request under this right? 

You may request: 

 a change to the hours that you work 

 a change to the times that you work 

 a change to the place of work. 

You can also contact your HR representative who will be able to advise you on different options and answer 

any questions that you may have on the process. 

How do I make an application? 

You will need to put your request in writing addressing it to your Line Manager/Head of Department/School 

or College, using the request for flexible working application form Flexible Working Application Form (Part A).  

You must include the following information in your written request before it can be considered: 

- Date of your application 

- Your current working pattern (days/hours worked) 

- The change/s to the working conditions you are seeking (days/hours worked) 

- Reason for requesting the change 

- Date you would like the change to come into effect 

- What effect, if any, you think the change would have on the Department/Section and how you think 

any impact could be mitigated 

- A statement that this is a statutory request and if approved you understand that this may be a 

permanent change to your working pattern/terms and conditions of employment (the University 

reserves the right to grant requests on a temporary or trial basis subject to review depending on 

business needs, for example teaching requirements). 

- State if you are making the request in relation to the Equality Act 2010, for example, as a reasonable 

adjustment for a disability 

- If and when you have made a previous application for flexible working 
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How is a decision made? 

Submitting the written request will help to facilitate a discussion which enables both you and your manager to 

gain a clear understanding of each other’s position. Once your written response has been submitted, your 

Line Manager/Head of Department/School or College should arrange to discuss your request. Normally this 

would be in a meeting, but if you and your manager are in agreement the discussion could take place in 

other ways, for example, by telephone. During the meeting you will both explore any potential issues, such 

as impact on the teaching timetable or delivery of work plans for example, and consider alternative working 

patterns if this is appropriate. 

You will be able to bring a work colleague or recognised trade union representative to the meeting if you 

would like to for support. They will be able to address the meeting and confer with you during it, but they are 

not allowed to answer questions on your behalf. You will be made aware of this right prior to the meeting 

taking place and sufficiently in advance so that you can arrange the attendance of your work colleague or 

trade union representative. 

How can I prepare for the meeting? 

You should: 

 Be prepared to expand on any points within your written submission. 

 Be prepared to discuss what effect changes to your working pattern will have on completion of the work 

you normally carry out, and how this might impact both upon colleagues and students. You should 

highlight potential benefits, and suggest how any potential impact upon colleagues or the work of the 

department might be overcome. 

 Prepare to be flexible. Think about any other working patterns you would be willing to consider, or if you 

would be willing to consider another start date or a trial period. 

 If you are taking a work colleague or trade union representative along to the meeting, make sure they 

are fully briefed on your request beforehand, provide them with a copy of your written submission, and 

inform your Line Manager/Head of Department/School or College, that a companion will be present. 

 Familiarise yourself with information on flexible working. 

Could the meeting be postponed for any reason? 

If you, your work colleague or trade union representative are unable to make the meeting it should ordinarily 

only be rearranged once. The rearranged meeting should take place at a time that is convenient to everyone 

and to take place as soon as is practically possible. 

If your Line Manager/Head of Department/School or College, is absent at the time that you submit your 

application, the meeting will take place as soon as is practically possible after his/her return to work or the 

meeting may be delegated to another manager. 

If you are unable to attend the meeting without notification, you should contact your Line Manager/Head of 

Department/School or College as soon as possible. If you fail to attend the meeting twice without a 

reasonable explanation the University will consider the application as withdrawn. Prior to this decision your 

Line Manager/Head of Department/School or College will endeavour to find out and consider the reasons for 

you failing to attend the meetings.  
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When will I know the decision? 

All requests, including appeals, must be considered and decided on within a period of three months from first 

receipt. This time limit may be extended if you and your Line Manager/Head of Department/School or 

College agree. For example, you may conclude at the first meeting that more time is needed to explore the 

consequences of your proposed work pattern. 

Your manager will inform you in writing of their decision as soon as possible to either:  

- accept the request, establish a start date and any other action;  

- confirm a compromise which has been agreed with you, such as a temporary agreement to work 

flexibly or trial period including review periods; 

- Refuse the request, setting out clear business reasons relating to one of the “business grounds” 

(which are outlined below). 

If I do change my working pattern, could I change it back again? 

An accepted application may mean implementing a permanent change to your terms and conditions of 

employment. In such cases you will therefore not be able to choose to revert to your previous working 

arrangements and you will not be able to make a further flexible working request for 12 months.  However, in 

all cases the University reserves the right to implement a trial period to ensure that any changes are 

acceptable and that such changes do not adversely affect any business processes.  Trial periods may be 

agreed up to 12 months and will be documented and reviewed to see if the arrangements are suitable to all 

parties.  The University reserves the right to grant flexible working requests on a temporary basis, subject to 

review, depending on business needs, e.g. the ability to deliver ongoing projects.   

If circumstances change during a trial period e.g. a job-share partner resigns and it is not immediately 

possible to recruit a replacement, review timescales may be amended.   

If there are any concerns at the end of the trial period these will be discussed with your Line Manager/Head 

of Department/School or College and HR. 

Why might my application be unsuccessful? 

The University is able to refuse your request for one or more of the “business grounds” specified in the 

legislation. These are: 

a) burden of additional costs; 

b) detrimental effect on the ability to meet customer demand (this would include the ability to fulfil the 

academic activity of the University); 

c) inability to re-organise work among existing staff; 

d) inability to recruit additional staff; 

e) detrimental impact on quality; 

f) detrimental impact on performance; 

g) insufficiency of work during the period the employee proposes to work; 

h) planned structural changes;  

i) other such grounds as the Secretary of State may specify by regulations. 
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Can I appeal if I do not agree with the decision? 

If your Line Manager/Head of Department/School or College refuses your request, you can appeal the 

decision. This appeal should be made in writing within seven working days of receipt of the written decision 

to the HR Director clearly stating your grounds of appeal. 

The HR Office will arrange a meeting to consider your appeal as quickly as possible. You will be able to bring 

a work colleague or trade union representative to the meeting if you would like to for support. Your work 

colleague or trade union representative will be able to address the meeting and confer with you during it, but 

is not allowed to answer questions on your behalf. 

The meeting will be chaired by a member of the University who has had no previous involvement in the 

process. 

You will be notified of the decision as quickly as possible after the date of your appeal meeting. 

What if I feel that I have been treated unfairly because I have made an application for flexible 

working? 

You should not be treated unfairly because you have made an application for flexible working.  If you have 

any concerns in this regard, please contact your HR representative for advice. 

If you have any further questions about the right to request flexible working, please contact your HR 

representative or visit the link:  

http://www.acas.org.uk/media/pdf/p/6/Handling-requests-to-work-flexibly-in-a-reasonable-manner-an-

Acas-guide.pdf 

  

http://www.dur.ac.uk/hr/contacts/
http://www.dur.ac.uk/hr/contacts/
http://www.acas.org.uk/media/pdf/p/6/Handling-requests-to-work-flexibly-in-a-reasonable-manner-an-Acas-guide.pdf
http://www.acas.org.uk/media/pdf/p/6/Handling-requests-to-work-flexibly-in-a-reasonable-manner-an-Acas-guide.pdf
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Guidelines for Managers  

From 30 June 2014 every employee has the statutory right to request flexible working if they have been 

employed by the University continuously for 26 weeks at the date the application is made.  An employee may 

only make one application in any 12 month period. 

