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               Item 16 
Education and Student Committee 21.09.17 

 

 

Programme Development Update 

 

 
This paper provides details on the following: 
 

• University Programme Approval Committee Dates 
• Reflections on Outcomes in 2016-17 
• Reflections on Activity in 2016-17 
• Conditions arising from Approvals in 2016-17 

 
 
 

 

Recommended Actions: 

• The Committee is asked to note this report.  
• The Committee is asked to consider the actions within. 
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University Programme Approval Dates 2017-18 

Stage 1 

Stage 1 UPAC Date Time Deadline for Papers (2 weeks before the meeting) Marketing Guidance 
Wednesday 18th October 2017 14:00-16:30 Wednesday 4th October 2017 The earliest start date for PG/UG programmes 

approved here would be 2019 
Wednesday 29th November 2017 14:00-16:30 Wednesday 15th November 2017 ABSOLUTE deadline for inclusion in 2019 UG 

prospectus 
Wednesday 24th January 2018 14:00-16:30 Wednesday 10th January 2018 The earliest start date for programmes approved here 

would be PG 2019/ UG 2020 
Wednesday 21st February 2018 14:00-16:30 Wednesday 14th February 2018 The earliest start date for programmes approved here 

would be PG 2019/ UG 2020 
Wednesday 21st March 2018 14:00-16:30 Wednesday 7th March 2018 The earliest start date for programmes approved here 

would be PG 2019/ UG 2020 
Wednesday 6th June 2018 14:00-16:30 Wednesday 23rd May 2018 ABSOLUTE deadline for inclusion in 2019 PG 

Prospectus. Earliest start date for UG programmes 
2020. 

 

Stage 2 

Stage 2 UPAC Date Time Deadline for papers (3 weeks before the meeting) Marketing Guidance 
Wednesday 4th October 2017 14:00-17:00 Wednesday 13th September 2017 The earliest start date for PG/UG programmes 

approved here would be 2019 
Wednesday 13th December 2017 10:00-13:00 Wednesday 22nd November 2017  The earliest start date for PG/UG programmes 

approved here would be 2019 
Wednesday 7th February 2018 10:00-13:00 Wednesday 17th January 2018  The earliest start date for PG/UG programmes 

approved here would be 2019 
Wednesday 7th March 2018 10:00-13:00 Wednesday 21st February 2018 The earliest start date for PG/UG programmes 

approved here would be 2019 
Wednesday 4th April 2018 14:00-17:00 Wednesday 14th March 2018 The earliest start date for PG/UG programmes 

approved here would be 2019 
Wednesday 20th June 2018 14:00-17:00 Wednesday 30th May 2018 The earliest start date for PG/UG programmes 

approved here would be 2020 
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Stage 1 and 2 Programme Approval Reports  

Reports from Stage 1 and 2 of University Programme Approval Committee (UPAC) for 2016-17 will 
be made available on the staff intranet shortly.  

 

Boards of Studies Amendments 

A separate report will be presented to Education and Student Committee on Board of Studies 
Amendments.  

 

Reflections on Outcomes in 2016-17 

A very significant volume of programme approval activity took place in the past academic year, 
encompassing both the standard process and the joint UPAC process being piloted by Cass Business 
School.  

Stage 1 

• 14 proposals were considered (some encompassing more than one programme) 
• 3 submissions were not approved, 2 of which were re-submitted and have now met the 

conditions of Stage 1 
• An average of 5 conditions were set per proposal 
• 4 proposals received 8 or more conditions.  

Several themes were evident in the conditions set at Stage 1: 

• A number of proposals were submitted in an unfinished state. A key issue was the submission 
of proposals without the necessary signatures and sign-offs. This often led to delays in 
circulation of the papers.  

• There were issues, in many cases, with the consistency and quality of the paperwork 
submitted. Schools were encouraged to liaise with Student and Academic Services well in 
advance of submission to minimise the possibility of proposals not being approved rejection 
on this basis.  

• On several occasions, the quality of the marketing information was insufficient to 
demonstrate demand, or to fully articulate the competitor analysis and information. On a few 
occasions proposals were submitted with missing or incomplete marketing analysis.  

• There were repeated instances of proposals failing to demonstrate a strong rationale for 
development, which often related to a lack of clarity around programme identity. This 
frequently led to questions regarding the relationship between the submission and the 
University Vision and Strategy.  

