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APPROVAL OF AGENDA 
 

16.1 The Principal opened the meeting, welcoming members of the Senate to the final meeting of 
Senate of the 2020 calendar year. Senate members were reminded that the meeting would 
be audio and video recorded and asked that they introduce themselves before contributing 
to discussion to allow for an accurate minute. Members were asked to please refrain from 
using the comments function during presentations and reminded of the mechanism for voting 
through Microsoft Teams. 

 
16.2 The Principal invited members to approve the agenda. Members of the Senate approved the 

agenda and the meeting proceeded. 
 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
 

17.1 The Principal invited members of the Senate to approve the minutes of the meeting held on 
21 October 2020. No objections or comments were raised regarding the minutes and the 
meeting proceeded. 

 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES OF ADDITIONAL SENATE MEETINGS 

 



18.1 The Principal invited members of the Senate to approve the minutes of the additional 
meetings of Senate held on the 25 August, 14 September 2020 and 9 October 2020. No 
objections or comments were raised regarding the minutes and the meeting proceeded. 

 
UPDATE FROM PRINCIPAL 

 
19.1 The Principal provided an update on external events and internal activity. The Principal noted 

that a Coronavirus vaccine had been approved for use in the UK and was expected to be rolled 
out in Scotland in the coming days. The Principal acknowledged this encouraging 
development, thanked staff for their efforts during the course of the outbreak to date and 
looked forward to a 2021 that could be less restricted in terms of personal lives, work and 
activities within work.  

 
19.2 There had been several recent announcements of reviews of Higher Education in the UK. A 

Review of REF was ongoing with the intention of making this less burdensome. It was hoped 
that the University could contribute to this outcome. A review of the National Student Survey 
was underway. Within Scotland, there was a review of sustainability within the sector being 
undertaken by the SFC. Additionally, there was a review of post-qualification admissions. This 
review is backed by the sector and political leaders and an outcome was expected. This may 
have implications for the structure of the academic year if students’ results and acceptance 
of places are received later. The progress of this will be monitored and brought to Senate at 
an appropriate point when there is confirmation of the position. 

 
19.3 The size of the PGT intake for January potentially impacts the University’s financial position.  

As of the meeting of the Senate, applications and acceptances were approximately twice the 
level they were in 2019 putting the University on track to end the year with deficit of around 
£3 million, although this could be as high as £5 million. Further action would be required to 
finish the year in good financial shape. 

 
19.4 The Principal acknowledged the pressure on research time as a result of the focus on 

education due to the Covid crisis. Despite this, many had found the opportunity to write 
research grant applications. While this may not be evenly distributed across all Schools, 
disciplines and individuals, applications and awards of twice the value of those in the previous 
year were noted. The Principal extended his congratulations to all who had contributed to 
this.  

 
 

REPORT FROM THE UNIVERSITY COURT 
 

20.1 Diane Skåtun, Senate Assessor, presented the paper on behalf of the Senate assessors, giving 
general observations. The financial outlook appeared better than anticipated in the Summer 
allowing a theme of cautious optimism and belief that the worst-case scenario had been 
averted. Court took the view that careful scrutiny was required on any potential changes 
considered in the post-Covid climate.  

 
20.2 The Court papers raised the issue of the King’s College transformation which had been put on 

hold due to the Covid crisis. A paper was presented to Court identifying new risks and adjusting 
the forecast on this. The paper encouraged careful thought around the assumptions made on 
any moves to go ahead with the project and ongoing lessons learned from the University’s 
most recent capital project, the Science Teaching Hub. The Court advised that stage gates 



were built into the process so that should it proceed, there were opportunities and 
requirements for plans to come back to Court for final decisions to be made. 

 
20.3 The SFC review on coherent provision and sustainability was also discussed by Court. It was 

not yet clear what this would mean for the University, so this would be monitored in terms of 
future implications.  

 
20.4 The review of governance required by SFC and OSCR was also discussed by Court. An internal 

review of governance had been undertaken and had been submitted to an external reviewer 
in line with requirements. Changes may be necessary dependent on the external’s feedback. 
This would be followed by implementation of the review outcomes, ensuring that this is 
embedded within the University’s Governance structure.  

 
20.5  Court had also been responding to the resignation of the Senior Governor from the end of 

2020. It was important that the Court proceed with appointment of a replacement. The paper 
contained information about the process for this. It was noted that the previous meeting of 
Court was also the last meeting for Steve Cannon as Interim Secretary. The Court wished to 
extend its thanks to both. It was explained that the appointment of the Senior Governor is 
undertaken in line with the Higher Education Act which sets out the procedure by which the 
selection and election of a Senior Governor. It is stipulated that the selection panel must 
contain at least one member of staff and one student. An emergency motion of Senate in 
October 2018 had previously requested that the Court agree to additional staff representation 
in the process. This had been agreed through the Governance Nominations Committee 
resulting in two elected members of Senate being included in the initial selection committee. 
Senate were asked to consider how these two elected members of Senate would be 
nominated. Previously, a vote was held to nominate one male and one female elected 
member. It was acknowledged that there was currently less opportunity for more informal 
discussion to take place, particularly for the elected Senators. It was confirmed that an elected 
Senators Microsoft Teams group had been established. The Senate assessors could answer 
any additional questions in this group.  