Please note that the maximum time the Law permits for you to respond to the request and conduct 

any subsequent appeals is three months. 

Please contact your HR representative for advice if you receive such a request.  This should be done as 

soon as possible to ensure the statutory timescales can be met.   

Summary of the Right 

The right to request to work flexibly aims to encourage employees and employers to consider flexible 

working patterns and to seek solutions to requests that suit both parties. It does not give employees an 

automatic right to change their working patterns but all requests must be considered as outlined below. 

The right imposes a statutory duty upon employers to consider applications for flexible working seriously and 

employers will only be able to refuse applications for one of the “business grounds” which are outlined below. 

Eligible employees will be able to request: 

 a change to the hours they work 

 a change to the times when they are required to work 

 a change to the place of work. 

Applications will be made to the Line Manager/Head of Department/School or College who will be best able 

to judge how a change in working pattern may affect the work of the individual and department or section. 

Please note that flexible working arrangements already in operation in other parts of the department or 

section do not necessarily create a precedent, all requests are dealt with on a case by case basis. 

All requests (including consideration of appeals) must be considered and decisions communicated as quickly 

as possible, and at the latest within three months of first receiving the request. This timescale must allow for 

the possibility of meetings to discuss options, consultation with colleagues, holidays, unexpected delays and 

appeals.  

An accepted application may mean a permanent change to the employee’s own terms and conditions of 

employment.  The Line Manager/Head of Department/School or College may use a trial period to assess 

suitability of the change.  Trial periods may be up to 12 months and will be documented and reviewed to 

assess whether the arrangements are suitable to all parties.  The University also reserves the right to grant 

flexible working requests on a temporary basis, subject to review, depending on business needs, e.g. the 

ability to deliver ongoing projects.  

Please contact your HR representative before having a meeting with a member of staff who is considering 

making a request, or if you receive a formal request for flexible working. 

Benefits of flexible working 

The use of flexible working patterns can be of benefit to both employees and employers. Various forms of 

flexible working already exist within the University, for example, job share, annualised hours, flexitime, and 

term-time working. 

Benefits to the University can include: 

 Improved efficiency and cost savings 
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 The extension of service provision outside of normal office hours 

 Ability to respond to changing demands throughout the academic year 

 Recruitment and retention of high quality staff 

 Encouraging equality of opportunity and reflecting diversity 

 Reduced absenteeism 

 Increased loyalty and motivation.   

Such potential benefits should be considered when a reviewing a request. 

The application process 

The initial onus on taking forward an application will be on the employee via Flexible Working Application 

Form (Part A) however employees are encouraged to discuss flexible working informally with their manager 

in the first instance. He/she must put the request in writing addressing it to the relevant Line Manager/Head 

of Department/School or College. They must include the following information in their written request before 

you can consider it: 

 Date of their application 

 Their current working pattern (days/hours worked) 

 The change/s to the working conditions they are seeking (days/hours worked) 

 Reason for requesting the change 

 Date they would like the change to come into effect 

 What effect, if any, they think the change would have on the Department/School or College  and how 

they think this may be dealt with 

 A statement that it is a statutory request and if approved on a permanent basis they understand that 

this will be a permanent change to their working pattern, or if for an agreed trial period/temporary 

basis that this would be a temporary change 

 State if they are making the request in relation to the Equality Act 2010, for example, as a 

reasonable adjustment for a disability 

 If and when they have made a previous application for flexible working. 

How should I respond to a request for flexible working? 

Please inform your HR representative of any such requests.  

As soon as practically possible after receiving the written request we would advise that you organise and 

hold a meeting with the applicant to consider the request. If there is likely to be a delay in discussing the 

request it is good practice to inform the employee. During the meeting you and the applicant will explore any 

potential issues and, if appropriate, consider alternative working patterns. 

The Line Manager/Head of Department/School or College who has received the written request will be 

responsible for arranging the meeting and ensuring that it takes place as soon as practically possible. The 

meeting will be chaired by the Line Manager/Head of Department/School or College but other individuals 

who work closely with the applicant may be invited if they are better able to judge the feasibility of the 

request. 

The applicant will be able to bring a work colleague or trade union representative to the meeting if desired. 

The work colleague or trade union representative is able to address the meeting and to confer with the 

applicant during it, but they may not answer questions for the applicant. You will need to make the employee 

aware of this right prior to the meeting taking place and sufficiently in advance so that they can arrange the 

attendance of their work colleague or trade union representative. If it might be difficult to hold a meeting in 

person it is possible, under the regulations, to discuss the request via other means, such as by telephone. 
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Timescale 

All requests (including consideration of appeals) must be considered and decisions communicated as quickly 

as possible, and at the latest within three months of first receiving the request. This timescale must allow for 

the possibility of meetings to discuss options, consultation with colleagues, holidays, unexpected delays and 

appeals.  

Could the meeting be postponed for any reason? 

If you are absent from work due to illness or the applicant, work colleague or trade union representative are 

unable to make the meeting it should be rearranged once. The rearranged meeting should take place at a 

time that is convenient to everyone and should take place as soon as is practically possible. 

If the applicant is unable to attend the meeting, they should contact you as soon as possible. If they fail to 

attend the meeting twice without a reasonable explanation the employer can consider the application to be 

withdrawn. Prior to making this decision you should find out and consider the reasons for the employee 

failing to attend the meetings. If you deem an application to be withdrawn you must inform the employee in 

writing.  

How can I prepare for the meeting? 

It may help to: 

 Draft an agenda of the issues you want to discuss 

 Inform the applicant of anyone you have asked to join the meeting 

 Ask other colleagues if they would want to cover any extra hours that may be created as a result of 

granting the request, with the agreement of the applicant 

 Carefully consider the benefits of the requested changes in working conditions for the employee and 

the business needs 

 Carefully consider any potential adverse impacts, such as the ability of the department/school or 

college to deliver their objectives should the request be granted, and possible ways in which these 

might be overcome 

 In considering the request you must be careful to not discriminate against the employee (advice is 

available from your HR representative) 

 Familiarise yourself with the information on flexible working 

 Speak to your HR representative. 

Making the decision 

You should first discuss your response with your HR Representative. 

As soon as practically possible following the meeting you must notify the member of staff of your decision in 

writing using Flexible Working Application Form (Part B) that you have either: 

 accepted the request, established a start date and any other action 

 confirmed a compromise agreed at the discussion, such as a temporary agreement to work flexibly 

or a trial period including review periods  

 refused the request, setting out clear business reasons relating to one of the “business grounds” 

specified below. 

An accepted application may mean a permanent change to the applicant’s own terms and conditions of 

employment.  The University also reserves the right to grant flexible working requests on a temporary basis, 

subject to review, depending on business needs, e.g. teaching requirements (link). 

If there are any concerns at the end of the trial/temporary period these should be discussed with HR. 
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In what circumstances can an employer refuse a request for flexible working? 

If you decide to refuse an application please contact your HR representative before you notify the applicant 

of your decision. 

