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Convener’s welcome 
 
The Convener welcomed Senate members to the meeting, and noted that this was a Special 
meeting convened to complete the Senate business that was not closed at the Senate 
meeting on 20 October 2021.  
 
The Convener confirmed that the meeting was quorate.  
 
SUBSTANTIVE ITEMS 
 

1.  Report from E-Senate (S 21/22 2 A) 
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To approve the minute of E-Senate held from 21 – 29 September 2021  
 
At the meeting on 20 October, the membership decided that item 3 below (the E-Senate 
process) required discussion before the E-Senate minutes could be approved. This was 
specifically in relation to the E-Senate item on the Knowledge Strategy Committee 
membership. Therefore, discussion of this item was deferred after item 3, to allow for 
discussion of the Senate Standing Committees and the E-Senate process. See item 3 
below. 
 

2.  Senate Standing Committees: Discussion (S 21/22 2 B) 
To discuss 
 
The Convener noted that the paper recommends that no substantial changes are made to 
the Senate Standing Committee remits at this time, and that Conveners are encouraged to 
continue to improve the effectiveness of the committees. An externally-facilitated review of 
Senate is scheduled to take place in 2023/24. 
 
Senate members were invited to discuss the paper and made the key points below: 

 A proposal was made that there needs to be work on how to effectively review the 
function and organisation of the Standing Committees, and that work on this now 
could usefully feed into the upcoming externally-facilitated review. Senate is a very 
large body, so thought is required on how it can effectively contribute to such a 
discussion. Senate includes individuals with expert knowledge on governance 
issues, and this expert knowledge should be put to good use. Could a task group 
be created, including Senate members, to develop an informed view on the 
challenges of and solutions to Senate governance, informed by the views of Senate 
members and the Executive? 

 Should some smaller-scale change be put into effect in the short term, to address 
the risk that change is continually delayed? Some Senate members have 
expressed concerns for some time about lack of dialogue between the Standing 
Committees and Senate, and lack of representation of ‘at large’ Senate members 
on Standing Committees. Could one ‘at large’ Senate member be added to each 
Standing Committee, to act as a member of the committee and to report back to 
Senate on the work of the committee? 

 Senate is given opportunities to comment on proposals and projects via Standing 
Committee reports and as part of the Senate presentation and discussion sessions, 
but it is not clear where these comments go or what impact they have: the 
discussion of the Enhancement-led Institutional Review (ELIR) Action Plan at the 
20 October 2021 meeting was noted as an example: Senate provided detailed 
comments. Will there be information on how these have been implemented or 
otherwise? 

 An issue is that Senate should not be seen as ‘rubber stamping’ proposals that 
arise elsewhere, and it is not clear where proposals for new University initiatives 
and policies come from. These initiatives lose legitimacy unless they are seen to 
have been considered under the academic governance structure. 

 The previous review of Senate Standing Committees was focused on matching 
individual relevant expertise to the committee remits, which has resulted in the 
Standing Committee membership being largely ex-officio, and members of Senate 
who are members of Standing Committees are often ex-officio members of Senate. 
Has this focus on expertise been to the detriment of the academic governance role 
of Senate? Senate is composed of set proportions of elected academic staff, 
elected professorial staff, ex-officio roles, and student members. This composition 
is set out in the relevant legislation. To ensure academic governance, should 
Senate Standing Committees have the same compositional structure?  
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The points below were raised in response: 

 It could be useful to create a group to reflect on the current structure and provide 
advice on continuously improving effectiveness, and this could also feed into the 
upcoming externally-facilitated review.  

 Before any short-term change is made, it is important to understand what the 
specific issues are, and to ensure that any changes made will resolve these issues. 
This includes allowing time to identify and consider risks and benefits, and any 
Equality. Diversity and Inclusion issues. 

 Is one short-term answer to look at how to strengthen communication between 
Senate and the Standing Committees?  

 The Senate Standing Committees are part of the academic governance structure, 
because they act under delegated authority from Senate. The committees include 
members of Senate, key professional services colleagues, and representatives 
from related College committees.  

 
Paper S 21/22 2 B recommended that Senate Standing Committee Conveners are 
encouraged to continue to improve the effectiveness of the committees. In this meeting, 
the Conveners committed to work to improve communications between Senate and their 
committees, and committed to putting together a group, including members of Senate, to 
review what future improvements to the structure / function of Senate Standing 
Committees may be required. Professor Colm Harmon (Convener of the Senate Education 
Committee) stated that he and the other Conveners will consult, including with Senate 
members, on how best to proceed and the Standing Committee Conveners will bring a 
paper forward to Senate at a future date.  
 
Senate voted to support the recommendations in the paper.  
 
No further specific motions were presented by Senate members.  
 

