Postgraduate Research Committee | 11 March 2026 | 10:05 – 11:55 | IDR Hub

Chair: Stuart Piertney | Clerk: Georgi Chichkov

Apologies: Charlotta Hillerdal, Jie Wu, Laurent Trembleau, Lucy Leiper, Robert Findlay

Present: Rhiannon Thompson, Ann-Marie Johnston, Emily Metcalf Corrison, Sean Graham, Despoina Kaloriti (Registry Officer), Lesley Macrae (Library), Jean-Christophe Comte (GeoSci), Isabella Kasselstrand (will attend from 11am), Paul Hallett, Ben Marsden, Archie Graham, Johannes Heim, Peter Cserne, Sam Miller, Patric Bach, Jason Bohan, Steve Tucker, Simon Bains, Rhona Gibson, Mel McCann, Brian Hussey

Agenda: 

1. Welcome and Apologies (SP)
1.1. SP welcomed attendees and listed apologies.
1.2. Special congratulations were extended to Lucy on her appointment as Director of Research & Innovation Environment (R&IE). The group expressed gratitude for her significant contributions to PGR provision and the PGR the committee over the years.
1.3. RT will act as PGR College Manage in the Interim. SP highlighted uncertainty regarding whether additional PGR team members will be appointed, which may be clarified upon the appointment of a new  Vice‑Principal for Research.

2. Minutes from Previous Meeting (SP)
2.1. Minutes from the previous meeting were approved without amendment. ACTION: GC to upload minutes to StaffNet		  

3. Action Log (SP)
3.1. Most actions have been completed. Several items remain ongoing. Action 6.2 will be discussed at a future meeting. Action 7.6 will be covered during agenda point 8.0 All other actions are up to date.
	Minute Point
	Identified Action
	Individual(s) Responsible
	Action Status/Update