Employers are only able to refuse applications for one or more of the following “business grounds”: 

a. burden of additional costs; 

b. detrimental effect on the ability to meet customer demand (this would include the ability to fulfil the 

academic activity of the University); 

c. inability to re-organise work among existing staff; 

d. inability to recruit additional staff; 

e. detrimental impact on quality; 

f. detrimental impact on performance; 

g. insufficiency of work during the period the employee proposes to work; 

h. planned structural changes;  

i. Such other grounds as the Secretary of State may specify by regulations. 

You should notify the applicant in writing, specifying the business ground(s) and the reasons why they apply 

in these circumstances. For further advice on applying these grounds and case studies please visit the link: 

http://www.acas.org.uk/media/pdf/p/6/Handling-requests-to-work-flexibly-in-a-reasonable-manner-an-

Acas-guide.pdf 

  

http://www.acas.org.uk/media/pdf/p/6/Handling-requests-to-work-flexibly-in-a-reasonable-manner-an-Acas-guide.pdf
http://www.acas.org.uk/media/pdf/p/6/Handling-requests-to-work-flexibly-in-a-reasonable-manner-an-Acas-guide.pdf
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Questions and Answers 

What if I don’t want to make a permanent change to my working pattern, can I do this? 

As an employer the University aims to be as flexible as it can subject to business needs. We understand that 

for some our colleagues (or for the University) a permanent change is sometimes not the answer to a 

situation that may only need to be adjusted for a short period of time.  The University has included as part of 

this revised policy the ability for individuals to plan a temporary or trial period, with the agreement of your 

Head of Department/School or College, of up to 12 months.  This trial period will have a review meeting built 

in to the timescales to ascertain if the trial is working for the individual and for the University.  This 

arrangement may or may not be renewed depending on the circumstances at that time and if not renewed, 

the end of the arrangement will be agreed. 

If the request is linked to a restriction regarding teaching hours for an academic member of staff, it is likely 

that the Academic Staff Timetabling Requests Policy (link) will be the appropriate route to follow. 

It is imperative that when agreement is reached on a permanent change or a temporary/trial period that this 

is captured and recorded. This is for the benefit of both parties and thus a new form Flexible Working 

Application Form (Part B) has been included to capture the agreement. 

What if I think I cannot accommodate a request for reasons other than the business grounds above? 

Please contact your HR representative to discuss the application. 

What if I, as a Manager, receive more than one request for flexible working, or other staff already 

have flexible working arrangements making it difficult to agree to further changes? 

If you receive more than one request, you are not required to make value judgements about the most 

deserving request. You should consider each case individually looking at the business case and the possible 

impact of refusing a request. Cases should be considered in the order that they were received.  If you have 

already approved others’ flexible working requests, or if you receive more than one request and require 

support or help please contact your HR representative for advice. 

If my application for flexible working is approved, will I still be able to take advantage of flexi-time 

arrangements in my Department? 

This will need to be determined by the staff member and manager on a case by case basis.  It may not be 

appropriate, for example, for flexi-time to continue if the pattern agreed has been designed with office cover 

in mind which would then be more difficult to manage if flexi-time was also applied.     

What if my circumstances change during my application and I wish to change the request? 

During discussions or meetings regarding your application, it may be that amendments to the original request 

are considered to ensure that both the needs of the staff member and the University are met.  However, if 

the applicant wishes to significantly amend their request, the University reserves the right to re-start the 

process.   

Is there any right of appeal if an application for flexible working is refused? 

If the request is refused, the applicant can appeal against the decision. There are no restrictions on what 

may constitute grounds for making an appeal.  The appeal should be made to the HR Director clearly stating 

the grounds of appeal. 

A further meeting must be held to consider an appeal as quickly as possible after the date of receipt of the 

appeal, and the outcome must be communicated to the applicant in writing as soon as possible, and at the 

latest within three months of receipt of the application. 
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The meeting will be chaired by another manager or senior member of the University who has had no 

previous involvement in the process.  This member of staff will usually be of the same level or higher than 

the manager who made the original decision.  All relevant parties will be invited to either attend the appeal 

hearing, or present statements to it, so that the Chair is able to make decisions based on all of the available 

evidence.   

Once again the applicant has the right to be accompanied by either a work colleague or trade union 

representative at this meeting if desired. The work colleague or trade union representative is able to address 

the meeting and to confer with the applicant during it, but they may not answer questions for the applicant. 

If an applicant fails to meet their responsibilities under the procedure (as outlined below) and it is fair to 

assume that the application is no longer being pursued, the application may be treated as withdrawn. The 

circumstances for considering that an application has been withdrawn are: 

 Failure to attend the meeting (and any reconvened meeting) to discuss the application or the appeal 

meeting more than once (i.e. fails to attend two meetings) 

 Unreasonably refusing to provide information required in order to assess whether the request and 

any changes can be granted. For example, to agree to a request to work at home the employer may 

insist on a health and safety assessment of the home environment. 

Are there any consequences for not following the statutory procedure? 

An employee will be entitled to make a complaint to an employment tribunal if there is a breach in the 

procedure. Where a case is taken to an employment tribunal the employer will need to demonstrate that they 

have gone through every step of the above procedure.   The legislation does not give tribunals the power to 

question the commercial validity of the employer’s decision. The tribunal may send the case back to the 

employer for reconsideration and may also order compensation. 

Please note that employees are protected from suffering any unfair treatment for making a flexible working 

application.  

If you have any further questions about the right to request flexible working, please contact your HR 

representative or visit the link: 

http://www.acas.org.uk/media/pdf/p/6/Handling-requests-to-work-flexibly-in-a-reasonable-manner-an-

Acas-guide.pdf 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

http://www.acas.org.uk/media/pdf/p/6/Handling-requests-to-work-flexibly-in-a-reasonable-manner-an-Acas-guide.pdf
http://www.acas.org.uk/media/pdf/p/6/Handling-requests-to-work-flexibly-in-a-reasonable-manner-an-Acas-guide.pdf
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Flexible Working Application Form (Part A) 

Please give completed form to your Line Manager 

Employee Name: 

Employee Number: 

Job Title: 

Organisational Dept/School/College  

I have worked continuously as an employee of the University for the last 26 weeks (tick) 
 

I have not made a previous flexible working request in the last 12 months 
 

(tick) 

Describe your current working/teaching pattern (days/hours/times worked). 
 
 
 
 
 

Describe the working pattern you would like to work in the future (days/hours/times worked) 
 
 
 
 
 
 

I would like this working pattern to commence from: (date) 
 

What impact do you think the proposed change would have on the University/Your colleagues/students?   
Please read Flexible Working Guidelines for Employees 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Signature: 
 

 

Date: 
 

 

  



 
 

         Human Resources & Organisation Development 
 

  

 

Page 14 of 17 
 

Flexible Working Application Form (Part B) 

To be completed by Line Manager 

Employee Name: 

Employee Number: 

Job Title: 

Organisational Dept/School/College  

Flexible Working arrangements agreed (provide full details of new arrangements) 
 
 
 
 

Permanent change to contractual terms  
 

(tick) Start date: 

Temporary change to contractual terms 
 

 Start date: End date: 

If temporary, provide explanation and include review dates agreed. 
 