 
20.6 There were no further comments or questions on the Court report. 
 

UUK FOREIGN RISKS CONSULTATION 
 

21.1 Richard Wells, Vice-Principal International Partnerships, was invited to present a report on the 
response to the Universities UK report on internationalisation. The consideration of the report 
identifies areas of value that would be built into University processes. Key points included an 
agreement that risks were not limited solely to operational issues, but also include risks to 
core institutional values, including academic freedom of speech and institutional autonomy. 
The document was considered valuable in that it suggested methods by which these risks can 
be mitigated, many of which were already in place in University processes, but also raised 
further valuable considerations that would be introduced accordingly. It was stressed that, to 
date, there was no indication or evidence of any activity affecting the University of Aberdeen. 
However, it was fully acknowledged that threats exist, and that work was taking place to 
mitigate these.  

 
21.2 The document dealt with four principal areas: protecting reputation and reputational values; 

protecting people; protecting campuses and protecting partnerships. The recommendations 
under the first theme mirrored very closely the University’s own new governance structures 
that had recently been approved by Senate. It was noted that one of the case studies was 



nearly identical to one of the University’s own proposals. The report did highlight the need for 
additional IT and data risk considerations. This would be addressed by having a member of 
Digital and Information Services serve as part of the new International Partnerships 
Committee. The report also provided a useful list of data and information sources. Several 
were already used by the University, however several more were identified for future use. 
This section also detailed the need to have particular clauses in legal agreements, an aspect 
which was already being reviewed. A review of the University’s template contracts related to 
international partnerships was underway and it would be ensured that the issues raised by 
the report would be addressed in future contracts moving forward. 

 
21.3 In terms of the protecting people theme, it was acknowledged that there was a need for a 

communication strategy regarding the security of individuals carrying University corporate IT 
products including laptops. Discussion was taking place with IT and Digital and Information 
Services who were establishing a process whereby laptops will be available for staff to take 
for activities such as teaching overseas so staff would not need to take their own standard 
laptops. On campus, a robust and well-developed governance structure around cyber-security 
risk was already in place based on the Scottish Government Cyber Resilience Framework. 
Targets identified in this were scheduled to be implemented by the University prior to the 
nationally agreed timescales. 

 
21.4 Under partnerships, the need to standardise due-diligence checks, particularly on 

international partners’ data security systems, was recognised. This subject had previously 
been raised at an earlier meeting of the International Governance Committee and had been 
taken forward, however, this would be required on a regular basis. 

 
21.5 In conclusion, the report was welcomed as helpful in terms of how the University’s processes 

can be developed moving forward. The small number of recommendations not previously 
included in the TNE governance guidelines were to be implemented, but further suggestions 
and comments from colleagues were welcomed.  

 
21.6 Tom Rist, School of Language, Literature, Music and Visual Culture thanked Richard for the 

report. Tom noted that colleagues in the UK may have Union protection, however some 
territories where partnerships operate may not allow unionisation. Tom queried what kind of 
unionised protection might be available and how it could be guaranteed that those hired to 
work overseas could be afforded the same kind of protection? Tom also invited the Principal 
to make a statement going forward regarding the University’s principles around freedom of 
speech. In terms of union rights, Richard noted that a distinction must be made between 
where the University is employing individuals to work overseas, which allows union 
memberships and partnerships with autonomous organisations that would be governed by 
the regulations in their own country and operate under their own regulatory framework. It 
was confirmed that no member of staff would be required to work overseas unless they had 
been specifically recruited to do so and their terms and conditions of employment reflected 
this. The Principal confirmed that the University has repeatedly endorsed freedom of thought, 
academic freedom to pursue research and teaching according to the conventions of the 
academy. It was understood that knowledge increases by testing ideas against each other 
empirically. It was acknowledged that there is freedom of speech within UK law. It would not 
be reasonable to expect other territories to be beholden to UK law, meaning that an element 
of pragmatism is required to recognise different countries’ legal frameworks. The overriding 
principle was academic freedom, with some pragmatic acknowledgement of the law in 
Scotland and elsewhere. Richard added that the UUK report highlighted the need for contracts 
to include clauses relating to partners respecting an institution’s right to operate with 



academic and intellectual freedom. It was acknowledged that this could be improved in 
contracts as they currently stood, ensuring that partners respect how the University operates, 
in the same way that this would be reciprocated.  

 
21.7 Lesley Lancaster, School of Biological Sciences, wished to know more about the restrictions on 

taking laptops overseas. In certain cases, it was suggested that it would not be appropriate 
and would be prohibitive to take a different laptop to the user’s usual computer. A more 
central approach to how overseas visitors are allowed access to campus was also proposed 
rather than this being delegated to Heads of School. It was confirmed that there was no 
intention of being prescriptive regarding laptops. This would be dependent on factors 
including the country and nature of activity being undertaken with a risk assessment process 
on that basis. Centralisation of access to campus had previously been considered but it was 
felt that Heads of School were likely to have better knowledge of local facilities and potential 
risks. Lesley noted concern that this could lead to inconsistency dependent on the Heads of 
School’s willingness to welcome overseas participation in activity, so would welcome some 
centralised oversight. Richard confirmed that this would be counter to the aims of the 
University’s objectives and ensured that guidance would be issued.  

 
21.8 Frauke Jürgensen, School of Language, Literature, Music and Visual Culture, queried if the 

proposed policy regarding laptops would require the completion of a risk assessment 
regardless of intended location? Richard confirmed that this was not the case and a pragmatic 
approach would be taken regarding this issue. Karl Leydecker, Senior Vice-Principal, added 
that insurance must be taken into consideration when travelling with University equipment as 
standard practice; there was no intention to add significant further steps. 

