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UNIVERSITY OF ABERDEEN  

SENATUS ACADEMICUS 

Minutes of the meeting held on 2 February 2022 
 
Present: George Boyne, Karl Leydecker, Ruth Taylor, Pete Edwards, Marion Campbell, Alan Speight, Greg 
Gordon, Paula Sweeney, Chris Collins, David Smith, Mervyn Bain, Haina Zhang, Graeme Paton, Siladitya 
Bhattacharya, Angel Cuesto Ciscar, David Muirhead, Ekaterina Pavlovskaia, Graeme Nixon, Andrew 
Dilley, Mirela Delibegović, Harminder Battu, Abbe Brown, Kirsty Kiezebrink, Ann-Michelle Slater, Alison 
Jenkinson, Adelyn Wilson, Michelle Pinard, Simon Bains, Cheryl Dowie, Laura McCann, Alexandros 
Zangelidis, Joachim Schaper, Joanne Anderson, Alessandra Cecolin, Ben Marsden, Mary Stephen, 
Elizabeth Curtis, Yvonne Bain, Amy Bryzgel, Tom Rist, Frauke Jürgensen, Phillip Cooke, Irene Couzigou, 
Zeray Yihdego, Robert Taylor, Scott Styles, Ilia Xypolia, David Anderson, Isla Graham, Lesley Lancaster, 
Paul Hallett, Gareth Norton, Sarah Woodin, Wenlong Huang, Cosimo de Bari, Lynda Erskine, Iain McEwan, 
Fiona Murray, Jonathan Pettit, Justin Rochford, Amanda Lee, Diane Skåtun, Samantha Miller, Pietro 
Marini, Kathryn Martin, Aravinda Meera Guntupalli, Mintu Nath, Neil Vargesson, Valerie Speirs, Gareth 
Jones, Dawn Thompson, Sandie Cleland, Constanze Hesse, Amelia Hunt, Dragan Jovcic, Yukie Tanino, 
Marian Wiercigroch, Alex Brasier, Brice Rea, Rebecca Crozier, Matteo Spagnolo, Colin North, Matthew 
Collinson, Georgios Leontidis, Nir Oren, Murilo da Silva Baptista, Peter Henderson, Lindsay Tibbetts, 
Ondrej Kucerak, David Mercieca, Samuel David, Emme Strickland, Heather Smith, Flora Alapy, Cassimir 
De Bonneval, Croy Langlands and Ivana Drdakova 
 
 
Apologies: Arash Sahraie, Russell Williams, John Barrow, Jerry Morse, Marie-Luise Ehrenschwendtner, 
Johan Bohan, Thereza Raquel Sales de Aguiar, Stephanie Thomson, Ralph O’Connor, Malcolm Harvey, 
Andrew McKinnon, Karen Gillies, Chantal den Daas, Diane Dixon, Alasdair MacKenzie, Shantini 
Paranjothy, Bettina Platt, Delma Childers, Russell McKenna, Richard Hepworth, Alisa Koester, Holly 
O'Connor, Nestor Carlsen-Devereux, Braidan Smith and Athinoulla Konstantinou,  
 

APPROVAL OF AGENDA 
 
30.1 The Principal opened the meeting, welcoming members of the Senate. 
 
30.2 The Secretary reminded members of procedures. Senate were advised that the meeting would 

be recorded, and to remain muted when not speaking, members were reminded to state their 
name before contributing to discussion. Senators were advised to use the chat function to state 
when they wished to ask a question and to give a brief indication of the subject to minimise 
distraction for the speakers. Members were reminded that the chat does not form part of the 
formal minute and any voting would be undertaken using MS Forms. 

 
30.3 Members of the Senate were asked to approve the agenda. Amy Bryzgel, School of Language, 

Literature, Music and Visual Culture, raised the issue of transparency in relation to the 
questions provided to the Principal in advance of Senate convening. The Principal agreed on 
the importance of the issue and invited the Secretary for comment. The Secretary advised 
members that going forward there will be a section detailing any questions asked in advance 
and the accompanying answers in writing. Thereafter, Senators approved the agenda and the 
meeting proceeded. 