	11 March 2026
	2.1
	Upload approved minutes to StaffNet
	GC
	Complete

	
	5.3.2
	Review the wording of Research Degree Guidelines and send feedback to PGRC
	PGOs
	Complete

	
	5.3.2 (1)
	Use feedback to update Guidelines + Forms
	DK/Registry
	Complete

	
	5.3.3
	Clarify that Schools are responsible for Inclusive Adjustments administration
	RT
	Complete

	
	7.2
	Identify a suitable time for central PGR event
	GC
	Ongoing

	
	8.5.
	Resent link to testimonial collection form to schools
	BH
	Complete

	
	10.2
	Provide feedback on PGR section of CoP to PGRC before 20th March 2026
	PGO
	Complete

	
	13.1
	Update Registry forms mentioning PGRS instead of PGRC
	Registry
	Complete






4. Tertiary Quality Enhancement Review (TQER) Update (ST)
4.1. Background - The Scottish sector has moved to a unified quality assurance framework requiring all colleges and universities to report against the same standards. Institutions undergo external review every six years. The review assesses academic standards, policies, and procedures across the institution. The University’s review took place over the past year, with submission of extensive documentation in October followed by an initial visit in December and a final four‑day review visit in February. The panel met many staff and students at all levels during the process. A full, detailed report will be received Thursday 19 March 2026.
4.2. Indicative Outcomes - ST thanked all contributors, with particular recognition for Emma Tough (Academic Services) for her substantial work. The University has been found effective in managing academic standards. The panel identified eight areas of good practice — the highest number ever recorded in such a report. These areas span multiple domains rather than being concentrated in one area. Four recommendations were made; the University is already addressing these, and none present significant challenges
4.3. Discussion 
4.3.1. SP asked whether there will be PGR‑specific feedback, given the PGR‑facing sessions involving students, supervisors, and colleagues. ST noted that reports vary depending on the panel, but given the depth of questioning, he expects substantial detail and hopes for PGR‑specific commentary. 
4.3.2. PH asked whether the report will be public and if it is could it be used positively for external promotion. ST confirms that it will be and it can be used for marketing purposes. 
4.3.3. SP thanked ST and his team for their hard work throughout the review process.
5. E-Theses: Examination to Submission Policy and Guidance
5.1. E‑Thesis Submission Process and System Demonstration (Library) - SB provided an overview of the work undertaken to transition the University to digital‑only thesis submission. Historically, the University required physical copies, which changed in 2020 due to the Covid-19 pandemic  with a decision needed on whether digital‑only submission could be adopted safely for complete future transition. Assurance was required regarding long‑term digital storage and preservation. As of several weeks ago, the University has moved into service with a new digital preservation provider. The infrastructure aligns with sector best practice and international standards. Further development work will explore how the system can support wider University needs in future. - SB confirmed the University is now at a stage where it can confidently move to e‑thesis only, and recommended the committee support this position. As part of the project, all thesis‑related guidance for students and supervisors was reviewed collaboratively across professional services.
5.1.1. A PowerPoint demonstration (attached to the minutes) outlined the new submission process. A web deposit form has been created with radio‑button options to simplify user navigation and ensure clarity on required steps. The form populates the Library Management System automatically, streamlining workflows. Submitted theses feed into the Library’s digital preservation system, which provides virus scanning, scheduled integrity checks, alerts when file formats become outdated. 
5.1.2. EMC enquired about system-level safeguards quoting the British Library attack from several years ago. LM confirmed system now have strengthened protection following the increase in recent cyber-attacks. SB noted that the digitalised collections of the British Library were preserved in the servers, demonstrating the resilience of such systems. 
5.1.3. PH asked about the systems capabilities to handle thesis documents with embedded videos or multimedia. LM confirmed the system will be able to adapt to handle format changes. 
5.1.4. BM questioned if the system would change the discoverability of the thesis’ already submitted. SB confirmed discoverability remains the same for users; theses will continue to be accessible via the Library Management System. Older theses (pre‑pandemic) remain undigitised unless previously converted for individual reasons.
5.2. Changes to AQH Webpages (Registry) - From February onwards, PGR students will be able to submit their thesis and accompanying paperwork directly to Turnitin. This benefits students and supervisors by enabling direct access to similarity reports.  Guidance has been updated accordingly. During the update process, Registry identified multiple overlapping documents; these will be consolidated. The aim is to create one central location for all thesis‑related guidance, including Library requirements.
5.2.1. Turnitin Guidance now clarifies that PGRs should upload only the final draft, the system provides a similarity checks not a plagiarism detection. Supervisors will remain responsible for interpreting similarity reports.  It was clarified that Turnitin Draft is different from the official submission version, its accessible via MS Word, and does not store any of the text supplied in it. 