 
21.9 Tom Rist understood that was a potential for extension based on the presentation delivered 

at the previous meeting of Senate. Tom queried how issues such as banned texts or ideas 
would be negotiated when working with international partners. Would the curriculum be 
changed to reflect this, or would the integrity of the Aberdeen experience be upheld? Richard 
noted that it was difficult to answer this precisely at this point. As an example, Richard cited 
the artificial intelligence and big data programmes being delivered in China which retain non-
negotiable content on ethics that could be viewed as controversial. Issues around learning 
outcomes were highlighted where specific texts are necessary to achieve these. This meant 
that the question was dependent on the course, program and the situation. Where material 
was core to the delivery of a program, the University was not prepared to flex requirements 
purely on the basis it would be taught in a different location.  

 
21.10 Alessandra Cecolin, School of Divinity, History and Philosophy, wished to know how the 

protection of the University community, particularly the LGBTQ+ community, could be 
ensured. Additionally, Alessandra asked how course content from a LGBTQ+ perspective, 
especially in the humanities, would be protected in territories such as Qatar where 
homosexuality is considered illegal and there is discrimination based on sexual orientation. It 
was queried how the movement of both staff and students who belong to these groups could 
be guaranteed within territories such as these, and research expanded in light of this, and how 
a curriculum which is enriched by these perspectives could be delivered. Richard referred to 
earlier discussions in Senate where the hope was that by espousing the University’s values in 
partnerships, the University could work to influence a country for the better. Mindfulness 
must be paid to respecting the rules of a country, however there was no expectation that the 
content of a degree program would be amended to suit the laws of a country. The Principal 
added that any overseas campus is run to reflect the values and objectives that underpin 
Aberdeen 2040. 



 
21.11 Lindsay Tibbetts, University of Aberdeen Business School, asked if there would be further 

training provided to staff operating overseas. Lindsay illustrated this with an example where 
a LGBTQ+ student may approach a member of staff they perceive as sympathetic, putting the 
staff member in a difficult position. Richard agreed that this would need further reflection but 
would be keen to ensure that the relationships between staff and partners were such that 
positive conversation were enabled. It was acknowledged that there was a staff training 
element to ensuring that staff working in other territories understand any potential issues and 
how to address these. Richard was keen to see relationships in place with partners that 
allowed positive discussions to take place so that staff are not isolated in such scenarios. 
Richard was happy to discuss possible training aspects further. 

 
21.12 Javier González Cuervos, Education Officer Vice Chair, asked if a member of staff or student 

was feeling threatened or unsafe in another country due to a protected characteristic, how 
the University would ensure their safety outside of the campus and what resources are 
available? Richard explained that while the University could not commit to ensuring their 
safety, the University could commit to supporting students appropriately. It was noted that 
there was a sizable student support team on the Qatar campus. Javier clarified that he was 
referring to the safety of their identity and their rights. Richard confirmed that free speech 
would be maintained on campus and that the University’s beliefs and values are consistent 
across campuses. However, students would be expected to understand the constraints that 
they were operating in within the rules of different countries which they would be expected 
to respect, even if they disagreed with them. 

 
21.13 In response to a question placed in the chat by Sarah Woodin, School of Biological Sciences, 

the Principal confirmed that students are recruited, in Qatar and elsewhere, equally with no 
discrimination based on any of the characteristics and that progression is supported on the 
same basis.  

 
21.14 Frauke Jürgensen hoped to know how it is ensured that staff with the characteristics discussed 

are not put at a disadvantage when working in countries that might not recognise these. This 
might prevent them from taking up teaching positions. Frauke was also concerned that despite 
the University’s commitment to preserving free speech on campuses, there might not be a 
legal basis to do so in some territories. Richard confirmed that when the University enters 
partnerships, a view is taken on the University’s ability to operate using the core values that 
had been identified. If there was an opportunity to operate in a country where these principles 
could not be safely exercised, Richard expected that the University would not view this as an 
appropriate opportunity to pursue and understood this to be the belief of the University’s 
governors.  

 
21.15 The Principal added that operating internationally raises some risks and the possibility of 

compromises. The Principal felt that it was absolutely correct that these continue to be 
debated on a regular basis, so the University was able to reassess if circumstances change or 
new circumstances arise. 

 
LEAGUE TABLE PERFORMANCE IN 2020 

 
22.1 Karl Leydecker, Vice-Principal, was invited to discuss performance indicators and league 

tables. As way of introduction, Karl explained that under Aberdeen 2040, a set of key 
performance indicators had been agreed, including a composite league table measure. It was 
felt to be appropriate to share this with Senate in addition to the University Court. An annual 



summary of the position with regard to that particular aspect of the University’s league table 
performance was included in the paper. A summary was provided across the five league tables 
that the University tracks and further detail was available on the Planning SharePoint which 
contained a dedicated section on league tables and individual subject rankings. 

 
22.2 The attention of Senate was drawn to the section of the paper that gave an overall sense of 

the University’s position averaged across the five tracked league tables. The University had 
made substantial progress in terms of its average ranking within the last few years. Whereas 
the University had for a period of time generally averaged in the 30s  it was positively noted 
that there had been some recent momentum with the University rising from a mid-30s 
position to an average ranking of 25th across the five league tables in 2020. It was noted that 
this was due to the University taking deliberate steps to target certain areas under the 
previous 2015 to 2020 strategy and under the actions taken since the Principal had taken up 
office. This brought a number of issues into focus, particularly issues such as student retention, 
student employability and student experience. 