 
 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
 
31.1 Members of the Senate approved the minutes 1 December 2021. 
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ORAL REPORT FROM THE PRINCIPAL AND UPDATE ON HE SECTOR/UNIVERSITY DEVELOPMENTS 
 
32.1 The Principal informed members that the situation was improving in relation to the pandemic 

and the presence of the Omicron variant. He advised Senators that the University will be 
significantly affected by the estimated increase in inflation rates (~7%) as the sector wide 
financial settlement provided by the Scottish Funding Council (SFC) equates to flat cash per 
student. The Principal emphasised the importance of not only keeping pace with the rising costs 
but investing in the University’s physical and digital infrastructure as well as staffing. He 
reassured members that, given recent trends in University revenue, he is confident that this 
growth can be achieved, and the University will continue to improve student to staff ratios as 
well as strengthening investments in Education and Research.  

 
32.2 The Principal reaffirmed the University’s commitment to Research, particularly in light of the 

challenges imposed by the pandemic and drew members attention to the relevant agenda items.  
 
32.3 The Principal asked members if there were any questions or matters to be raised. Scott Styles, 

School of Law, asked for confirmation that a seven percent rise in inflation would equate to a 
seven percent real terms cut in our SFC funding; and whether the University can expect a return 
to normal practices during the next academic year. The Principal replied that this was correct in 
terms of the SFC budget, and that staff could expect a return to normal, unrestricted operations, 
subject to any agreed adjustment to pre-pandemic ways of working, in the next academic year if 
the situation continues to improve. 

 
32.4 Brice Rea, School of Geosciences, asked for clarification regarding the nature of applications dealt 

with by the online approvals group; and whether said group would later cease to exist given the 
prediction of returning to unrestricted operations in the next academic year. Ruth Taylor, Vice-
Principal Education, clarified that the online approvals process was only applicable to the second 
half session, and will be abandoned after the period for late registration ends providing the 
pandemic situation does not deteriorate. She explained that the applications primarily dealt with 
COVID-19 related scenarios, however, on occasion, they involved broader circumstances when 
considered appropriate. The Principal expressed his support for the anticipated removal of this 
structure and all similar structures that were required to respond to the pandemic. 

 
32.5 Ondrej Kucerak, AUSA Vice President Education, questioned precisely how a cut of over £380 

million to the Higher Education sector in Scotland would affect the University and whether there 
would be any cuts to student support services. He also asked how the University plans to combat 
the shortfall. The Principal advised that higher costs would be covered from tuition fees as well 
as via consultancy and commercial income. He stated that he did not expect to see cuts affecting 
the University given the recent eight percent increase in revenue. The Secretary reassured 
members that there is significant investment underway to bolster student support services. 

 
32.6  Lindsay Tibbetts, Senate Assessor, motioned for agenda item number four ‘Communication from 

the University Court’ to be heard later due to a conflict of business. The Principal asked members 
if there were any objections; there were no objections raised and said motion was granted. 

 
 

SENATE EFFECTIVENESS REVIEW ACTION PLAN 
 
33.1 The Secretary provided a brief overview of the Senate Effectiveness Review Action Plan. The 

main tenets were as follows: 
• The action plan has been created after careful consideration of the recommendations from 
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the Senate Effectiveness Review and the relevant recommendations of the Governance 
Review. 

• All actions are grouped thematically to reflect the functional areas which require 
development. 

• The action plan identifies the lead, and dates for approval by Senate, to help ensure all 
recommendations are met.  

Thereafter, the Secretary asked members if they had any questions. No questions were raised. 
 
 

RESEARCH POLICY COMMITTEE 
RESEARCH INCOME – HESA BENCHMARKING AND CONTEXTUAL DATA 

 
34.1 Marion Campbell, Vice-Principal Research, gave a presentation on the aforementioned paper. 

The main tenets of the presentation were as follows: 
• The report centres on research income performance across the REF period and incorporates 

data from the 2019-2020 academic year to allow for an effective comparison across the 
sector as this is the most recent year for which HESA benchmarking is available. 

• It was noted that income trends are below that of the sector average and persists across 
disciplines. 

• The reductions in research income over the REF period do not necessarily correlate with the 
reduction in the number of staff. 