• Proposals which had Tier 4 considerations were often returned with conditions to further 
investigate, and to provide more information on, the feasibility and accessibility of the 
proposals to the relevant students.  
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Commendations 

Whilst no formal commendations were noted in the Stage 1 reports, there were instances of 
exemplary practice, particularly in the resubmission of the Cass BSc Management proposal and the 
resubmission of the School of Health Sciences Introduction to Optometry programme. 

In both cases, the Programme Teams’ worked closely with both Professional Services and Student 
and Academic Services, to ensure that the resubmitted proposals were of the highest possible 
quality before submission. The benefits of this additional engagement was particularly evident in the 
resubmission of the Introduction to Optometry which, upon consideration by UPAC, drew no 
comments, conditions or recommendations.  

Stage 2 

• 10 proposals were considered 
• An average of 4 conditions were set per approval 
• 2 proposals received more than 8 conditions 
• All Stage 2 proposals were approved 

There were quite a number of themes, collated from the reports, evident in the conditions set at 
Stage 2, too: 

• The majority of teams were encouraged to undertake further work with LEaD as part of the 
conditions issued. The majority of conditions were encompassed by the following: 
- Better alignment between the Learning Outcomes in both the programme and module 

specifications with the FHEQ statements 
- A greater degree of consistency between the Learning Outcomes in the programme and 

module specifications was required 
- Greater clarity in the information for students around assessments. 

• Information regarding assessments was often incomplete or required further consideration, 
particularly in relation to cohesion and the assessment strategy for proposed programmes. 
Many of the teams were required to submit a comprehensive assessment matrix as part of 
their response to the conditions. It is envisaged that the outcomes of the review of 
assessment strategies being undertaken during 2017/18 will support improvements in this 
area. 

• Many of the proposals were required to provide better evidence of the consultations 
undertaken as part of the of development process. This was particularly evident where 
- Better consultations with module/programme leaders were required (this was 

particularly evident where programmes were interdisciplinary, or inter-School 
proposals) 

- Better consultations with students were necessary to demonstrate either programme 
viability, or to better elucidate the student perspective on potential new provision 

- Better consultations with industry partners (where applicable) were necessary to 
reassure UPAC of their involvement or endorsement 

• All proposals received conditions which related directly to the quality and consistency of the 
student-facing documentation. This included information on assessments, awards and 
outcomes, placements and study abroad options. More specifically, information provided in 
the draft Student Handbooks was often found to be out of date or incorrect.  

• All proposals required closer proof reading to eliminate errors as part of the conditions. 
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A report summarising the status of conditions arising from programme approvals in 2016-17 is 
included as Appendix 1.  

Commendations 

At Stage 2 UPAC offered a number of commendations on proposals. The most frequent included:  

• The innovative nature of programme design, and its responsiveness to industry 
requirements.  

• The flexibility of study, particularly as it pertains to study abroad and placement 
opportunities. 

• The student-focused nature of new programme provision. 

In particular, UPAC commended proposals where the information was of a very high quality, or 
particularly complete. These examples might be usefully shared with other teams considering 
development.  

Programme Terminations 

An update on Programme Terminations will be uploaded on to the website in due course. 

 

Joint Process  

A new UPAC Process was piloted in 2016-17 by Cass Business School, and used, in a specific instance, 
to approve a pilot programme in the School of Health Sciences. Feedback on the process has been 
sought from stakeholders. 

A separate report on this will be submitted to Education and Student Committee as part of the 
broader work to review the programme approval policy and process in 2017-18. 

 

Reflections on Activities in 2016-17 

The year 2016-17 was a busy year for programme development at City and a large number of 
proposals were considered. Some of these were complex, involving external industry partners and 
international institutional partnerships, and others represented innovative and agile responses to 
changes in industry and market requirements.  

Whilst a number of the proposals were excellent, and represented the very best development 
practices, many of the proposals, at both Stage 1 and 2, required significant additional work to 
receive approval, and this was reflected in the number of conditions programmes received.  The 
themes, highlighted above, are representative of the continuing high standards required by UPAC, 
and a robust demonstration of the impartiality and objectivity required of Panel members. They also 
establish that an improvement in the quality of the proposals is required to maintain the standards 
required of new provision. Schools are encouraged to meet with Student and Academic Services, 
LEaD and other relevant professional services to discuss potential development early in the process 
to minimise the possibility of numerous conditions or proposal rejection.  