 
22.3 The University’s current performance meant there was a question regarding the level of 

ambition around the University’s position at 25th in the league tables and beyond to Aberdeen 
2040. It was acknowledged that expectations increase the further up the tables the University 
rises, and that issues remained to be addressed around the University’s world league table 
position. Some declines were noted in this area and it was acknowledged that challenges 
remained in terms of reputational performance of the University as measured by reputation 
surveys as opposed to underlying performance in measures like citations, funding and other 
metrics used by international tables.  

 
22.4 A commitment had been made across the University to visibility of performance. This report 

allowed Senate to have visibility and allowed celebration of the positive steps with the caveat 
around league tables and their limitations that had been previously outlined in an open 
session. Despite these limitations, league tables are an important measure of reputation and 
a driver for the recruitment of students and staff members, so while it was felt to be important 
that this momentum is maintained, targets should be realistic to be productive and 
achievable. Karl added that it was valuable for Senate to be sighted on these issues which, at 
their centre, were under its purview including research and education. The Principal added 
that many of the tables also covered resource measures and work was underway to improve 
these. 

 
EDUCATION COMMITTEE STRUCTURE 

 
23.1 Ruth Taylor, Vice-Principal Education, was invited to present proposals around the Education 

Committee Structure, emphasising a number of key areas in the paper. The section on 
previous consideration was highlighted, noting that the Senate Effectiveness Review Group 
had discussed the paper and the issues identified had been given attention along with those 
raised by UCTL and other committees.  These had been taken into account during the 
development and finalisation of the paper for Senate.  

 
23.2 The Senate Effectiveness Review had expressed a desire that there should be School level 

representation at UCTL or its equivalent, the highest-level education committee with the 
University. Discussion had taken place with Schools indicating a desire for post-graduate and 
undergraduate provision to be considered holistically, with post-graduate representation 
being brought to the fore in the consultation. It was noted that there had been some changes 
to the portfolio of the Vice-Principal Education encouraging review to ensure that the 



committee structure supported that portfolio. Key discussions had taken place with Schools 
regarding the dissemination and flow of information between University committee 
structures and Schools themselves and ways this could be improved. Aberdeen 2040 was a 
focus for the proposed committee structure including a need to ensure that there was a focus 
for discussions and decisions in relation to these priorities, with employability given as an 
example. Key areas of feedback from the previous committee discussions were highlighted.  

 
23.3 Extensive discussion took place regarding postgraduate provision and ensuring that it is 

appropriately discussed. The proposal suggested that the separate undergraduate and 
postgraduate committees were replaced with a new structure. An anxiety about the visibility 
of postgraduate teaching was recognised. It was reiterated that the proposed structure would 
lend more visibility to postgraduate due to its inclusion across the complete committee 
structure, along with an understanding that the chairing and agendas of these meetings would 
necessitate discussion of postgraduate teaching.  The restructuring would allow a flow of 
information to inform policy and decision making. 

 
23.4  The proposal recommends that the title of the University Committee on Teaching and 

Learning (UCTL) is changed to University Education Committee (UEC) in order to align with the 
way education is being discussed across the University. Separate Undergraduate, 
Postgraduate and Quality Assurance Committees would be replaced by a Quality Assurance 
Committee, an Employability and Entrepreneurship Committee, and a Student Support 
Committee.  UEC would remain a subcommittee of Senate and Court pending the outcome of 
the governance review. Ruth wished to highlight the work of the Blended Learning Task and 
Finish Group, and the wish to ensure that the positive work that had come from this group, is 
fully embedded within the committee structure. Task and finish or steering groups would sit 
alongside thee committee structure where needed. A number of examples of such groups that 
currently exist were provided in the proposal with the possibility that these may be embedded 
within the committees later as deemed appropriate. 

 
23.5 Committee membership would be reviewed on an annual basis and it was suggested, in line 

with other formal committees, that Schools ensure that no one member remains for longer 
than three years without formal review.  

 
23.6 Neil Vargesson, School of Medicine, Medical Sciences and Nutrition, noted concern amongst 

colleagues that a single member from each School might not be able to fully represent all 
undergraduate and postgraduate concerns. It was suggested that two representatives are 
sought from each School covering both postgraduate and undergraduate. Ruth responded 
that 24 members from Schools would likely be too large, however further thought could be 
given to how true representation from each could be put in place and to ensure that 
postgraduate concerns are included fully in agendas. The Principal offered further reassurance 
that the postgraduate teaching was a priority. 

 
23.7 Alex Brasier, School of Geosciences, asked if the diagram depicting the Quality Assurance 

Committee as below the School Education Committee was accurate and where one would go 
with a query regarding assessment. Ruth confirmed that the Quality Assurance Committee 
would retain ownership of these issues. It was confirmed that the diagram was intended to 
show how the committees linked and was not intended to imply a hierarchy. Information on 
which individuals should be contacted in addition to committee remits was requested. Ruth 
agreed to ensure that the communications were clear. 

 



23.8 Richard Hepworth, School of Natural and Computing Sciences noted that the membership 
lacked academic staff and members of Senate, despite being a subcommittee thereof. There 
was concern that the proposed membership would result in the representation of more 
managerial interests than teaching and learning ones. Richard requested inclusion in these 
groups prior to approval, specifically two representatives from Senate taken from the elected 
senators. It was confirmed that there would be no procedural issues with this and that 
members could be elected. There was some concern that it would be difficult to find willing 
members. A plea was made by the Senior Vice-Principal that those elected are aware of the 
responsibilities associated with the position. It was suggested that the effectiveness of this 
could be reviewed after 12 or 24 months.  