• Despite performing well above the sector average in relation to other funding agencies, UKRI 
success rates have declined in all but one benchmarking institution.  

• Research income distribution remains primarily unchanged - the University is reliant upon a 
small number of staff for the majority of the income, however, the number of staff without 
any research income has shown a slight improvement.  

• Application and award data for 2020-21 shows an overall increase of 43% in the value of 
awards and 68% increase in the total value of applications. 

• Although early data is encouraging, a co-ordinated and concerted approach is required to 
close the benchmark gaps. 

• Research Policy Committee discussed the necessary support and strategies for re-
establishing income growth as well as the various short-term and long-term priorities.  

 
34.2 Paul Hallett, School of Biological Sciences, advised that the report could generate competition 

between colleagues and enquired as to the characteristics of high earners. He explained that the 
significance of workloads, as well as the number of University funded post-doctoral studies, are 
likely to be contributing factors. Marion Campbell, Vice-Principal Research, advised that there 
are many contributing factors to those at the top end of the J-curve but that it is of greater 
importance to even out the overall distribution by collectively supporting Research within the 
University. 

 
34.3 Amy Bryzgel, School of Language, Literature, Music and Visual Culture, highlighted that Arts and 

Humanities is usually a monograph orientated discipline and grants are often smaller within 
these fields. She suggested utilising more internal resources to support colleagues within Arts 
and Humanities to effectively draft proposals for post-doctoral studies. The Principal reassured 
members that these findings were comparable to disciplines within similar institutions. Marion 
Campbell, Vice-Principal Research, agreed that the level of funding will differ between disciplines 
but emphasised that almost all were performing below their benchmarks. She further clarified 
that within each discipline there is a similar J-curve. Marion advised that it was important to 
identify the projects that would benefit from grant funding, as well as ensuring there is enough 
support available to achieve this. She welcomed the idea of hosting a special session for Arts and 
Humanities in terms of grant writing.  
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34.4  Marian Wiercigroch, School of Engineering, thanked Marion and colleagues for the 
comprehensive and honest report. He noted that loosing high quality staff has affected the level 
of research. He stated that, in addition to more technical approaches, regular discussions are 
required to reverse the trend. Marion, Vice-Principal Research, agreed that Research needs to 
be at the forefront of the agenda, as recommended by the Senate Effectiveness Review, and to 
ensure Research is prioritised in terms of workload. 

 
34.5 Frauke Jürgensen, School of Language, Literature, Music and Visual Culture, asked for greater 

clarity and explained that it is unusual for certain disciplines to receive regular funding. She also 
added that Humanities often receive smaller grants. The Principal confirmed that within certain 
disciplines outstanding publications cannot be supported without research funding and stated 
that parity of funding is necessary. Marion, Vice-Principal Research, clarified that those without 
research funding are not concentrated within one particular discipline and the problem persists 
throughout the University to varying degrees. 

 
34.6 Dragan Jovcic, School Engineering, expressed his concerns surrounding the recommendation to 

focus on certain channels of funding that have already proved successful and suggested the 
University seeks to maintain it’s competitiveness by pursuing highly prestigious and competitive 
grants from agencies such as the European Research Council. The Principal recognised the 
importance of maintaining high standards and the need for a balanced approach as grants from 
less prestigious agencies are still impactful. Marion, Vice-Principal Research, agreed with the 
importance of pursuing high quality, prestigious grants and the benefits of a diverse approach 
involving various agencies.  

 
34.7 Chris Collins, School of Language, Literature, Music and Visual Culture, addressed the School’s 

limited success in Doctoral Training Partnerships (DTP) and the importance of being involved in 
DTP panels. He recognised the successes of other institutions in obtaining funding and 
recommended looking to them for guidance and adopting similar team-led approaches where 
appropriate. Marion, Vice-Principal Research, recognised the previous successes within these 
disciplines and the importance of continuing to develop inter-disciplinary centres and shared 
resources. 

 
34.8 Scott Styles, School of Law, questioned whether the figures represented were Gross or NET 

because there have been situations in the past where projects that initially received substantial 
grants resulted in overall losses. The Principal reassured members that the Finance Team 
assesses this contribution, and typically, grants normally account for approximately eighty 
percent of the total cost, therefore, grants alone are not sufficient to fund research in its entirety. 
He advised Senate that Research isn’t purely seen in financial terms as it often benefits the 
University in other ways, such as via International Rankings, which leads to indirect financial 
benefits.  