There have been instances where proposals and significant amendments, particularly at Stage 1, 
have been submitted with PARC approval via Chair’s action. This has raised concerns and questions 
over the efficacy of School PARCs. Student and Academic Services have received feedback from 
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Schools that the current Terms of Reference for PARC, which determine that PARC should consist of 
no more than eight members, but represent the constituent members as determined by Board of 
Studies, a Chair and student representation, may no longer represent sufficient flexibility or scrutiny 
at School level. As Schools have grown consideration may need to be given to whether the current 
number of members constitutes a robust and representative School Committee to provide peer 
scrutiny. It is the intention of this report, therefore, to request that the Committee considers 
whether the composition of PARC should be revised in light of the developing School structures.  

Despite several meetings of UPAC being arranged throughout the year and dates published in 
advance of the start of the year, a number of additional meetings were requested by Schools on an 
ad-hoc basis to consider urgent proposals. The collegiality of all parties is commended in this regard, 
with many UPAC Panel members agreeing to participate in less time than is usually required, and 
returning with thoughtful and engaged responses.  

Whilst Student and Academic Services with other colleagues worked to accommodate requests for 
additional UPAC meetings, the availability of Panel members, coupled with a significant volume of 
paperwork which is required for a UPAC Panel to read, often placed unexpected pressure on both 
academic and professional services colleagues. Scheduling additional meetings and convening panels 
at short notice takes a significant amount of time which could more effectively be used in supporting 
Schools directly with programme development. Delays here had a significant impact in 2016-17, and 
in order to address this, Student and Academic Services have scheduled additional meetings for 
2017-18 to accommodate the increased demand for development opportunities.  Schools are asked 
to plan PARC dates and programme developments around the scheduled dates and deadlines in 
2017-18 

In addition to the above, Student and Academic Services have continued to pilot a Joint UPAC 
process with Cass Business School. Reflections and feedback on this pilot have been sought from 
stakeholders and will be presented as part of a separate paper.  

With the increased focus on the CMA guidelines, particularly as they pertain to Undergraduate 
developments and amendments, proposals were often subject to closer scrutiny in terms of the 
material information provided to students and the consistency and coherence of this information. 
This had the most significant impact on the assessment information available for students, and the 
level of detail required. In turn, this impacted on the consistency of information, especially where 
programmes were co-teaching with other programmes and using existing module specifications. 
Schools are encouraged to expand their consultations, prior to Stage 2 submission, to ensure the 
greatest achievable consistency.  

There were some concerns regarding the significant amendment process in 2016-17, which did not 
become apparent until late in the amendment cycle. These were, almost exclusively, concerning 
Schools being unclear over what kind of changes required University-level oversight, and the 
timeframes required to implement necessary changes. Whilst this was not a universal issue, the 
implications of the misunderstanding were substantial and required the collaborative work of many 
stakeholders to rectify. Moving forwards, and with consideration of the CMA requirements, clearer 
guidance for teams on what does and does not require UPAC oversight will be developed.  

There has been an increased focus on the development of interdisciplinary provision in 2016-17, 
with four proposals accepted for inter-School programmes. The UPAC Panels, in all instances, 
commended the teams for their innovative and flexible approach to such provision. 
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Future Enhancements 

A review of the policies and processes for programme approval, amendment, review and 
termination is commencing shortly and the purpose of that review is covered in a separate report to 
Education and Student Committee. This will include a review of the outcomes of the Joint UPAC 
process with Cass. Further feedback will be sought on this process as part of the review, and 
involved parties are encouraged to contribute to this. Outcomes will be communicated to Education 
and Student Committee in due course.  

Student and Academic Services has been in the process of developing a new, online method for 
approving Board of Studies amendments, and plan to launch this in 2017-18. The new process has a 
greater automated reporting component, and should improve both the quality of the paperwork 
submitted and the overall efficiency of the process. Developing a similar process for programme 
development and approval is still under discussion and consultation will be undertaken at the 
appropriate time.  