 
23.9 Citing the importance of post-graduate taught provision and suggesting a lack of mechanisms 

for postgraduate taught discussion, Amy Bryzgel, School of Language, Literature, Music and 
Visual Culture, requested that a separate postgraduate committee is maintained. Amy also 
agreed that one member from each School was not representative. Additionally, the new 
committees were not felt to be inclusive as employability was not seen as a key issue for all 
students. Ruth took the view that retaining a postgraduate committee would risk fragmenting 
important discussions. Discussion would take place with Deans chairing committees to ensure 
these concerns were considered within the enactment of committees. While alternative views 
were appreciated, it was noted that employability and entrepreneurship is an Aberdeen 2040 
commitment meaning a forum for discussion is necessary. 

 
23.10 Diane Skåtun, School of Medicine, Medical Science and Nutrition, raised concerns relating to 

workload. Diane enquired about the timeline for the new committee structure and was 
conscious this could lead to an increase in committees that staff are members of. Diane agreed 
that having elected senators on the committees would be positive, but a lack of engagement 
may be due to workload concerns. It was suggested that it would be positive to get elected 
senators who could provide a view on the mix between education and research. Ruth 
confirmed that the proposal, if approved by Senate would need to go to Court in March so 
implementation would not take place before then. BLITFG was expected to run until 
approximately Easter. 

 
23.11   Hazel Hutchison, School of Language, Literature, Music and Visual Culture, added that from a 

student recruitment view, postgraduate and undergraduate are now handled together and 
has had clear benefits. This meant that rather than committees disappearing, the view could 
be taken that the merging of committees might mean an increase in committees with an 
interest in postgraduate activity. Richard Wells supported this point, noting that the 
Postgraduate Committee served an important purpose upon its inception but had 
subsequently created a divide. In light of the new strategy, Richard noted that education 
should be viewed holistically, and the compartmentalisation of teaching should be avoided.  

 
23.12 Scott Styles, School of Law, noted his support for the inclusion of Senate representatives on 

the committee. Scott supported the changes generally but noted the importance of 
communication. Scott requested amendments to state that all papers would be made 
available in good time and that the committee would communicate with Schools as widely as 
possible so Schools can be aware of incoming changes. Ruth confirmed that changes had been 
made in response to feedback but further changes to reflect this request could be made. Ruth 
confirmed that work was already underway regarding communication with Schools. 

 



23.13 Martin Meyer, University of Aberdeen Business School, supported the proposals adding that 
internally the Business School hold joint undergraduate and postgraduate meetings and 
recommended this method. 

 
23.14 Brice Rea, School of Geosciences, asked what the main aim of the amalgamation was intended 

to be as there were no clear advantages to merging undergraduate and postgraduate 
membership as opposed to maintaining separate committees. As an example, from the 
School, Brice noted that someone based in the physical sciences might struggle to appreciate 
the needs of the humanities side.  Brice could see no reason to reduce the membership if the 
aim was to generate productive discussion. Brice echoed concerns regarding Senate 
membership and noted that any programme directors have access to Senate members and 
can raise issues for discussion. Ruth confirmed that there was no intended merging of 
committees and that the UEC would replace the UCTL. The proposal increases school 
representation. The three sub-committees would shift focus to portfolio rather than level of 
study. Ruth maintained that it would be preferred to have one member per School on the 
UEC, but to ensure a representation of both undergraduate and postgraduate. Karl added that 
the role of the elected Senate representatives would need consideration. Karl was concerned 
that this created issues around the relation between Senate and its subcommittees when a 
direct connection between Schools and subcommittees of Senate would be desirable and this 
required consideration. Establishment of education committees at School level would ensure 
full transparency. 

 
23.15 Lesley Lancaster, asked if representation from the Race Equality Network and other equality 

and diversity groups could be included on the committee membership to ensure oversight of 
content and inclusivity. The Principal agreed that it was important that advice and expertise 
from these committees reaches the Education Committee. Ruth agreed to take this away for 
further consideration, particularly with regard to the Student Support Committee and noted 
that in the future a working group to look at decolonising the curriculum would be established.  

 
23.16 Kirsty Kiezebrink, Dean of Educational Innovation, observed that joint committees held as a 

result of the move to blended learning had been very productive for both undergraduate and 
postgraduate members. The Principal noted that most league tables concentrate on 
undergraduate metrics running the risk that postgraduate representation is diminished, 
however the tabled proposal allows equal representation.  

 
23.17 Yvonne Bain, School of Education, gave feedback from the School. Directors of Teaching, at 

both undergraduate and postgraduate levels, believed this was a workable structure. If this 
streamlined communications and highlighted areas of change or contention, this would be 
welcomed, particularly if postgraduate taught was given the same level of attention as 
undergraduate. 

 
23.18 Ekaterina Pavlovskaia, School of Engineering, also reported that the view of the School of 

Engineering is that it would be difficult for one person to represent both undergraduate and 
postgraduate views. The addition of a School member on the UEC was welcomed, but further 
representation was requested. It was unclear how this representation would operate in the 
sub committees, as issues like employability can vary significantly at undergraduate and 
postgraduate levels. There was also concern about the creation of extra posts for membership 
on the student support committee. Ruth responded that she would like to maintain what is 
proposed because the chair of the School Education Committee will have been involved with 
the highest level of discussions and can bring any issues forward to UEC and from across the 



portfolio with other committees. Ruth reiterated that a balance can be struck between 
undergraduate and postgraduate representation. 

 
23.19 Karl Leydecker also endorsed the formation of committees representing both the 

undergraduate and postgraduate levels, appreciating that the integration of committees may 
take some time but is welcomed. 