 
34.9 Iain McEwan, School of Medicine, Medical Sciences and Nutrition, raised the following three 

points; firstly, the percentage of researchers who have income during the 2019-2020 academic 
year is positive given that it is seventeen percent higher than the average of the sector; secondly, 
there appears to be significant contributions from industry, and what could be considered high 
risk funding from the European Union, during the previous academic year; thirdly, the 
importance of showcasing the impact of the University’s research. Iain advised members that 
SMMSN is trying to engage more heavily with funding agencies, particularly the UKRI Welcome 
Trust, to enhance their overall awareness of the different types of research undertaken by 
colleagues. He stressed the importance of adequately developing proposals to ensure they are 
granted the necessary funding. 
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34.10   Zeray Yihdego, School of Law, advised that collective endeavour is crucial and that 
interdisciplinary centres should play a key role in facilitating the University’s research using both 
their expertise and resources. He stated that grant writing can be very time consuming, however, 
sharing the workload, across disciplines, can make things easier. Zeray suggested identifying 
‘champions’ of the various funding schemes and allowing other colleagues to seek advice and 
learn from their successes. 

 
34.11  Neil Vargesson, School of Medicine, Medical Sciences and Nutrition, raised the issue of workload 

and the need to ensure that there is time to write collaborative grants. Neil advised members 
that within his school there is a list of colleagues who sit on grant panels. He explained that staff 
are encouraged to go to these members of staff to seek advice when writing grants and 
suggested making this a University wide approach. 

 
34.12 Joanne Anderson, School of Divinity, History, Philosophy and Art History, stated that it was 

encouraging to see an uplift within the figures for Arts and Humanities during the last academic 
year. She advised that the recent appointments will help to facilitate research within these areas 
in a more collaborative an interdisciplinary way – including working with the Welcome Trust and 
utilising HRC networking grants. She stressed the importance of the research that is already 
underway, and the need to identify the areas for growth and consolidation, as well as the 
potential for collaborative PhDs to further enhance the reputation of the University.  

 
34.13 Frauke Jürgensen, School of Language, Literature, Music and Visual Culture, explained that PhD 

applicants from Arts and Humanities are often enticed by the level of resources available rather 
than the specific projects available. She referenced a number of occasions whereby potential 
candidates were lost due to a perceived lack of resources within the University, as well as the 
wider city, and advised that greater investments are made into the provision of reading materials 
and concerts within these related disciplines.   

 
34.14 The Senior Vice-Principal recognised that many important points were made throughout the 

discussion, particularly in relation to obtaining further insight from alternative sources such as 
panels. He advised that the recent recruitment of highly skilled academics, and their related 
networks, will prove highly beneficial. The Senior Vice-Principal recognised the significant 
changes that have occurred within Arts and Humanities during the last two decades; including 
the establishment of a funding council. He emphasised the importance of ensuring Arts and 
Humanities are well connected to all five of the University’s inter-disciplinary challenges and 
opportunities for team-based research. The Senior Vice-Principal stressed the role workload 
plays in achieving these goals and utilising the workload allocation model. He advised that he is 
currently chair of two groups which will issue recommendations to Senate in due course in 
relation to workload and promotion. He clarified that the recommendations will cover 
professorial banding and the expectations of academics on a research and teaching contract. 

 
34.15 Marion Campbell, Vice-Principal Research, recognised the various important points raised during 

the discussion and advised members that an action plan will be developed in response to the 
report. She recognised the successes attributed to Humanities and the benefits of using the inter-
disciplinary centres as a platform for growth. Marion reassured members that whilst the report 
may be sobering, she is confident the institution has the capability, skill, and drive to reverse the 
trend. The Principal commented on the enhanced capacity to undertake research due to the 
growth in staff numbers.  
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RESEARCH POLICY COMMITTEE 
REF 2021 - LESSONS LEARNT 

 
35.1 Marion Campbell, Vice-Principal Research, advised Senators that the Research Policy Committee 

sought views from the unit of assessment lead, Schools, and the REF steering group.  Marion 
summarised the recommendations which involve incorporating REF into routine research 
practice, rather than every seven years, and to ensure that research impact is routinely 
discussed. She clarified that the views of the Senior Management Team, as well as Senate, will 
be used to devise a suitable action plan. 