 
 

Manager Name (print) 
 

Manager Signature: 
 

Date: 

Flexible Working arrangements rejected 

Reason for rejection A B C D E F G H I 

Explain reasoning: 
 
 
 
 

Further comments: 
 
 

Manager Name (print) 
 

Manager signature: 
 

Date: 

Manager writes to employee giving full explanation of decision and sends copy of Form A and Form B to HR 
Services for employee record.  Notification must contain a reference to the appeal process if the application 
has been rejected. 
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Application Process Flow Chart 
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Appeal Process Flow Chart  
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Senate  

2 May 2017 

Sponsor: Jennifer Sewel  Author: Kate Deeming 
 

 
Effectiveness Review of Boards of Studies  
 
Proposed Resolution 
Senate is asked to note and provide comment on the initiation by the University Secretary’s Office 
(USO) of a project to review the Standing Orders of Boards of Studies.  
 
Communication Status 

Communication 
Status 

Open  Confidential 
Internal 

 Confidential 
Restricted/ 
External 

 

Freedom of 
Information 
Exemption and 
Rationale 

Paper: n/a 

 

 
Previous Committee Consideration 
UEC 3 April 2017 
 
Further Approval/Future Committee Consideration 
Council for information  
 
Appendices 
None  
 

 
1. Executive Summary 

1.1 The purpose of the paper is to inform Senate of the initiation by USO, working with the DVC 
and Provost, of a project to review the effectiveness of Boards of Studies in supporting the 
delivery of the University Strategy. The project will include two strands of work already 
identified as key: the role and appointment process of Heads of Departments and 
modernisation of the standing orders of Boards of Studies. The project will be taken forward 
by a working group with the expectation of benchmarking, evidence gathering, consultation 
within the University community, and recommendations being brought for consideration by 
UEC, Senate and Council during 2017.   

2. Strategic/Policy Context  

2.1 The governance structures of the University, which includes Boards of Studies, need to be fit 
for purpose in supporting management to deliver the University Strategy approved by Senate 
and Council. The University Secretary is charged with ensuring all governance committees 
are reviewed during 2017 with this aim in mind.  
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3. Background and Analysis  

3.1 Review of the Standing Orders of Boards of Studies as part of the governance framework of 
the University and the review of the role description and appointment process for Heads of 
Departments are key interrelated pieces of work in support of the delivery of the new 
University Strategy. 

3.2 The review of Standing Orders of Boards of Studies is being led by the University Secretary 
as part of her overall review of the University’s governance structures and high level 
management structures supporting University governance. It is a key objective in the 
University Secretary Office’s Operational Plan. Senate at its 18 October 2016 meeting noted 
that a review of Standing Orders and Statutes would commence in 2016/17.   

3.3 The review of the role and appointment process of Heads of Department, being led by the 
DVC/Provost working with the University Secretary and Director of HR&OD, is an important 
component of delivery of the Faculty Strategy and one of the Critical Initiatives identified by 
UEC. Council agreed in February 2017, on the recommendation of the Nominations 
Committee, to delegate authority to the Executive to manage the appointment process for 
Heads of Department until the review’s recommendations are considered. In both cases the 
appointment process should include input from the Board of Studies. Senate will be  advised 
of the Nominations Committee’s recommendations at its May meeting. At an earlier meeting 
members gave support to a review of the Head of Department appointment process.   

3.4 Boards of Studies are statutory bodies which derive their status as a component of the 
University’s governance structure, powers and membership from Statutes (Statutes 1, 4, 29). 
They are subject to the provisions of Statute 41 which sets out general principles relating to 
the operation of the statutory bodies. Any amendments to the University’s Statutes require 
the approval of Council, following consultation with Senate, and the Privy Council.  

3.5 The duties and responsibilities of Boards of Studies are set out in Senate and Council Joint 
Standing Orders which provide detailed and often prescriptive information about the 
composition, meeting procedure, committees and officers of the Board of Studies, including 
the role and appointment process for Heads of Department and Chairs of Board of Studies 
(J4.1 and J4.2). Amendments to Standing Orders can be made with the approval of Senate 
and Council. 

3.6 Responsibility for the appointment of Heads of Department (Chairs of Boards of Studies) lies 
with Council after consultation with Senate (Statutes 29 and 12). The appointment process 
for Heads of Department and their duties are set out in Standing Orders (J7.1, 7.2 and J4.10-
4.12) 

3.7 The 2014 Governance Review considered Departmental matters and its recommendations 
were: 

 Greater delegation to Heads of Department where possible, consistent with the 
efficient management of Faculties and the University as a whole; 

 Boards of Studies retain their involvement in the appointment of Heads of 
Department; 

 Once appointed, Heads of Department to serve a 3-year term (that can be extended 
to 5 years) with direct line management accountability to Faculty PVCs and the 
Provost; and 

 A review to take place of job descriptions and terms of reference for Heads of 
Department to clarify their roles and responsibilities and to identify appropriate 
remuneration, training and support needs. 
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3.8 The Review concluded that ‘the current arrangements in relation to Boards of Studies will 

remain, amended only to reflect the points above. It is accepted that junior academics, in 
particular, value being directly involved in the formulation of departmental policy. The Review 
Board accepts that this engagement is an important element in attracting academics to 
Durham.’ 

3.9 Given the role of Boards of Studies as components of the University’s governance structure, 
it is proposed to take the two interrelated strands of work identified in 3.1-3.3 forward 
together through the establishment of a working group with the following remit: 

1. To conduct a review of the effectiveness of Boards of Studies in supporting the 
delivery of the University Strategy to include: 

 gathering an evidence base on the effectiveness of the operation of Boards of 
Studies, their interrelationship with other parts of the University’s governance 
structure and with the role of Head of Department; 

 engaging with key stakeholders;  

 reviewing the appointment process for Heads of Department, appointment period 
and support provided 
 

2. To report to UEC, Senate and Council with recommendations during 2017.  

3.10 The proposed membership of the working group is: 

DVC/Provost  
University Secretary 
A current Head of Department  
A former Head of Department  
Faculty Pro-Vice-Chancellors 
Director of HR &OD 
Representative nominated by the Durham Students’ Union 
 
(The Group will be supported by GES). 
 

3.11 It is envisaged the review will include:  

1. desk based review of key documentation, including for example sample Board of 
Studies’ minutes 

2. call for views     

3. evaluation of information from other institutions on departmental 
governance/management operating models, role of Head of Department, support, 
appointment periods and process  

4. Dependencies 

4.1 Potential interrelationship with the governance cluster of the Durham DOES programme. 
Project outcomes will inform the project to review Statutes and Standing Orders. 

5. Resource Implications 

5.1 n/a  
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6. Risk Analysis  

6.1 There is a risk that there will be concern within the community about the potential for the role 
of Boards of Studies to be undermined. Mitigations will take the form of clear 
communications and call for views. 

7. Equality Analysis 

7.1 Concerns about equality issues relating to the current process for recruitment of Heads of 
Department and the composition of Boards of Studies will be addressed by the project. 

8. Social Responsibility 

8.1 n/a 

9. Consultation 

9.1 The University Secretary has discussed the project with the DVC and Provost who is 
supportive of the proposed approach.  

10. Future Action/next Steps 

10.1 The next steps will be to establish the working group, determine its method of working, 
develop a communications plan and carry out desk top review.  