 
23.20 Lindsey Tibbetts, Aberdeen University Business School, highlighted the importance of 

communication in ensuring that information flows at School level and that this is built into the 
process.  

 
23.21 Senate were invited to vote on the paper as presented, with the addition of two Senate 

members to the UEC, at least initially and the caveat that all papers will be published. The 
proposal was passed by Senate (67 in favour, 17 against with 7 abstaining). The Principal noted 
there were some reservations based on the voting pattern and stated that it was important 
that these reservations are accounted for as the new structure is implemented. Ruth was 
asked to ensure that this is implemented in such a way that reflects the Senate’s balance of 
opinion. 

 
PENALTIES FOR UNAUTHORISED LATE SUBMISSION OF WORK 

 
24.1 Kath Shennan, Dean for Quality Enhancement/Quality Assurance, was invited to present the 

paper on penalties for unauthorised late submission of work. The Senate were reminded that 
the paper contained an appendix detailing the penalties for late submission applied in other 
institutions and a further appendix containing a draft policy that could be amended 
dependent upon the discussions of Senate. The aim of the paper was to try to establish 
consistent agreement on the penalties applied. It was explained that approval was sought for 
two recommendations. The first was for the actual penalty to be applied for work submitted 
late without good cause, suggested to be 2 CGS points for the first 24 hours late, followed by 
an additional CGS point per 24 hours after that up to a maximum of seven days. The second 
point to be discussed was the inclusion of weekends and holidays in the number of days late. 
It was proposed in the paper that these are included. Comments and questions were 
welcomed. 

 
24.2 Amy Bryzgel, welcomed a University wide policy, but had concerns, from the perspective of 

student health and wellbeing, that the CGS points deduction was too harsh. It was noted 
students submitting late would likely already be on the lower end of the CGS spectrum and a 
significant deduction of points would result in an outright fail. It was also felt that a 24hr 
period prior to penalties triggering added additional pressure. A universal policy and blanket 
period of a week was welcomed, but a reduction in the severity of the penalty was requested. 
Kath explained that views across the severity of the penalty were likely to vary across the 
University and it was important to help students learn that deadlines were to be adhered to.  

 
24.3 Alex Brasier also welcomed consistency but requested flexibility for mitigating circumstances 

and staff situations to be taken into account. With regards to weekends, it was felt it was 
difficult to make an enforceable policy. For example, it was felt that no significant advantage 
in a situation where a piece of work due in on a Friday afternoon was submitted on a Monday 
morning. It was requested that the discretion to take mitigating circumstances into account 
was afforded to course co-ordinators. The Principal noted that it was challenging to combine 
flexibility with clarity and consistency but understood this perspective. 

 



24.4 Taylan Campbell, Student Representative, supported the idea of a penalty for unauthorised 
late submissions. If students were struggling, support mechanisms are available, and a penalty 
was felt to be necessary. 

 
24.5 Sarah Woodin added that Biological Sciences supported the proposals, noting that they were 

less stringent than the School’s current policy. The School would like to include weekends in 
days overdue. There was some concern about the content of the Academic Quality Handbook, 
such as not allowing the late submission of assignments if feedback has already been given to 
a class. This was felt to be contrary to principles of student retention as feedback is typically 
returned very quickly meaning there can frequently still be students needing support 
completing work after feedback has been returned to the main cohort. There was also concern 
that students could still pass after accumulating a high penalty encouraging students who are 
concerned with accumulating credit only. It was not felt to be practical that the School 
Mitigating Circumstances Committee considered all applications for extensions. Furthermore, 
in practice it was not felt that that students requiring to request extensions prior to the 
deadline, was workable as this would mean harshly penalising some students who are unable 
to seek mitigation upfront. Some flexibility was requested. It was noted that no information 
about penalties currently appeared to be available on the University website. It was queried 
what practice should be taken regarding penalties in the interim until a policy was in place. 
Kath clarified that the issue regarding feedback was dependent on the nature of the feedback. 
For example, if feedback supplied a solution to an assessment question, it would not be 
appropriate to grade submissions after this point as it cannot be ascertained if this is original 
work. If the feedback was generalised and did not impact subsequent submissions, this would 
allow further submissions. Schools should continue with any existing School policies for the 
time-being. It was confirmed that policies in place to allow a bare pass subsequent to a late 
submission were in place to ensure that students were not harshly penalised to the extent 
they could not achieve an exit award where work which met the learning outcomes had been 
submitted late. 

 
24.6 Janet Gauthier, Student Representative supported consistency across Schools. Janet noted 

that consistency in mitigating circumstances and extension policies were also important and 
that discrepancy in policy application were avoided. 

 
24.7 Ondrej Kucerak, AUSA Vice-President for Education, echoed that there were inconsistences 

across Schools which was especially problematic for joint-honours students. It was highlighted 
that the policy applied to unauthorised late submission and stressed that mitigating 
circumstances must be brought into consideration. It was felt that this was a fair system with 
the caveat that student support is in place. 

 
24.8 Diane Skåtun appreciated the inclusion of policies from other higher-education institutions, 

noting that all bar one had consistent policies. However, it was requested that discretion is 
allowed. It was also highlighted that assessments across Schools, and possibly even within 
Schools, can take very different forms which could impact upon the nature of appropriate 
penalties. It was suggested that a default position could be in place, but that flexibility is in 
place to apply tighter penalties in the case of the unauthorised late submission of identified 
assessments. This was to avoid scenarios whereby a student could potentially gain an 
advantage by submitting an assessment late as the potential marks gained would outweigh 
those lost due to the penalty.  