 
35.2 The Principal asked members for their comments and underlined the importance of ensuring 

that aspects such as research income, impact, and research environment are continually part of 
the wider discussion. 

 
35.3 Neil Vargesson, School of Medicine, Medical Sciences and Nutrition, expressed his support in 

continually addressing these elements throughout the year in the form of impact case studies, 
and not just as part of REF. He explained the importance of ensuring that the wider public were 
made aware of the impact of the University’s research. Neil recognised the pivotal role played 
by impact case officers in helping to achieve this. 

 
35.4 Amy Bryzgel, School of Language, Literature, Music and Visual Culture, highlighted that the 

administration process in relation to REF can be quite challenging and time-consuming. She 
suggested streamlining the process where possible. Marion Campbell, Vice-Principal Research, 
recognised the significant difficulties related to the administration of the process and welcomed 
the idea of a more streamlined approach. 

 
35.5  Diane Skåtun, School of Medicine, Medical Sciences and Nutrition, explained the importance of 

regularly reviewing the position with regards to ensuring that there are adequate numbers of 
staff to conduct research. The Principal reassured members that there has been a significant on-
going investment to improve student to staff ratios. 

 
35.6 Dragan Jovcic, School Engineering, highlighted the need to ensure that there is appropriate 

funding to assess the long-term impact of research. He suggested safeguarding the internal cost 
recovery or internal over-heads in order to achieve this. Marion Campbell, Vice-Principal 
Research, recognised the importance of this and advised members that there is a pump-prime 
operation in place. 

 
 

RESEARCH POLICY COMMITTEE 
FOR INFORMATION: RESEARCH POLICY COMMITTEE REPORT TO SENATE 

 
36.1 Marion Campbell, Vice-Principal Research, gave a brief over-view of the report from the Research 

and Policy Committee. She advised that many of the items had already been discussed by Senate 
during the course of today’s meeting - including the contents of the Research Income paper. She 
explained that the Research Policy Committee had considered a variety of matters; in particular, 
the latest developments in relation to the Elsevier negotiations, the incoming open access UKRI 
policy, the rights of retention policy, and the UKRI and Horizon requirements to promote gender 
equality. The Principal asked members for comment, however, there were no matters raised. 
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REPORT FROM THE UNIVERSITY COURT 
 

37.1 Lindsay Tibbetts, Senate Assessor, gave a brief over-view of the report. The main tenets were as 
follows: 
• The new recruitment of independent members of Court has been very positive and provides 

a broad range of professional expertise.  
• The University’s financial position is considered positive and unlikely to rely on the £3 million 

deficit budget. This has been owed, in part, to the support of the Scottish Government.  
• The New Project Management Office will be established in February 2022. 
• Court supports the recommendations of the Senate Effectiveness Review and the 

subsequent establishment of new committee structures. It was confirmed that Senate 
Assessors will be present on all Court committees that are established.  

• Employability was identified as a common area of interest and present in many discussions. 
Lindsay advised members that she will be stepping down from the role of Senate Assessor 
and will be taking on a new role in relation to Student Experience. The Principal thanked 
Lindsay for her contribution and clarified that the support provided by the Government was 
applicable to the previous academic year. He emphasised Court’s interest in employability 
and thereafter asked members if there were any questions. There were no questions raised.  

 
UNIVERSITY EDUCATION COMMITTEE 

INFORMATION AND POSITION PAPER ON PASTORAL REVIEW TASK AND FINISH GROUP 
 
38.1 Abbe Brown, Dean for Student Support, gave a presentation on the Pastoral Review Task and 

Finish Group progress and emerging outcomes. A supporting paper was also presented to 
Senate. The main tenets were as follows: 
• The TFG remit includes recommending changes to UG personal tutoring and PGT pastoral 

support for all students with a view to enhancing staff and student engagement within these 
systems. 

