APPENDIX

A Statement from the Chairman of Senate

Report from the Senate Working Group on Academic and Pastoral Support

I am writing following the meeting of the Senate earlier this week to seek to remedy what I believe to have been an unfortunate misunderstanding at the conclusion of the debate on the Report from the Senate Working Group on Academic and Pastoral Support. 

As those members who were present will be aware there was a full and frank exchange on the Working Group’s report with much of that debate focussing on the issue of the honoraria and the Working Group’s recommendation that “…the University should consider discontinuation of the award of advising honoraria…” [Recommendation 2].

During that discussion several suggestions were made about how Recommendation 2 could be retained, altered, amended, set to one side or dropped altogether.  Towards the end of the discussion there was a further proposal that the wording of the recommendation be changed and this appeared to be acceptable to the Convener of the Working Group.  Alternative views were then expressed and shortly, thereafter, I thought it appropriate that we move to a vote that, in principle, the recommendations contained in the Working Group’s paper should be approved.  This was supported by the large majority of senators present.

I then moved on to the next item on the Agenda.

The view was then expressed that it would have been appropriate to formally consider the suggested proposal ex post facto.  I took the view that as no formal amendment had been either proposed or seconded, it would be inappropriate to return to the item.

It has subsequently become clear that a number of senators believed they were voting for the paper amended in the light of what they believed to be the Convener’s apparent earlier concession.  It has been made equally clear that other senators believed they were voting for the paper without amendment.  Given this confusion it is important that we achieve an outcome that most effectively expresses the consensus of the Senate and takes all the significant issues forward in an appropriate way.

I had considered bringing the entire paper back to the Senate at a future meeting but given that concern was centred on only one recommendation (Recommendation 2) in thirty this seems unnecessary.

It remains the case that any decision to discontinue the honoraria is a matter for the Court following appropriate negotiation through JNCC.  It is not a matter for the Senate although of course Senate can express an opinion and indeed that is effectively what it was being asked to do.  Given the confusion about what was and was not agreed it would now seem appropriate to make JNCC and Court aware of this.

I propose to add this note to the formal record of the meeting.  This will have the effect of ensuring that all views expressed in the Senate are taken into account by those involved in taking the matter forward.

It is obviously best to prevent communication from the Senate being inhibited by procedural technicalities and I hope this statement now clarifies the position and allows the University to progress the matter in a way that is acceptable to all senators.

C Duncan Rice
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