 

Recommendations 

The UPAC Panels did not identify any risks within the key Quality processes requiring institutional 
consideration, however, the following recommendations are made by this report: 

i. To consider the Terms of Reference which govern PARC, and to assess their continuing 
appropriateness. 

ii. To encourage Schools to plan development activity in advance and in consideration of 
scheduled UPAC dates.  

iii. To encourage Programme Teams to liaise with Student and Academic Services early in the 
development process to ensure the completeness of submissions to UPAC.  

 

 

 

Lucy Dawkins 
Academic Development and Quality Officer 
Student and Academic Services 
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Conditions arising from Programme Approvals in 2016-17          Appendix 1 

Programme Date of Event Condition(s) Deadline  
(where given) 

Status 

Executive Masters in 
Medical Leadership 

S2 
23/02/17 

1. Amendments and corrections, as required by LEaD - The 
Programme Team is asked to respond to the written 
comments made by Pam Parker, LEaD as per the UPAC 
document attached.  Programme documentation needs to 
be updated accordingly. 

2. Programme Specification: Programme Summary – The 
Programme Team is asked to amend the statement 
“…experience what we hope will become a world-leading 
educational programme.” Change to “…experience a world-
leading programme.” 

3. Programme Specification: Programme Summary – The 
Programme Team is asked to amend the statement 
“…experience what we hope will become a world-leading 
educational programme.” Change to “…experience a world-
leading programme.” 

4. Managerial Accounting and Business Planning for Medical 
Leaders SMM629 – Please highlight in the module 
specification, that this additionally covers NHS and public 
sector finance. 

5. FMLM accreditation – Where reference to FMLM 
accreditation is made, the Programme Team is asked to 
revise the documentation to reflect “We are working closely 
with the FMLM to attain accreditation, and anticipate that 
the programme will be awarded this” or a similar form of 
words. 

6. Assessment – The Programme Team is asked to provide an 
assessment matrix, to illustrate the assessment types and 
weightings for each module, as well as a cumulative 
percentage for each assessment type, e.g. this might 

 Complete 
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constitute 65% coursework, 15% exam and 20% oral 
participation for the entire programme.   

7. Assessment – Where oral participation is listed as a 
component of assessment, the Programme Team is asked to 
provide clarification and more detailed information in the 
module specifications, as to how this will be assessed.   

8. Consultation with all Module Leaders – The Programme 
Team is asked to provide confirmation that they have 
consulted with module leaders, with respect to the content 
and assessment of the modules. 

 
MSc Business Analytics S1 

07/06/17 
1. [To be completed before going to market] To clarify the 

programme identity, and to make its distinctiveness more 
obvious to students.  

2. To clarify what the minimum cohort intake would be for 
programme viability and whether this would mitigate the 
financial risk in year 2.  

3. To clarify what the minimum number of students in years 1 
and 2 would need to be to break even. 

4. To ensure that the credits add up to 180 in the programme 
specification and student-facing documents. 

5. To make explicit the expectation and requirements of the 
pre-requisite online modules in the marketing material, 
programme specification and student-facing documents.  

Prior to 
Marketing  

Pending 

PG. Certificate in Anti 
Money-Laundering 

S2 
05/10/16 

1. For the business agreement with Lysis (‘Memo of 
Understanding’) to clearly stipulate the nature of the 
arrangement for delivering the programme as described in 
the meeting and set out in this report. The agreement 
should cover arrangements/responsibilities for: 

- Marketing, recruitment and admissions 

04/11/16 Complete 
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- The use of Visiting Lecturers from Lysis to support the  
delivery of the programme 

- Responsibility for IP 

The agreement must be finalised and provided to Student 
and Academic Services for review and sign-off by David 
Bolton, Deputy-President, before recruitment to the 
programme can commence.  

2. For programme documentation (programme and module 
specifications) to be more fully developed to provide 
students with enhanced information on the following 
aspects of the programme: 

- The correct number of contact hours per teaching block 
and a more detailed description of the nature of those 
contact hours (lectures, group work, etc.) to ensure clarity 
about the nature of delivery.  

- More bespoke information about learning and assessment 
strategies; elaborating on how professional competencies 
(‘soft skills’) will be taught and evaluated through the 
programme. 

- Minor refinement of some learning outcomes to provide 
full alignment with the level of the award (detailing more 
emphasis on analysis and criticality, especially in the 
knowledge based outcomes).   