• It was noted that approaches differ across Schools and academic staff can find pastoral 
support challenging at times. There are issues associated with workloads with respect to the 
role. 

• Data from the student survey were presented and, for example, 40% of UG students felt that 
regular meetings/communications would be of benefit; and 92% of PGT students would like 
to have someone to talk to about things that are unrelated to their studies. 50% of PGT 
students also believed that the support should be provided by a person that teaches and 
marks the student’s work. 

• The student and staff survey revealed that 48.7% of respondents felt that allocations should 
be as close a match to their discipline as possible and 81% agree that consideration should 
be given to pastoral support during annual reviews and promotion processes. 

• The staff survey revealed that 79% of staff believed that being interested in the student and 
the role itself was one of the most important factors in the role of personal tutor.  

• Eight emerging recommendations were identified for discussion with Senate: 
1. The majority of academics who deliver teaching should also deliver personal tutor 

support to both UG and PGT students. This is at the discretion of the Heads of 
School/Line Managers and subject to a maximum amount of students per colleague.  

2. The personal tutor system will cover both academic and non-academic matters for all 
students and signposting to other University structures where appropriate e.g. Student 
Support. 

3. There should be a consistency of support which involves regular meetings occurring at 
least twice a year. 

4. There should be a consistency of workloads across Schools and levels in consultation 
with the Workload Allocation Group. 

5. Each School should have at least one Senior Personal Tutor for UG students and one 



8  

Senior Personal Tutor for PGT students which is distinct from other PGT leadership roles. 
6. Support, training and resources for colleagues will continue to be enhanced and the 

purpose and expectations of the personal tutor system, including how it intersects with 
other forms of support, will be clearly defined. 

7. Tutor and tutee allocation to be administered centrally for all students and within 
relevant discipline where possible.  

8. Training and IT development work should be undertaken to make effective use of 
existing information systems and inform tutor-tutee interactions. 

 
38.2 Colin North, School of Geosciences, asked for clarity regarding the differences between the 

proposed recommendations and current practices aside from the integration of PGT students 
into the system. Abbe Brown, Dean for Student Support, explained that there are decisions to be 
made as to whether all members of staff will be expected to perform PT duties, and the place of 
academic advice within the role. 

 
38.3 Diane Skåtun, School of Medicine, Medical Sciences and Nutrition, raised concerns regarding the 

provision of academic support, in addition to the delivery of pastoral support, as it may risk 
returning to the previous model of Advisors of Study but without the appropriate pay element. 
Diane stated that her colleagues have queried the appropriateness of academics providing 
pastoral support at all.  She raised concerns regarding the potential lack of understanding in 
relation to issues of an academic context due to the potential mismatch of tutors and tutees 
across SMMSN. Diane suggested that this mismatch impacted on Tutors ability to provide 
pastoral support and would also be problematic if the system extends to include academic 
support. Diane explained that staff had felt rather demotivated and concerned for students in 
general as both support and references may be provided by tutors out-with the relevant field. 
She also explained that colleagues on research contracts, who may have less experience in a 
teaching related context, are often engaged in seeking advice from more experienced tutors 
which is less efficient and time-consuming. She suggested a clear demarcation process to field 
enquiries appropriately e.g. direct to InfoHub or Student Support – particularly given that the 
inclusion of PGT students is likely to increase the number of enquiries.  

 
38.4 Brice Rea, School of Geosciences, stated that the feedback informing the proposal has been 

provided by approximately only 1% of the student population. He also highlighted a potential 
contradiction between recommendation one, which assumes the majority of staff will undertake 
the role, and the need for staff to have a genuine interest in the role itself – especially as there 
are significant workload implications. Brice explained that he is less comfortable advising on non-
academic matters in relation to careers as his experience relates to academia only. He stressed 
that 62% of respondents were not in support of regular meetings, therefore, it would be 
inappropriate to adopt such an approach and doing so would further increase workload. Brice 
proposed a ‘light’ model, driven by student demand, without compulsory meetings. 

 
38.5 Zeray Yihdego, School of Law, expressed his support for the inclusion of PGT students in the 

system. He advised that many of these students travel from overseas and often require more 
support when adjusting to student life in Aberdeen. Zeray recognised the impact upon workload, 
however, he stated that the benefits of this support system, particularly having a point of 
contact, can extend throughout the student’s career.  