5.3. Changes to Research Degree Guidance (PGRC) - Updates have been made to the Examining Research Degrees Guidance and Chapter 10 of the Code of Practice, removing duplications of information. Additional clarity has been added regarding: the examining environment and examiners expectations, feedback requirements, pre- and post-viva support for students, and roles of supervisors and students. 
5.3.1. The committee queried the language around responsibility for recording and administering viva adjustments. It was clarified that this is a School‑level process, but guidance will clarify that students and supervisors must discuss and communicate adjustments as a minimum. 
5.3.2. BM raised concerns about the use of language around recommendations vs requirements for corrections, stating that students often find this confusing, particularly regarding when recommendations become formal requirements after Senate approval. BM will consult with his school and propose alternative wording that address his concerns. DK confirmed that the feedback form can be adjusted to have a space where requirements are clearly listed and that a short explanatory sentence will be added to emphasise the importance of completing recommended corrections. ACTION: PGOs to review the wording of the policy and send feedback to PGRC. D to update feedback for once feedback and changes are agreed. 
5.3.3. JH raised issues around communication of inclusion adjustments to external examiners. Registry currently sends official notifications, but communication between Inclusion Officers and externals is limited in some Schools. ACTION: RT to clarify in policy that schools are responsible for adjustments and to stress the importance of early communication between student and supervisor. 
6. UoA response to SFC consultation (SP) – SP provided an overview of the University’s response to the Scottish Funding Council (SFC) consultation. The SFC sought clarity on several areas, including: the minimum level of funding required to protect smaller institutions and the potential financial impact on institutions if funding models shift unexpectedly. The University of Aberdeen’s responded that it has a very limited capacity to absorb fluctuations in the grants. The final section of the consultation focused on quality assurance for the PGR grant, with an expectation of increased auditing of how funds are used across Schools. SP confirmed the University is confident in its current processes, but future requirements may introduce more formal oversight of RPG allocation and usage.
7. PGR Research Day/Conference (SP) - NF has tasked PGRC with developing a higher‑profile PGR research conference, inspired by the Interdisciplinary Showcase day, ideally bringing together activity across Schools. SP gave an proposal to link this with the October induction, which is currently a half‑day event with the morning session focusing on the induction of new starts and the afternoon sessions serving as a research forum or conference-style activity for continuing students. 
7.1. Discussion Points: 	
7.1.1. PGR reps Group welcomes this initiative, and their concerns is ensuring that both SHAPE and STEM disciplines are equally represented. The group wants to ensure that clashes with disciplinary conference seasons are avoided, and that all stages of the PGR degrees are accordingly represented, including Masters (Research) students. October timing runs the risk of excluding Masters (Research) students and some final stage PhD students who submit earlier. 
7.1.2. BM reflected that some students who had delays with registration could not attend Orientation last year. SP clarified that the 2025 induction unfortunately fell on Wed 1st Oct due to other university events being scheduled around it beforehand. The 2026 induction is scheduled for the 7th of October. 
7.1.3. The committee agrees that October is not the optimal time for the PGR Research showcase event. RM suggest January as an alternative as it will also capture the Jan start cohorts and it would allow for the Oct students to have settled in. 
7.1.4. BM highlighted that a hybrid format should be considered to support the distance learning PGRs.
7.2. The committee has expressed enthusiasm for the event with limited support for October scheduling. ACTION: GC to liaise with Schools and gather information on existing PGR events across the disciplines in order to identify a suitable time in the academic calendar for the event.
8. Marketing Update (BH)
8.1.  Website and Content Improvements - BH summarised marketing activity over recent months, focused on improving the PGR web presence ahead of the new campaign launch. Key updates include: 
8.1.1. Refining content to provide clearer messaging on the PGR offering, support structures, and infrastructure.
8.1.2. Creating a new section for Masters (Research), with refreshed and expanded information.
8.1.3. Adding a student stories section to showcase PGR experiences in Aberdeen.
8.1.4. Introducing a new FAQ section, informed by AI‑driven search queries, to support prospective students’ information needs.
8.2. Recruitment Materials - Marketing has developed institution‑level recruitment materials (PDF flyer to be circulated)
8.2.1. These are not subject‑specific but highlight institutional benefits and include case studies.
8.2.2. Divinity has already adapted the template for School‑specific use; other Schools are encouraged to do the same.
8.3. PG Fair and Events – the recent Postgraduate Fair Event was highly successful.
8.3.1. Branded materials and pull‑up banners were used.