- Clearer articulation of the planned use of 
technology/learning technologies to support the delivery 
of the programme (including lecture capture, online 
assessment, Moodle) and the coherency of the student 
cohort (supporting the student experience).  
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PG. Certificate in Legal 
Leadership 

S2 
18/04/17 

1. To address the consistency within the proposed 
documentation both between the documents themselves, 
and in terms of how a student would experience the 
programme. The documentation should accurately reflect 
how this programme would run.  

2. Working with LEaD, clarify the assessment strategy, 
including specific reference to the project work referred to in 
the MoU and how this will operate in practice. An 
assessment matrix should be submitted in response to this 
condition.  

3. To address how the award will be classified (merit, 
distinction etc) and to ensure this is compliant and 
consistent with University Regulations.  

4. To clarify the role of the CLL and to submit a draft of the 
MoA to Student and Academic Services for review and 
approval before final approval from the Chair.  

5. To make explicit the module order and to clarify the points 
of entry into the programme. 

6. To review the financial sign off, in light of the library request 
for additional funding, and to resubmit financial approvals 
for this programme.  

7. To revise the student handbook, ensuring that the 
information given is specific to the programme and correct 
for those students enrolled.  

 

June 2017 Complete 

BSc Business Management 
group (restructure) 

S2 
06/02/17 

1. Module Specifications: to standardise, proof-read and 
rationalise the module specifications in respect of Learning 
Outcomes, Content, ‘How Will I learn’ sections, and Reading 
Lists. 

2. Assessment:  

As soon as is 
feasible 

Pending  
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- To review the assessment strategy with the aim of 
introducing a greater degree of coherence in the 
assessments that the students undertake during their 
three or four- year degree journey 

- To explain the rationale behind modules with heavier 
assessment diets  

- To clarify the role of formative assessment and the 
associated weightings. 

- To submit an assessment matrix as part of the response. 
- To review the School policy on not allowing re-sits at 

Stage 3 of the Programme. 
3. Student-Facing Information:  

- To clarify the information regarding placement, 
replacement, and sandwich years in the student facing 
documents. 

4. Sign-Posting: to make the connections between the modules 
in each Programme Stage clearer for students. 

5. Electives: to make it more transparent in the Student-Facing 
documents that not all electives will run each year. 

 
Cass-UNIST Articulation  
Agreement 

S1 
26/10/16 

1. Terminology: It was agreed by the Committee that this was 
an ‘Articulation Agreement’, rather than a ‘Dual Degree’ (as 
per City’s Collaborative Provision Typology). All references to 
a ‘dual award’ or ‘dual degree’ should be removed from the 
documentation to avoid confusion.  

2. Fees: There was some discussion of the fees outlined in the 
proposal. A figure of £15,000 is offered, but clarification 
should be provided on whether this would be split between 
City and UNIST, or instead, a single payment to City to 
accommodate the students’ time with Cass.  

January 2017 Complete 
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3. Exit Awards: Confirmation should be provided as to whether 
students undertaking the articulation from UNIST to City will 
be eligible for any exit awards, should they fail to complete 
the required credits for the MSc with City. This should be 
reflected in the programme specification. 

4. Exceptions: The exception outlined in the Stage 1 papers (to 
allow an increase in the numbers of credits for UNIST 
students) should be made evident and specific in the 
Programme Specification. 

5. Local Concerns: The paperwork is not clear as to whether the 
Ministry for Education in South Korea has been approached 
by UNIST regarding this partnership. As a national 
institution, UNIST is required (by its own charter – Chapter 4, 
Article 25) to report any significant changes to degrees, 
including credit requirements, to the SK Minister for 
Education, Science and Technology. Clarification should be 
provided as to whether a report to the Ministry is required 
and, if it is, confirmation that this has been done. 

6. Start Date: Clarification on the start date for this partnership 
should be provided, including information of when City 
should expect the first intake of UNIST students.  

BA History  S1  
01/03/17 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1. Market: to reassess the potential markets for ABB entrance.  
2. Strategic Plan: to more clearly assert how this programme 

(and, more specifically, a 2018-19 launch) corresponds with 
the School strategic plan.  

3. USPs: to develop the unique selling points of the programme 
and to align these more closely with the strategic aspiration 
to produce a modern style of History offering, that is more 

N/A Complete 
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clearly a City, business and profession, course which would 
occupy a distinctive place in the market. 