 
38.6 Samuel David, Student Senator, expressed his concern surrounding the collection of data via the 

online dashboard and recommended that students have a say in this process should it be taken 
forward. He informed members that senior student representatives are trying to enhance the 
sense of community between PGT students by organising opportunities for networking and 
socialising as a group. Abbe Brown, Dean of Student Support, clarified that privacy is of the 
highest importance and discussions regarding information sharing, particularly between 
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platforms, are on-going. 
 
38.7 Ben Marsden, School of Divinity, History, Philosophy and Art History, welcomed a return to the 

practice of providing academic advice to students. He stressed the importance of providing 
adequate training and support for tutors to prevent students being misadvised; and agreed that 
meetings should not be made compulsory.  

 
38.8 Amy Bryzgel, School of Language, Literature, Music and Visual Culture, highlighted that a 

colleague compiled a very useful document detailing the various resources applicable to Personal 
Tutors, however, they were advised that this was not approved for sharing. Amy requested that 
this decision is reconsidered to allow knowledge to be shared effectively between Schools; and 
suggested that those who were initially opposed to this should be included in the discussion.  

 
38.9 Neil Vargesson, School of Medicine, Medical Sciences and Nutrition, expressed support for non-

compulsory meetings and the inclusion of PGT students. He requested further information 
regarding Edinburgh’s model of support.  

 
38.10 Flora Alapy, Student Senator, advised members that she has had a very positive experience with 

her tutor. She explained that many of her questions were in relation to academic matters and it 
has helped to be allocated to a tutor within her own School (MMSN). She agreed that the process 
should be predominantly student-led. 

 
38.11 Iain McEwan, School of Medicine, Medical Sciences and Nutrition, raised concerns in relation to 

workload and potential stress associated with the role of Personal Tutor. He asked for clarity 
regarding the relationship between School and Centre in the allocation process and whether 
volunteering for the role was still considered an option. Abbe advised that it is unlikely to be a 
voluntary process given the large number of students that require support. She explained that 
decisions regarding this are made at the School level before informing the Centre, InfoHub, who 
will then allocate the students accordingly.  

 
38.12 Ondrej Kucerak, AUSA Vice President Education, explained that whilst there is support for the 

process being student-led, it is important to set minimum standards of engagement as cultural 
differences can often determine a student’s willingness to engage in the process.  

 
38.13 Robert Taylor, School of Law, raised concerns surrounding the potential impact upon the mental 

health of staff and the need to ensure support for tutors who may have to deal with challenging 
or distressing circumstances. He recommended clarifying where tutors can find the appropriate 
support to help them within the role. Abbe Brown, Dean for Student Support, reminded 
members that all staff can access the University’s counselling services. 

 
38.14 Abbe Brown, Dean of Student Support, advised members that the process is very much in the 

initial stages, however, many of the points raised have been explored by the Task and Finish 
Group. Abbe recognised the importance of matching students to a tutor within their discipline 
to achieve the highest quality of support. She also recognised the significant impact upon the 
workloads of administrative and teaching staff; and reassured members that both training and 
resources will be provided. She advised that the proposal will return to Senate for approval in 
May 2022. 

 
UPDATES ON ANTI-RACISM STRATEGY AND DEFINITION OF ANTISEMITISM 

 
39.1 Ruth Taylor, Vice-Principal Education, gave a short presentation and the main tenets were as 

follows: 
• The Anti-Racism Strategy has benefited from consulting widely across the University, 
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including feedback from the Partnership Negotiating Consultation Committee (PNCC), as 
well as the guidance received from Advance HE. An action plan will be created in due course 
and any matters that impact upon Education and / or Research will be brought to Senate for 
discussion and approval where approval is required. 

• The paper on the IHRA definition of the antisemitism will be provided to Senate in May 2022 
and Court in June 2022.  