8.3.2. Although the event mainly focused on PGT recruitment, the PGR table attracted strong interest. AMJ confirmed the PGRC table was busy with most questions focusing on available funding. AMJ enquires if there is a budget for advertising all the different funding opportunities available to students to maximise UoA exposure. BH confirmed there is a PGR marketing budget, and he is happy to support programme‑specific activity where there is clear ROI. Marketing can develop marketing plans for defined programmes, particularly those with attached funding.  If such programmes are managed through PGRC, this provides a route for coordinated marketing planning alongside BH’s team.
8.4. Digital Marketing Campaign - A new digital campaign has launched, targeting Home/RUK and selected international audiences. Search engine adverts are now live, aimed at individuals actively seeking PhD opportunities. Meta advertising will launch next week. The University continues to use FindAPhD and similar platforms. The campaign will be monitored, with an initial report expected at the next meeting. BH intends to move next into discipline‑ and School‑level targeting, supporting areas with active PGR opportunities.
8.5. Student Profiles – marketing is keen to gather more student testimonials. ACTION: BH to resent link to testimonial form to PGR Admins and PGOs for a new round of advertisement among their PGR cohorts. 
9. Processes for formal PGR collaboration with external partners (SP) - SP noted the increasing institutional focus on Transnational Education (TNE) and the need to consider international partnerships that could generate PGR activity. The University must ensure it is fully exploiting opportunities when they arise.
9.1. Process and Governance- the process for establishing PGR collaborations is complex with the first point of contact for any potential partnership is Vimal Subramanian. Early conversations should begin with him to ensure proposals follow the correct pipeline.
9.2. Visa and Recruitment Considerations
9.2.1. BH highlighted recent visa restrictions affecting applicants from 4 countries. Schools and academics should be mindful that CAS cannot be issued to nationals affected by these restrictions. Partnership approvals take significant time; colleagues considering collaborations should begin discussions early.
9.2.2. SP emphasised that the committee’s priority is duty of care to students including ones recruited via PGR TNE activity. 
9.2.3. It was noted that UKVI is expected to crack down on Masters (Research) Visa due to some UKHE institutions increasing recruitment for those programmes for profit. This is why the university is not focusing on increasing its Masters (Research) Provisions. 
9.3. BM reported being asked by DHPA Head of School to explore increasing opportunities for short‑term PGR visitors. BM is querying the available pathways for this outside of the University of Aberdeen Visiting Students Programme. GC highlighted the REGISTERED PG STUDY option as a model to replicate. 
10. Code of Practice for Student Discipline (Academic) - - The revised Code of Practice for Student Discipline (Academic) was presented for committee comment prior to progressing to approval. This streamlining will make future updates easier as the sector landscape evolves. 
10.1. Changes include
10.1.1.  The tone of the document has been updated to ensure supportive and clear language. 
10.1.2. A number of convoluted sections have been removed, leaving Academic Misconduct as the core focus. 
10.1.3. Procedures have been simplified to allow Schools to investigate all cases of academic misconduct before referring matters to a formal disciplinary hearing
10.1.4. Specific PGR Additions include Paragraphs 2.9 (referencing the Research Governance Handbook and outlining the procedures to be followed) and 4.1.3 (clarifying what happens if misconduct is identified during the viva process).
10.2. Timeline and Feedback: The paper will return for final approval in Committee Cycle 5. RT has added PGR‑facing content and emphasised the need for watertight guidance, noting that much PGR activity does not neatly fit standard disciplinary categories. ACTION: Committee members are asked to provide feedback on PGR section of CoP to PGRC before 20th March 2026.
11. Postgraduate Research Visa Monitoring (MM) – MM outlines the new automated Visa Monitoring system created originally by LLMVC and adopted by DHPA. The work was based on proposal to strengthen PGR visa monitoring processes post a UKVI compliance audit. MM confirmed SAMs and other University Committee have raised no concerns. The SAMs recommend the system be adopted by all Schools. The committee supports this and the PGOs approve of the proposal. 
12. Doctoral Reps Group Update (EMC) –
12.1.  Reps highlight overall difficulty with engagement between them and their constituents across schools. The Reps are participating in a Community of Practice to address this issue. 
12.2. Other issues highlighted are lack of space available for some students eg LLMVC and the need to properly manage hot-desking when available. JH is in conversation with LLMVC school to continue address the issue. 
13. School/Directorate Updates 
13.1. BM highlights some registry forms refer to PGR school rather than college. ACTION: PGRC/REGISRTY
13.2. BM asks if the committee has sway with DT and if there is a PGR perspective push to bring DT funding opportunities back as students have been affected by breakdown of relationship. SP confirms he can advocate for this but cannot provide guarantees. There have been discussions about a PGRC fund to support activity to across school but this has not materialised yet. 
14. AOB ~5min