11. Communication of Decision 

11.1 A wider communications plan will be discussed at the first meeting of the Group.   

12. Proposed Resolution 

12.1 Senate is asked to note and provide comment on the initiation by the University Secretary’s 
Office (USO) of a project to review the Standing Orders of Boards of Studies. 

13. Further Information 

13.1 University Statutes: https://www.dur.ac.uk/university.calendar/volumei/statutes/ 

13.2 Senate and Council Joint Standing Orders:  
https://www.dur.ac.uk/resources/committees/standingorders/JointSO201617f.pdf 

 

https://www.dur.ac.uk/university.calendar/volumei/statutes/
https://www.dur.ac.uk/resources/committees/standingorders/JointSO201617f.pdf
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Senate   

2 May 2017  

Sponsor: Jennifer Sewel  Author: Kate Deeming  
 

 
Governance Committee Papers: Confidentiality Designations  
Senate is asked to receive and comment on this paper which sets out actions agreed by UEC to 
increase openness of committee reports/papers and to enhance the communication of committee 
decisions.  
 
Communication Status 

Communication 
Status 

Open  Confidential 
Internal 

 Confidential 
Restricted/ 
External 

 

Freedom of 
Information 
Exemption and 
Rationale 

Paper: n/a 

Appendix: n/a 

 
Previous Committee Consideration 
UEC 10 January 2017 and 28 March 2017 
 
Further Approval/Future Committee Consideration 
None 
 
Appendices 
Appendix 1 – Relevant FOIA Exemptions Summary 
 
 

 
1. Executive Summary 

1.1 This paper summarises a number of issues relating to the University’s current practice in 
relation to governance committee papers: a) the designation of Open/Closed of 
reports/papers to UEC, and Senate and Council and their committees, b) the communication 
of committee decisions. It sets out UEC’s proposed changes to practice in response to the 
issues highlighted.   

1.2 The paper is one of a suite of interlinked activities being undertaken by the University 
Secretary’s Office (USO) to enhance the effectiveness and efficiency of the University’s 
governance committee business and includes contribution from the Chief Operating Officer 
and the Director of Marketing and Communications in relation to the wider communication of 
committee decisions.   

2. Strategic/Policy Context  

2.1 The context for the proposals is the modernisation of the University’s governance 
arrangements and increased transparency of decision making processes and communication 
of strategic matters.  Staff engagement with the University’s Strategy relies on effective 
dialogue and accurate information flow.  
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2.2 The proposals are also in line with recommendations made in the recent Council 
Effectiveness Review report, and support the delivery of the University Strategy.  

3. Background and Analysis  

Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) 2000 

3.1 The Freedom of Information Act 2000 (FOIA) was enacted to promote a culture of openness 
and accountability by providing the public with rights of access to information held by public 
authorities and placing obligations on them to routinely publish information.  The aim was to 
enhance understanding of how public authorities carry out their duties, why they make 
particular decisions and how public money is spent.  For the purposes of the Act universities 
were included within its definition of public authorities. 

3.2 The Act requires the University:  

 to maintain a Publication Scheme, which acts as a guide and point of access to 
information the University routinely publishes about itself and;  

 to provide, in response to a request from the public, information held by the University 

which is not covered by one of the Act’s exemptions.  
 

Publication Scheme 

3.3 The Information Commissioner's Office (ICO), in accordance with FOIA s.9 has produced a 
Model Publication Scheme to be adopted by all public authorities and a "Definition Document 
for the Model Publication Scheme for Universities."   

3.4 The University adopted the ICO's Model Publication Scheme on 1 January 2009 and 
published its own "Guide to Information" to inform the public how to access information it 
holds. 

4. Current Position: Confidentiality designations and the Freedom of Information Act 
(FOIA) 

4.1 The designations of Closed/Open given to papers and reports going to University committees 
are reflective of the FOIA expectations of transparency and routine publication and include 
reference to the allowable exemptions to Open status (and public access) provided in the 
FOIA.  The University’s practice of inclusion of references in papers to the relevant 
exemption sections of the Act reflects best practice, and is an exercise that many other 
public authorities struggle to embed in their processes.   

4.2 Authors of University committee papers/reports routinely provide a guide on a document’s 
cover sheet as to the possible FOIA status of a papers and any potential disclosure 
exemption, should a request for their content be received from a member of the public.   This 
also helps to inform which part(s) of a paper should be redacted (removed) prior to any 
publication on the University’s Publication Scheme.  Some papers are circulated under 
password protection for reasons of Information Security, in particular if they contain personal 
data, protected under the Data Protection Act.  

4.3 If a request under FOIA is received the related papers/reports are reviewed by the University 
Secretary’s Office, where the formal application of exemptions is scrutinised to avoid ‘over-
use’ of FOIA exemptions, which could lead to a FOI applicant referring the University’s 
treatment of the request to the Information Commissioner.   
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4.4 The current reference to Open in current papers is used where there would be no issue for 
the University in releasing the information to a member of the public in response to an FOI 
request.  

4.5 The current reference to Closed in part or the whole of a paper refers to information that 
could be withheld from release to the public because an exemption under the FOIA applies.   

4.6 Appendix 1 shows the FOIA exemptions likely to be of most relevance to University 
information, together with examples.   

5. Current Issues 

5.1 The University’s current process of designating papers as Closed is driven by anticipation of 
FOIA requests by the public, resulting in a risk-averse level of openness of access to papers, 
in particular by its internal community.   

5.2 Conversely, authors of papers may not take significant cognisance of confidentiality and 
commercial sensitivity when preparing papers, so that papers, or more usually, sections of 
papers, which are confidential or sensitive are not identified in advance and taken into 
account in determining how a paper is written or structured.  This can result in difficulty in 
making documents available either internally or on the public-facing website.  For example, 
reducing the ability to quickly load some University Strategy-related papers onto the internal 
website.   

5.3 While FOIA expects a high level of routine publication by public authorities, currently the 
University does not routinely publish its open Committee papers on its external facing 
webpages (other than Senate).  While not out of line with Russell Group peers, this position 
does not represent best practice and may be leading to an increase in the number of FOI 
requests received, and in turn, unpredicted work in contributing to responses by colleagues 
across the University. A review of the University’s use of its Publication Scheme is planned to 
try to reduce this burden. 

5.4 For the University’s internal community, closure of papers can inhibit timely sharing of 
information with colleagues to assist them in efficiently carrying out their roles.  The Vice-
Chancellor wishes the University to move towards a culture of greater transparency, 
particularly within its community, and the University’s structuring and designation of 
Open/Closed papers needs to support this.   

6. Practice at Other HEIs 

6.1 Desktop review and contact with colleagues at a range of institutions suggests a more ‘open 
papers’ culture.  For example Newcastle University places a number of unrestricted papers 
of Council and Senate on its public facing webpages.  Sheffield does the same for Council 
and its UEC equivalent. Other institutions do not provide this level of public transparency but 
password protect access to some committee papers within their communities. 

7. Changes agreed by UEC to University practice to improve transparency  

7.1 Review of Publication Scheme  

Given the time which has elapsed since the University’s Publication Scheme was first 
published, UEC has agreed that a review of the Scheme should be undertaken by the USO 
and a paper brought to UEC for consideration.  This will include a gap analysis of the 
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University’s current arrangements against ICO requirements and practice of other 
organisations.  