 
24.9 A consistent approach was further supported by Neil Vargesson. Neil noted previous incidents 

where students had taken advantage of existing penalties and submitted work only to receive 



only marginally lower grades than their classmates. Neil agreed with Diane’s observation that 
there can be a wide range of assessment requiring flexibility. It was suggested that it would 
be the role of programme and course co-ordinators to establish what would be considered 
unauthorised and associated timelines. It was suggested that discussion is required at School 
level about what would be considered acceptable. Neil appreciated the comparison to other 
Universities’ policies included in the document and noted that the proposal was in line with 
common practice. 

 
24.10 Michael Brown, Dean for Research & Knowledge Exchange, echoed the view that there was a 

need for consistency. Given concerns around health and well-being, it was suggested that 
weekends are not included in the days that can trigger the penalty and could communicate 
the wrong message about students’ capacity to take time away from their studies. To aid this, 
it was suggested that assessments due late on a Friday could be set for submission on a 
Monday instead.  

 
24.11 Richard Hepworth had sought responses from the School of Natural and Computing Sciences. 

Generally, it was felt that the policy was prescriptive and would result in course co-ordinators 
using their own discretion rather than adhering to the policy. One response requested that 
the flexibility for course co-ordinators not to impose a penalty, even in the absence of 
mitigating circumstances prior to the deadline. It was felt that a blanket policy was not 
appropriate for the range of assessments across programmes. It was suggested that the policy 
could apply only to a certain weight of assessment, allowing discretion for smaller 
assessments. It was hoped that the policy would be integrated with policies on extensions and 
mitigating circumstances. The Principal expressed concern that having the policy only in place 
for assessments of particular weights could add confusion and complexity. 

 
25.11 Jonathan Pettit, School of Medicine, Medical Science and Nutrition, added that he had 

experienced students being unaware that they could choose not to submit by the deadline 
and cases where students would have performed better even with a late submission, echoing 
earlier comments about potential advantage to be gained by choosing to submit late without 
authorisation. Consistency is necessary and would need to be properly communicated to 
students. 

 
25.12 Frauke Jürgensen had a similar point that communication was essential. It was not felt that a 

universal policy was necessary due to variance between Schools and assessment models, but 
whatever decision is made would need to be communicated clearly. Frauke also requested 
consistent and clear integration with policies such as mitigating circumstances to help 
students be clear on what circumstances would merit an authorised extension. 

 
25.13 Abbe Brown, Dean for Student Support, noted that paragraphs 1, 7 and 8 of the policy 

together allowed scope for the submission of mitigating circumstances both before and after 
deadlines.  

 
25.14 Ava Lindberg, Student Representative, expressed concern that the policy was stricter than 

some existing School policies, however, it was understood that some compromises would be 
necessary in order to develop a consistent policy. Transparency for students was noted as 
important so there was an awareness of what the policy is. 

 
25.15 Scott Styles felt that the allowance for retrospective mitigation was not well expressed in the 

policy. While this may be implied, it was requested that this was made more explicit as those 
with serious issues can often be unable to request mitigation in advance and examples were 



given of cases where this had occurred. Abbe agreed that it could be made more clear but 
noted that there is allowance for application for extensions made after the deadline in the 
policy. Scott noted that the policy is addressed to students as much as staff meaning that 
allowances described should be made clearly explicit. Kath agreed that the examples given 
were appropriate reasons for retrospective approval. It was agreed that the wording could be 
clarified to help highlight that such retrospective approval is possible.  

 
25.16 Joanne Anderson, School of Divinity, History and Philosophy wished to stress how seriously 

students take deadlines and associated penalty systems highlighting how important that 
clarity would be. It was agreed that localised School policies might be confusing to students 
but had merit due to variance in assessment types. Supporting student wellbeing was vital 
and the discretion and ability to grant extensions with good cause to supporting this and 
student retention. 

 
25.17 Javier González Cuervos wanted to make a call to vote in favour of the proposal. Having had 

extensions granted previously, Javier felt that there was a benefit to being able to anticipate 
consistency from those who are approached with extension requests.  

 
25.18 Kirsty Kiezebrink suggested that the implementation of the paper should account for 

encouraging to apply for extensions, even if these are subsequently not used as there is a 
perception amongst some students that applying for extensions will reflect on the 
detrimentally. It also needs to be communicated clearly to students that there is no 
disadvantage from requesting extensions.  

 
25.19 Ben Marsden, School of Divinity, History and Philosophy, noted that this policy was more 

stringent than that currently enforced by the School and may lead to a scenario where some 
staff refuse to implement it leading to confusion. It was felt to be unreasonable to ask students 
to work at weekends in the policy. It was felt that this policy may have a harsher impact in 
Schools where the policy is more stringent than policies currently in place, particularly for 
students entering their honours year. 

 
25.20 Kath was invited to summarise and respond prior to voting on the proposals. Kath emphasised 

that the policy related to unauthorised late submissions and that students with good cause, 
even if submitted after the event, would not be penalised. The ELIR report recommended that 
the university enhance the approach to consistency in the application of policy and 
procedures across the University. The QAA had also criticised policies that varied across 
different Schools. For these reasons, it was important to have a consistent and clear policy. It 
was noted that the penalty was harsher than that in place in some Schools and more lenient 
in other cases. Weekends were included as days counted against late submission to avoid 
students facing the bunching of assessments. Thursday being the last weekday in Qatar must 
also be taken into account along with holiday periods where a situation could arise where a 
submission could be delayed over the holiday period. 