 
39.2 Amy Bryzgel, School of Language, Literature, Music and Visual Culture, suggested tackling other 

areas of discrimination including an anti-misogynistic strategy. The Senior Vice-Principal, stated 
that EDIC have undertaken a variety of work in relation to protected characteristics, however, it 
was felt that race required further development across the sector. He stated that there is scope 
for taking further action in relation to other protected characteristics. The Principal reassured 
members that it was essential for the University to take action in response to all forms of hate 
and discrimination and to ensure policies are robust.  

 
39.3 Tom Rist, School of Language, Literature, Music and Visual Culture, asked for clarity regarding 

the approvals process. Ruth Taylor, Vice-Principal Education, clarified that the strategy has been 
through various forms of internal approval and reiterated that any matters for Education and / 
or Research that arise from the Strategy (e.g. the work on Decolonising the Curriculum) will be 
brought to Senate. The Secretary, reassured members that the process adhered to procedure.  

 
39.4 Brice Rea, School of Geoscience, asked for more information in relation to the actionable 

elements of the strategy and what it is expected to look like. Ruth Taylor, Vice-Principal 
Education, explained that there is an existing action plan that the Race Equality Strategy Group 
is working with and, for example, a revised staff recruitment policy is under consideration.  

 
39.5 Samuel David, Student Senator, emphasised the importance of enhancing the overall equality of 

opportunity within the University. 
 
 

MAGNA CHARTA UNIVERSITATUM 2020 
 
40.1 The Secretary advised members that re-signature of the Magna Charta Universitatum 2020 is 

required. The Principal asked members for any comments or objections; no objections were 
received thereto and the matter was approved by Senate. 

 
 

RESEARCH POLICY COMMITTEE 
PROPOSAL FOR A FORMAL POLICY ON TOBACCO INDUSTRY FUNDING FOR RESEARCH 

 
41.1 Marion Campbell, Vice-Principal Research, explained that this proposal formalises the position 

held within the University for a number of years. The Principal asked members for any comments 
or objections; no objections were received and the proposal was approved. 

 
 

ANY OTHER ITEMS FOR DISCUSSION 
 
42.1 Tom Rist, School of Language, Literature, Music and Visual Culture, provided the following 

question in advance for the Principal:  
Since Senate is responsible for the overall planning and coordination of the academic work of the 
University, should the new University Programme Management Process have come to Senate 
before being announced to the University via email on 24th January? The e-mail states that the 
Process ‘covers all academic degree programmes and affiliated short courses [sic.]’ and that 
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consultation took place with ‘Heads of School, members of the Senior Management Team and 
colleagues from across the University.’ 
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42.2 Alan Speight, Vice-Principal Global Student Recruitment, responded to the written question by 
advising members that the changes are purely in relation to the administrative process. He 
confirmed that there are no changes to the resource approval process or the quality assurance 
processes overseen by The Quality Assurance Committee (QAC) on behalf of Senate. Alan 
clarified that the changes are only in relation to the management of the programme approval 
process in order to streamline it; and align it more effectively with market intelligence and the 
additional resource approval processes. He stressed that this change has been accompanied by 
enhanced information and guidance for all proposers.  

 
42.1 The Principal asked Dr. Tom Rist if the answer was satisfactory. Tom replied that it was, however, 

in the interests of transparency and communication, he suggested it would be beneficial to 
inform Senate of similar matters as they relate to a change in policy. The Principal acknowledged 
that it is important to be clear on the responsibilities of Court, Senate and the Executive so that 
all three parts of our structure can perform their roles in combination to the benefit of the whole 
University. 

 
 

ELECTION OF SENATE ASSESSOR TO COURT 
 
43.1 Senate noted that following the decision of Lindsay Tibbetts to stand down from her role as 

Senate Assessor there would be a vacancy for a female Assessor from schools in Arts and Social 
Science until 30 September 2023. Accordingly, and in line with the procedures approved by 
Senate in April 2017, an election will be required to appoint a successor. 

 
43.2 Senate approved the following timeline proposed for the election as follows: 
 

(a) Friday 4 February 2022 Nomination forms issued to all electors by the Secretary 
 
(b) Wednesday 16 February 2022 Latest date for return of nomination forms to the Secretary 
 
(c) Friday 18 February 2022 Voting forms issued to all electors by the Secretary 
 
(d) Wednesday 2 March 2022 Latest date for return of voting forms to the Secretary. 
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