7.2 Structure of papers/reports 

In the interests of transparency and good governance, UEC has agreed that the University 
should aim for a greater number of papers to be available publicly; and wherever possible, 
for most documents to be available to its staff and student members, on the understanding 
that commercially sensitive information should not be shared outside the University.  

Authors of papers and reports will be encouraged to be more aware of the potential 
commercial and other sensitivities of information and where possible, to write and structure 
documents in such a way that they can be open (for example, use of separate 
confidential/part confidential appendices).  The new report/paper template approved by UEC 
on 14 November 2016 and employed for all governance committee papers from January 
2017 encourages this along with more concise core papers.   

 
7.3 Communication status of reports/papers 

To provide greater clarity around publication status of documents at the time they are 
considered by a committee, the revised papers template asks authors to provide information 
on how decisions will be communicated.  UEC has agreed that this should be expanded to 
include a Communications status (as well as a guide FOIA status) with categories as 
below.  A pilot of use will be undertaken in July to identify any issues which may have arisen 
prior to wider rollout: 

o open: papers that can be given general circulation and which may be placed on the 
University external webpages with no password protection; 

 
o confidential internal: papers which should be kept confidential before discussion at 

the committee for which the papers have been prepared but which would normally 
be available following the meeting, unless otherwise advised by the Chair at the 
meeting.  Papers may be placed on the University’s webpages with password 
protection, noting that they may contain some commercially confidential material 
which should not be circulated outside the University; 

 
o confidential restricted/external: papers which should remain confidential to the 

committee members/attendees only and should not be more widely distributed 
without the prior permission of the Vice-Chancellor and University Secretary. These 
are likely to contain information primarily on staffing matters, matters that are highly 
commercially confidential, and matters of policy which remain the subject of 
discussion and where premature disclosure could damage the University’s interests. 

 
The clarity provided through this classification of papers by report sponsors should also  
enable UEC and Senate members to be clear on whether a report can be distributed further 
within their departments. It will also enable ease of identification of items to be more widely 
distributed by the Marketing and Communications Office.   
 

7.4 Guidance and Training  

Guidance and training will be provided to support report/paper authors to enable effective 
implementation of the revised arrangements. 
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8. Current Position: Committee decision communications  

8.1 At present the primary methods of communicating committee management decisions to staff 
are via cascading of information by staff attending meetings and through release of minutes 
and action logs.  The current process presents a number of challenges: 

• no clearly documented process for informing relevant staff when a decision is taken and 
what appropriate action to take; 

• no clear guidance to inform senior staff of their roles and responsibilities to cascade 
decisions within their function whether in attendance or not; 

• no formalised method of informing staff that minutes are available; 

8.2 Although UEC minutes are approved at the next weekly meeting, other governance 
committees operate on a longer meeting cycle which can result in 6-8 weeks before 
approved minutes can be released. 

9. Changes agreed by UEC to University practice  

9.1 Consideration is being given to expediting the committee minutes sign-off via circulation 
between meetings, to enable faster communication and confirmation of actions. For 
governance committees which include external members this will require their approval and 
engagement.  

9.2 The following outline decision of communication process will be piloted through a number of 
key committees.  
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9.3 UEC wishes to encourage a migration from email as the main communications channel 
within the University, to taking a more integrated internal communications approach via an 
intranet, regular face-to-face line management briefings  and other impactful channels.  

9.4 Outline guiding principles for senior staff include: 

 Cascade information to their teams, pointing staff to the relevant committee decisions 

 Outline how that decision may affect their area of responsibility or ways of working 

 Outline any actions that may be required from their team 

 Make available relevant documentation and papers if/when appropriate 

 Advise on further cascade process via line management where relevant  

 Provide feedback to their line managers on key issues needing management 
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10. Dependencies 

10.1 The implementation of revised arrangements set out in this report is interlinked with the 
appropriate use of the new committee template. The success of the proposal to enhance 
communication of committee decisions depends on committee chairs committing to the 
process and UEC sponsors / paper authors engaging with communications activity.  Line 
managers will also have an important role in facilitating two-way information flow.  

11. Resource Implications 

11.1 Staff time for communications activity and acting on feedback as appropriate.   

12. Risk Analysis  

12.1 Reputational and business risk to the University of a lack of transparency in decision making.  
Reducing the opportunity for members of the University’s community to be fully and 
timeously informed on University business and operations.  

13. Equality Analysis 

13.1 N/A 

14. Environmental Sustainability 

14.1 Changes to the way in which reports/papers are written and structured to facilitate greater 
openness and place supporting information in appendices on SharePoint will reduce the 
volume of paper circulated to committees.    

15. Social Responsibility 

15.1 Good governance assists all organisations in meeting social responsibilities.  

16. Consultation 

16.1 The University’s Information and Data Protection Manager has been consulted. 

17. Future Action/next Steps 

17.1 Amendments have been made to the guidance accompanying the new report/paper template 
to reflect UEC’s decisions and these have been circulated to authors and paper sponsors; 

17.2 A phased approach to implementation will take place with UEC and Senate as its principal 
focus. The new report/paper template will be used for UEC papers where possible from 25 
April meeting onwards and for May and June meetings of Senate. A review will take place in 
July prior to roll out to other committees; 

Guidance will be prepared for report/paper authors on the FOIA implications for committee 
papers/reports and for senior staff (Heads and Deputies of PSS, academic departments and 
colleges) outlining their responsibility to communicate management decisions and the 
support available for addressing feedback; 

All staff will be routinely informed, via Dialogue Signposts, when committee minutes are 
available to view (an assigned GES member of staff will be responsible for uploading 
relevant information to the Dialogue Signposts system).  They will also be posted to the 
University Publication Scheme.  
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A revised, more detailed information cascade process will be developed and implemented as 
part of the intranet project (led by CIS with input from Marketing and Communications) and 
as part of a broader review of internal communications.  

18. Communication of Decision 

18.1 Following the Senate meeting on 3 May, a briefing note/guidance will be provided to relevant 
committees, senior staff, line managers then all staff via Dialogue signposts 

19. Proposed Resolution 

19.1 Senate is asked to receive and comment on this paper which sets out actions agreed by 
UEC to increase openness of committee reports/papers and to enhance the communication 
of committee decisions. 