 
25.21 The Senate were asked to vote on two motions. The first motion was on the policy and the 

CGS penalties associated with this. Assurances were given that the clause regarding 
assignments submitted after feedback would be amended to clarify that this may be 
permitted where appropriate and that retrospective permission with good cause may be 
granted. The second motion was on the inclusion of weekends and holidays as days counted 
against late submission. Both the first motion and the second motion were carried by Senate 
(67 in favour, 14 against with 5 abstentions; and 56 in favour, 18 against with 6 abstentions 
respectively). 



 
 

ANY OTHER ITEMS FOR DISCUSSION 
 

26.1 No further items were raised for discussion. 
 

 
REPORT FROM THE UNIVERSITY COMMITTEE ON TEACHING AND LEARNING 

 
The Senate noted the actions taken by the University Committee on Teaching and Learning at 
its meetings on 12 November 2020. 

 
1.  Education Committee Structure 

 
27.1 The UCTL received a revised UCTL remit and composition for 2020/21. Members of the 

Committee were content to approve the remit and composition for use.  
 

Members of the Committee received the paper on the revised Education Committee 
Structure. Members noted the revised structure, the renaming of the UCTL to the University 
Education Committee (UEC) and the proposal that the UCTL’s existing sub-committees be 
replaced with the Quality Assurance Committee (QAC), Student Support Committee (SSC) and 
Employability and Entrepreneurship Committee (EER). Overall, members of the Committees 
were content to support the proposals and to forward them to the Senate for further 
consideration. 

 
2. Updated Risk Register for Learning and Teaching 

 
27.2 Th The UCTL received an updated version of an excerpt of the University’s Risk Register, listing 

risks specific to Learning and Teaching. The Committee agreed the addition of risks with regard 
Academic Integrity and Placement Activity. 

 
3.  Update on the Blended Learning Implementation Task and Finish Group 

 
27.3 The UCTL received and discussed a paper providing an update on the Blended Learning 

Implementation Task and Finish Group (BLITFG) 
 

4.  Enhancement-Led Institutional Review (ELIR) Update 
 

27.4 Members of the Committee received a paper providing an update on the University’s progress 
with the recommendations arising from Enhancement-Led Institutional Review (ELIR). The 
Committee noted that some recommendations were now complete and embedded in 
practice, while others, such as those relating to External Examining and Partnership tracking 
remained ongoing. The Committee agreed that an ELIR update should be brought to the UCTL 
on a biannual basis. 

 
5.  QAC Annual Report to the UCTL 2019/20 

 
27.5 Members of the Committee received the annual update from the Quality Assurance 

Committee (QAC). The Committee noted updates regarding External Examining (EE) and, in 
particular, positive responses from EEs regarding the No Detriment procedures, adopted as a 
consequence of the impact of Covid-19. Where criticisms had been made, the Committee 



acknowledged that these largely reflected the continued use of a dual classification system. 
Members agreed that this issue would be resolved following the conclusion of the academic 
year and the move to the Grade Point Average system, a single classification procedure. 
Members of the Committee also received updates on Internal Teaching Review (ITR), Annual 
Course and Programme Review and QAC annual visits to Schools. 

 
 

6.  Late Submission Paper 
 
27.6 Members of the UCTL received the paper on the Unauthorised Late Submission of Work Policy. 

Members of the Committee considered the paper and the options outlined within it, agreeing 
that: 
• The standard penalty of a two CGS point deduction up to 24h late and one CGS point 

deduction for each subsequent day, or part of a day, up to a maximum of 7 days late, 
beyond which G3 is awarded.   

• Weekends and holidays must be included in the count of number of days late  
 

Members of the Committee agreed that the paper should proceed to the Senate for further 
consideration and approval. 
 

7.  QAA Enhancement Theme 
 

27.7 Members of the Committee received the end of theme report as submitted to the QAA 
following the conclusion of the Enhancement Theme, Evidence for Enhancement: Improving 
the Student Experience. Members of the Committee also received an update on initial work 
being undertaken on the new theme, Building Resilient Learning Communities. 

 
8.  National Student Survey (NSS) 

 
27.8 Members of the Committee noted updates on the National Student Survey (NSS). 
 

9.  Policy on Inclusion and Accessibility in Teaching, Learning and Assessment 
 
27.9 Members of the Committee received an initial draft of a proposed policy on Inclusion and 

Accessibility in Teaching, Learning and Assessment. The Committee noted that consideration 
of the draft by other groups had resulted in significant feedback, which would be incorporated 
into a revised draft. The Committee expressed the importance of noting existing processes 
where the recommendations outlined in the paper could be met. The Committee agreed that 
a revised policy should be considered at the next Committee round.    

 
10.  Deadline for the Return of Postgraduate Results 

 
27.10 Members of the Committee approved an amendment to the deadline for return of exam results 

as below: 
 

Postgraduate Taught programmes by Friday 5 February 2021 (changed from 29 January 2021) 
 

REF UPDATE 
 
28.1 The Senate noted the REF Update (copy filed with principal copy of minute). 
 



 
SENATE ELECTION OUTCOME 

 
29.1 Senate noted the outcome of the Senate elections conducted at the start of the academic year 

as detailed below: 
 
 The following have been elected to serve on the Senatus Academicus with immediate effect 

until 30 September 2024 (except where indicated otherwise) 
 

Biological Sciences 
 
Lesley Lancaster 
 
Divinity, History and Philosophy 
 
Joanne Anderson 
Andrew Dilley 
 
Geosciences 
 
Brice Rea 
 
Law 
 
Irene Couzigou 
 
Natural & Computing Sciences 
 
Nir Oren 
 
Psychology 
 
Sandie Cleland 

 