3.  E-Senate Process (S 21/22 2 C) 
To discuss and approve 
 
Paper S 21/22 2 C and a response were briefly presented. It was noted that the key issues 
were: 

a) whether treating a nil response from members as approval of an item is an 
appropriate standard for approval of business by e-Senate 
b) whether e-Senate should take decisions on contentious business.  

  
The paper proposed that in future the only business to be approved by e-Senate should be 
the appointment of Emeritus Professors. This would represent a significant change to 
current e-Senate business. An alternative proposal in response had also been tabled by a 
Senate member that would mean e-Senate could not approve any business but E-Senate 
could be used to advance a consent agenda for expedited approval in meetings. It was 
noted that if Senate were to conclude that no business can be approved via E-Senate, the 
main impact will be on the timely approval of nominations for the award of Emeritus status. 
This impact is balanced against concerns about counting non-response as presence for 
the purposes of quorum. 
 
Senate voted on whether to accept the recommendations in the original paper, including 
an amendment to extend e-Senate deadlines to two weeks instead of one. The 
recommendations, as amended, were supported. 
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Senate also voted on the response proposal, including the amendment to two weeks. The 
response proposal was also supported.  
 
The Convener noted that Senate had now approved two contradictory proposals. This will 
be minuted and the next steps will be considered outside this meeting. 
 
The Convener now moved to consider item 1 above: Report from E-Senate (S 21/22 2 A) 
 
The Convener invited Senate to approve the E-Senate minutes, with an amendment that 
the approval of item 7, Membership of the Knowledge Strategy Committee, has been 
rescinded. 
 
Senate approved the minutes without requiring a vote.  
 
The Convener then moved to consider item 7 from the E-Senate agenda, the Membership 
of the Knowledge Strategy Committee (KSC) (paper e-S 21/22 1 F). Senate members 
were invited to make comments on the nominations for a new Senate member of KSC and 
the nomination of an interim Chair. Senate members considered the paper previously 
circulated to members via e-Senate. 
 
The points below were made: 

 Objections to this paper do not reflect opinions on the individuals concerned, but 
are about the process for nominating new members to this committee. 

 New Senate members of KSC are nominated by KSC. The Convener of KSC is 
nominated by the Court Nominations Committee, and approved by Court and 
Senate, because KSC is a joint Court and Senate committee. Therefore, it is not in 
Senate’s gift to propose alternative individuals for nomination. If Senate does not 
approve these nominations, this will be reported to KSC and new nominations from 
KSC and Court will be presented to Senate at a future date.  

 The arrangements for nomination of KSC members are set out in the KSC Terms of 
Reference.  

 There are 5 Senate positions on KSC, and these are usually filled by the three 
Conveners of the main Senate Standing Committees, and two Assistant Principals 
with specific remits that overlap with the work of KSC. This is intended to ensure 
useful links with Senate Standing Committees.  

 Some concerns were raised that all of the Senate members on KSC are ex-officio 
members of Senate, rather than elected members. 

 
Senate voted on whether to approve the nominations to KSC in paper e-S 21/22 1 F. 
Senate voted to approve these nominations. 5 members asked for abstentions to be noted.   
 
The decision will be reported to the Secretary of KSC.  
 

4.  Senate Effectiveness Review 2020/21 (S 21/22 2 D) 
To comment  
 
No comments were received.  
 

5.  Senate Elections 2021 (S 21/22 2 E) 
To note and comments 
 
A query was raised on whether it would be useful to extend the nomination period, if there 
were fewer nominations than available positions. It was noted that nominations are open 
for a month, and that it would be difficult to extend this and complete the elections before 
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the Spring break. Senate members were encouraged to contact the Senate Clerk with any 
suggestions on how to advertise the elections more effectively, including how they might 
use their networks to advertise the elections. 
 

 
ITEMS FOR FORMAL APPROVAL OR NOTING  
 

6.  Conferment of the Title of Emeritus Professor (S 21/22 2 F) 
To approve 
 
Senate approved the conferment of these titles. 
 

7.  Library Committee membership (S 21/22 2 G) 
To approve 
 
Senate approved the membership. It was noted that the Library Committee should be 
encouraged to fill outstanding vacancies as soon as possible.  
 

8.  Edinburgh University Students’ Association Priorities for 2021-22 (S 21/22 2 H) 
For information 
 
The paper was received.  
 

9.  Student Partnership Agreement (S 21/22 2 I) 
To note 
 
The paper was noted.  
 

10.  Research Strategy Group update (S 21/22 2 J) 
For information 
 
The paper was received. 
 

11.  Senate Standing Committees’ Annual Internal Effectiveness Review Report (S 21/22 
2 K) 
For information  
 
The paper was received. It was noted that some of the comments made under item 2 
above are relevant to the continuous improvement of the Committees, in addition to the 
action points identified in this report.  
 

12.  Senate Standing Committees – upcoming business (S 21/22 2 L) 
To note and comment 
 
The paper was noted. No comments were received.  
 

 