4. Programme Launch: to work more closely with Marketing to 
develop a stronger launch strategy (this would be better 
achieved by delaying the launch).  

5. Staff Resource: to clarify the position of, and planning for, 
the new members of staff recruited to the School for this 
programme. 

6. Employer Consultation: to complete the employer 
consultation.  

7. Assessment: to clarify the status of the written assessment 
at the end of programme stage 1.  

8. Compensation: to clarify the role of compensation, and to 
make it explicit that compensation is not available for core 
or core-elective modules. 

9. Dissertation: the Dissertation is very heavily weighted and 
this is outside of School practice. The credit weighting for the 
Dissertation needs revising or a stronger rationale for the 
weighting needs to be provided.  

10. Digital History: to more clearly embed the notion of digital 
histories within the programme specification and to draw 
stronger connections between this element and potential 
employability.  

11. Work Placement: the inclusion of the work placement 
requires further consideration, and the information about 
this option needs clarification. If the programme ‘BA History 
with Integrated Professional Training’ does not exist this will 
need to be removed from the specification. 

12. Study Abroad: to clarify whether or not study abroad is an 
option on this programme and, if it is, to provide precise 
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information regarding the requirements in the programme 
specification.  

13. Module Titles: to more completely address the comments 
from LEaD regarding the module titles. 

14. Learning Outcomes: to work with LEaD to ensure that all 
Learning Outcomes are at the correct level. 

15. Student Numbers: to ensure that the projected student 
numbers correspond throughout the documentation.  

16. Contact Hours: to clarify the expected teaching hours on this 
programmes and how these will be distributed. 

17. Programme Identity: to more clearly define the programme 
identity within the Department of International Politics, and 
to provide a rational for this location. Also to provide 
information about how this will be communicated to 
applicants/students.  

18. Programme Specification: to explicitly include FHEQ 
requirements in the programme specification.  

19. Programme Specification: to remove references to ‘Part’ and 
replace with ‘Programme Stage’, in line with 2016-17 
assessment regulations. 

20. Programme Specification: the fee information on placements 
is incorrect. Suggest that students are referred to the 
website for the latest fees, rather than including this in the 
programme specification.  

BA History  S2 
21.06.17 

1. To revisit how the programme is articulated to students and 
the external market, thinking particularly about programme 
coherence and how this might be better expressed. Any 
reconsideration should include reflection on the ‘digital’ 
aspect of the proposal, and how this term might apply more 
specifically to the programme.  

As soon as is 
feasible 

Pending  
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2. To work closely with LEaD to revisit the assessment strategy, 
examining specifically the design of assessments, the 
minimum qualifying marks, and the appropriateness of 
assessment expectations in terms of level of study. The 
response to this condition should include a comprehensive 
assessment matrix, mapped against the student journey, and 
further detail regarding the types of assessment should be 
included in the module specifications.  

3. To work with LEaD to ensure that the language in the 
Learning Outcomes is level-appropriate. 

4. To correct a number of paperwork-specific issues and to 
proof-read all of the student-facing documentation to 
ensure consistency across all platforms (please see attached 
document). 

Introduction to Optometry 
(Foundation Programme) 

S1 
01/03/17 

1. Market: to reassess the potential markets for ABB entrance.  
2. Strategic Plan: to more clearly assert how this programme 

(and, more specifically, an 2018-19 launch) corresponds with 
the School strategic plan.  

3. USPs: to develop the unique selling points of the programme 
and to align these more closely with the strategic aspiration 
to produce a modern style of History offering, that is more 
clearly a City, business and profession, course which would 
occupy a distinctive place in the market. 

4. Programme Launch: to work more closely with Marketing to 
develop a stronger launch strategy (this would be better 
achieved by delaying the launch).  

5. Staff Resource: to clarify the position of, and planning for, 
the new members of staff recruited to the School for this 
programme. 

6. Employer Consultation: to complete the employer 
consultation.  

28/04/17 Invited to 
Resubmit by the 
Deadline 
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7. Assessment: to clarify the status of the written assessment 
at the end of programme stage 1.  

8. Compensation: to clarify the role of compensation, and to 
make it explicit that compensation is not available for core 
or core-elective modules. 