20. Further Information 

20.1 Further information about FOIA is available at: 

http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ 

https://ico.org.uk/ 

 

 

 
 

http://www.legislation.gov.uk/
https://ico.org.uk/


FOIA Exemptions of potential greatest relevance to University information 

Section Number Section Title Application of Exemption Other Relevant information Examples 

Section 22 Information intended for future 
publication 

If there is a firm intention (known date) to make the information publicly available 
and it is reasonable to ask the applicant to wait, the information need not be 
disclosed 

Development of a new policy which will appear on the 
University's website 

Section 36 Prejudice to effective conduct of public 
affairs 

Release of the information would, or would be likely to, inhibit: i)the free and frank 
provision of advice, or ii) the free and frank exchange of views for the purposes of 
deliberation, or c)would otherwise prejudice, or would be likely otherwise to 
prejudice, the effective conduct of public affairs

Use of exemption has to be signed 
off by University's qualified 
person (VC)

Committee discussion as the new University Strategy is 
developed 

Section 40 Personal Information If information relating to specific individuals is recorded, the information should 
not be released if its disclosure would constitute a breach of the Data Protection 
Act 

This is an absolute exemption Personal data relating to staff health, departmental 
restructure, personal biographical details (where the 
University does not have consent to release to a wider 
audience; names of junion officers in committee papers 

Section 41 Information provided in confidence If the information is legally confidential and releasing the information would be an 
actionable breach of confidence, the information need not be disclosed 

Section 42 Legal professional privilege Information in respect of which a claim to legal professional privelege could be 
maintained in legal proceedings is exempt information 

Section 43 Commercial interests If disclosing the information would, or would be likely to, substantially prejudice 
the commercial interests of the University, any person or any other public authority 
it need not be disclosed 

Qualified exemption requiring the 
conduct of a public interest test 

Detailed information relating to research competitiveness, 
RGC competitiveness, student recruitment, planned 
University budgets, estate purchases

Appendix 1
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Senate 

2 May 2017 

Sponsor: Alan Houston Author: Andy Rennie 
 

 
Education Committee Report  
 
Proposed Resolution 
Senate is asked to note the discussion of all items.  
 
Communication Status  

Communication 
Status 

Open 
 

Confidential 
Internal 

 Confidential 
Restricted 

 

Freedom of 
Information 
Exemption and 
Rationale 

Paper: n/a 

Appendices: n/a 

 
Previous Committee Consideration 
n/a 
 
Further Approval/Future Committee Consideration 
n/a 
 
Appendices 
n/a 
 

 

 
1. Executive Summary 

1.1 This is a report of the meeting of Education Committee held 08 March 2017. The agenda, 
open papers and minutes for this meeting can be found at 
https://www.dur.ac.uk/academicsupport.office/committees/overview/educationcommittee/201
6-17/08-03-2017/. Closed papers can be made available upon request, as appropriate. 

2. Strategic/Policy Context  

2.1 Education Committee supports Senate in maintaining academic standards, and does so in 
line with its delegated authority from Senate. The committee has responsibility for developing 
and recommending to UEC, Senate and Council where appropriate policy and sub-strategies 
in support of the University Strategy and its sub-strategies (such as the Education Strategy, 
Wider Student Experience Strategy and Internationalisation Strategy).  

2.2 The meeting of Education Committee held on 8th March 2017 considered matters related to:  

2.2.1 the development of internal educational/student policy (Student Mental Health, 
Student Fitness to Study, Sexual Violence and Misconduct);  

https://www.dur.ac.uk/academicsupport.office/committees/overview/educationcommittee/2016-17/08-03-2017/
https://www.dur.ac.uk/academicsupport.office/committees/overview/educationcommittee/2016-17/08-03-2017/
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2.2.2 the development of educational initiatives (the International Study Centre, the 
Transitions into HE project); and 

2.2.3 external educational regulations and reference points (Teaching Excellence 
Framework, National Student Survey, Access Agreement). 

3. Background and Analysis 

3.1 Fitness to Study and Student Mental Health policies. The committee received drafts of a 
revised Student Mental Health policy and a new Fitness to Study policy. The committee 
noted that the latter was to be used in those rare but significant situations where students felt 
that they were fit to undertake study, but where their actions or behaviour gave cause for 
serious concern; the former policy had a broader remit. The committee welcomed the 
proposals, which would provide clearer approaches for dealing with often challenging 
situations, situations which the University already faces. The committee recommended that 
the underlying procedures and guidance be integrated more clearly with academic progress 
procedures. Following further consultation, both policies will be presented to Senate. 

3.2 Sexual Violence and Misconduct Policy. The committee received a draft policy and 
procedures for dealing with issues of sexual violence and misconduct. The committee noted 
that the policy codified existing practice, providing a more suitable process for matters which 
were currently dealt with under the University’s existing complaints procedures. The 
committee noted the commitment to actively respond to all reports of sexual violence and 
misconduct; the clear separation of criminal proceedings from the University’s own internal 
processes for determining whether a breach of its policies had occurred; and the need for 
guidance and training to be provided to staff and students. It was recommended that the 
proposals clearly reference the support available to students affected by the policy and 
procedure (both those who raise an issue of potential misconduct, and those who are 
accused of potential misconduct). Following further consultation, the policy will be presented 
to Senate.  

3.3 International Study Centre (ISC). The committee received pathway proposals for 
foundation routes into undergraduate programmes at Durham. The committee received 
confirmation that the proposals had been developed by Study Group (ISC Partner), in 
collaboration with faculty and departmental link tutors (representatives from each department 
to which a route was available, appointed by the faculty PVCs), with the pathways based on 
those previously offered by the Foundation Centre (previously approved by the University), 
amended in light of departmental feedback. The Committee endorsed the proposed 
pathways, and the outlined schedule for approval of pathways to postgraduate study, which 
would be prepared for consideration in May 2017. IELTs scores for entry had been set within 
the agreed contract; however, Education Committee emphasised the need to ensure that 
these were monitored in the context of progression to ensure their continued suitability. 

3.4 Teaching Quality Metrics. The committee considered a report analysing NSS performance 
between 2010 and 2016, with reference to the performance of comparator HEIs and to TEF2. 
Noting the weaker performance of Russell Group universities when compared to other pre-92 
institutions, the committee agreed that further work should be undertaken on appropriate 
mechanisms for comparison within NSS. The committee agreed that split TEF metrics and 
DLHE scores should be reviewed further, and that analysis should be undertaken of TEF2 
outcomes once all Metrics and Submissions were published in May. The committee 
recommended that further guidance on TEF be developed for staff and students. 
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3.5 Access Agreement 2018. The committee considered a number of potential issues which 
could be included within the 2018 Access Agreement, in the context of the developing 
strategy for widening participation set out within the University Strategy.  

3.6 Sub-Committees of Education Committee. Education Committee received and considered 
reports from: Student Experience Sub-Committee (16.01.17); Quality and Standards Sub-
Committee (16.12.16); the Undergraduate (26.01.17) and Postgraduate (24.01.17) Faculty 
Education Committees (Arts and Humanities); the Undergraduate (25.01.17) and 
Postgraduate (25.01.17) Faculty Education Committees (Science); the Undergraduate 
(26.01.17) and Postgraduate (26.01.17) Faculty Education Committees (Social Sciences and 
Health). 

4. Dependencies 

4.1 The discussions at the meeting of Education Committee (see paragraph 3.1 – 3.6) will impact 
upon the delivery of the Education Strategy and Wider Student Experience Strategy.  

5. Resource Implications 

5.1 n/a 

6. Risk Analysis  

6.1 No formal risk analysis has been undertaken; however, performance in the National Student 
Survey remains a key consideration for the University, particularly in light of its use in 
external league tables and its inclusion on the Unistats website which supports student 
choice of programme and institution of study. The NSS data is also used as a metric within 
the TEF and is likely to continue to do so in future iterations of the TEF (although the specific 
questions used might change to reflect to the revised questionnaire from NSS 2017 
onwards). It should be noted that the University’s performance in the TEF is included within 
the Register of Key Strategic Risks (October 2016) Section B4: Teaching Excellence 
Framework, in its own right.  

7. Equality Analysis 

7.1 n/a 

8. Environmental Sustainability 

8.1 n/a 

9. Social Responsibility 

9.1 n/a 

10. Consultation 

10.1 n/a 

11. Future Action/next Steps 

11.1 A report from each meeting of Education Committee will be provided to Senate.  
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12. Communication of Decision 

12.1 n/a 

13. Proposed Resolution 

13.1 Senate is asked to note the discussion of all items.  

14. Further Information 

14.1 Further information is available from Alyson Bird, Educational Policy Support Officer 
(alyson.bird@durham.ac.uk; extn: 46114).  

14.2 Approved minutes of meetings of Education Committee are available on the University 
website: 
https://www.dur.ac.uk/academicsupport.office/committees/overview/educationcommittee/  

14.3 Previous reports from Education Committee to Senate for the 2016/17 academic year are 
available upon request. Reports from previous academic years should be requested from 
Alyson Bird (Educational Policy Support Officer: alyson.bird@durham.ac.uk) 

 
 
 
 

mailto:alyson.bird@durham.ac.uk
https://www.dur.ac.uk/academicsupport.office/committees/overview/educationcommittee/
mailto:alyson.bird@durham.ac.uk
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Senate Agenda Setting Committee 
 
Proposed Resolution 
Senate is asked to note the update from the Senate Agenda Setting Committee (SASC). 
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Appendices 
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1. Executive Summary 

1.1 This paper provides Senate with a update on reporting arrangements regarding periodic 
review of Colleges, Departments and Research Institutes. 

2. Strategic/Policy Context  

2.1 Across all sectors there is increased interest in the effectiveness of governance 
arrangements. Within universities this involves both corporate and academic governance 
with increasing requirements for assurance provision to external bodies and in response to 
changes in government policy affecting higher education. 

2.2 The significant changes ongoing in UK government HE policy, and the development of the 
new University Strategy, require the University to ensure its governance arrangements reflect 
current best practice and are appropriate and effective in supporting the University’s context 
and ambitions. 

2.3 SASC supports Senate in performing its key academic governance role. It was established 
as a principal element of the implementation of the recommendations in the 2015 Senate 
Effectiveness Review.  
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3. Background and Analysis  

3.1 Departmental and College Reviews. January 2017 Senate received an interim update 
regarding Departmental and College Reviews (S/16/58). Senate was advised that proposals 
for the framework for Departmental and College Reviews would be presented to a future 
meeting of Senate. The Departmental Review Task and Finish Group will shortly resume its 
activity to review current processes, and report to Senate in June. Reconsideration of 
College Reviews will take place once significant progress has been made on the review of 
Departmental Reviews.  

3.2 Discussions at both UEC and Senate Agenda Setting Committee have agreed that it would 
be helpful to clarify oversight and reporting arrangements for periodic reviews and enhance 
reporting to Senate. 

3.3 Oversight of Reviews. Senate currently delegates oversight of Department and College 
Reviews to QSSC and SESC respectively. Oversight of the implementation of review 
recommendations is conducted by PRAPs (Periodic Review and Accreditation Panels). The 
role of QSSC in providing oversight to periodic reviews will be considered as part of the 
University Secretary Office-led review of committee terms of reference and membership.  

3.4 Reporting to Senate. Most recently, reporting of periodic reviews to Senate has been 
included in the Annual Report of QSSC’s Activity in Relation to Responsibilities Delegated By 
Senate (S/15/112a June 2016).  

3.5 The Senate Effectiveness Review recommended that revalidation of a department’s 
programmes be reserved to Senate, and that approval of College reviews also be reserved 
to Senate. 

3.6 Submitting the entire periodical review to Senate may be burdensome in terms of paperwork 
for members. It would however be helpful for a summary of the commendations and 
recommendations from each periodical review to be presented to Senate following the 
conclusion of each review. Full reports will be made available electronically via the internet 
by the Academic Support Office. 

3.7 Bringing summaries to Senate will enhance Senate’s ability to provide assurance to Council 
that academic governance is effective at the University (CUC Code of Governance primary 
element of governance 4). 

3.8 It will be helpful for Senate to learn directly, and in a timely manner, the outcomes of periodic 
reviews and any issues of concern. Presenting the commendations and recommendations of 
periodic reviews will encourage learning across Departments and Colleges, so that issues 
identified in one review, but which are common elsewhere in the University, can be 
addressed.  

3.9 Periodic Review of Research Institutes. The 2014-15 Senate Effectiveness Review 
recommended that oversight of the periodic review of Research Institutes should follow the 
approach used for departmental and college reviews. Periodic reviews of Research Institutes 
will therefore also be reported to Senate. 

3.10 Enhanced reporting to Senate, will also provide assurance that Colleges, Departments and 
Research Institutes are delivering against the objectives of the University Strategy 2017-
2027. 
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3.11 In view of the importance of educational quality and wider student experience as elements of 
the University’s core business, summaries and the recommendations of all periodic reviews 
will in future also be reported to UEC.  

4. Dependencies 

4.1 The new University Strategy is wide-ranging and ambitious and will require effective and 
efficient governance arrangements to support its implementation. SASC provides key 
support to Senate in the delivery of its academic governance responsibilities.  

5. Resource Implications 

5.1 There are no financial resource implications. 

6. Risk Analysis  

6.1 N/A 

7. Equality Analysis 

7.1 N/A 

8. Environmental Sustainability 

8.1 N/A 

9. Social Responsibility 

9.1 N/A 

10. Consultation 

10.1 N/A 

11. Future Action/next Steps 

11.1 An update from SASC will be provided to each meeting of Senate. 

12. Communication of Decision 

12.1 N/A 

13. Proposed Resolution 

13.1 Senate is asked to note the update from the Senate Agenda Setting Committee. 

14. Further Information 

14.1 Further information on SASC is available from John Marsh, Governance and Policy Support 
Officer, john.marsh@durham.ac.uk 

14.2 Approved minutes of meetings of SASC are available upon Senate SharePoint and the 
Senate Agenda Setting Committee webpage 

mailto:john.marsh@durham.ac.uk
https://intranet.dur.ac.uk/committees/university/senate/agendasettingcommittee/Senate%20Agenda%20Setting%20Committee%20Minutes/Forms/AllItems.aspx
https://www.dur.ac.uk/committees/sasc/
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14.3 Previous reports from SASC to Senate are available upon Senate SharePoint at S/15/88,  
S/15/117 and S/16/62 

14.4 Recent departmental reviews, and a schedule of forthcoming reviews are available from the 
Academic Support Office. 

https://intranet.dur.ac.uk/committees/university/senate/Archive%20of%20Senate%20Documents/_Previous%20Years/2015%2016/08%2026%20April%202016/S%2015%2088%20Senate%20Agenda%20Setting%20Committee%20f.pdf
https://intranet.dur.ac.uk/committees/university/senate/Archive%20of%20Senate%20Documents/_Previous%20Years/2015%2016/10%2021%20June%202016/S%2015%20117%20Senate%20Agenda%20Setting%20Committee%20.pdf
https://intranet.dur.ac.uk/committees/university/senate/Archive%20of%20Senate%20Documents/05%2017%20January%202017/S%2016%2062%20Senate%20Agenda%20Setting%20Committee%20January%202017.pdf
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