9. Dissertation: the Dissertation is very heavily weighted and 
this is outside of School practice. The credit weighting for the 
Dissertation needs revising or a stronger rationale for the 
weighting needs to be provided.  

10. Digital History: to more clearly embed the notion of digital 
histories within the programme specification and to draw 
stronger connections between this element and potential 
employability.  

11. Work Placement: the inclusion of the work placement 
requires further consideration, and the information about 
this option needs clarification. If the programme ‘BA History 
with Integrated Professional Training’ does not exist this will 
need to be removed from the specification. 

12. Study Abroad: to clarify whether or not study abroad is an 
option on this programme and, if it is, to provide precise 
information regarding the requirements in the programme 
specification.  

13. Module Titles: to more completely address the comments 
from LEaD regarding the module titles. 

14. Learning Outcomes: to work with LEaD to ensure that all 
Learning Outcomes are at the correct level. 

15. Student Numbers: to ensure that the projected student 
numbers correspond throughout the documentation.  

16. Contact Hours: to clarify the expected teaching hours on this 
programmes and how these will be distributed. 

17. Programme Identity: to more clearly define the programme 
identity within the Department of International Politics, and 
to provide a rational for this location. Also to provide 
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information about how this will be communicated to 
applicants/students.  

18. Programme Specification: to explicitly include FHEQ 
requirements in the programme specification.  

19. Programme Specification: to remove references to ‘Part’ and 
replace with ‘Programme Stage’, in line with 2016-17 
assessment regulations. 

20. Programme Specification: the fee information on placements 
is incorrect. Suggest that students are referred to the 
website for the latest fees, rather than including this in the 
programme specification.  

 
Introduction to Optometry S1 

(resubmission) 
07/06/17 

No Conditions N/A Complete 

MSc Primary Care [Practice 
Nursing] 

S1 
26/01/17 

1. Entry Requirements: to clarify how students in full-time 
employment (as stated in the entry requirements) will be 
supported in full-time study, too. 

2. Employment Status: to clarify if students are required to 
remain employed by the same Trust, throughout their 
registration, as they began with.  

3. Fees: to clarify the fee conditions for those students who are 
rescinding a PG. Dip and ‘topping-up’ to the MSc.  

4. Finance: to include final approval from Finance.  
5. PARC Outcomes: include further information on outcome 

three, particularly as it pertains to student-facing 
documentation.   

Prior to Stage 2  Complete 

Foundation Degree in 
Healthcare (Nursing 
Associate) [Pilot 
Programme] 

S1 
14/12/16 

No Conditions N/A Complete 
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Foundation Degree in 
Healthcare (Nursing 
Associate) [Pilot 
Programme] 

S2 
13/01/17 

1. In order to ensure that all of the learning outcomes included 
in the module specifications are adequately addressed, the 
Committee suggested the following: 

 
- That a statement regarding formative assessment and 

the ways in which this will address some of the learning 
outcomes is included in the module specifications; 

- That some of the repetition in the learning outcomes 
across the modules be reduced (as far as the framework 
will allow); 

- That many of the learning outcomes be recast as module 
aims or module content, thereby making the assessment 
strategy for the programme more feasible.  

 
2. A sentence highlighting the possibility of further study 

(continuation to the BSc Health and Social Care) should be 
included in the Programme Specification.  

3. Include the information, required by the QAA, which 
indicates what a student will learn at each Programme Stage, 
what achievements they will gain from each Stage, and with 
explicit reference to FHEQ guidelines (and example of this 
text can be found in the Quality Manual – Undergraduate 
Programme Specification Template). 

As soon as 
possible  

Complete 

MEng Mechanical 
Engineering with Thermal 
Power 

S1 
26/01/17 

1. Partnership Arrangements: to provide a draft formal 
agreement with Cranfield. Arrangements should include 
oversight of the Quality Assurance Framework at Cranfield. 
This will form part of the Stage 2 submission.  

2. Credits: to standardise the credits required to complete the 
programme as this is currently unclear.  

June 2017 Invited to 
Resubmit 
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3. Student Progression Information: to provide a framework for 
managing student progression from City to Cranfield and to 
ensure that any changes to the MSc, including advertising 
changes, are correctly signposted.  

4. Student Finance: to provide information regarding the 
student finance options for this programme, particularly as it 
pertains to the change of institution.  

5. Tier 4: to provide further information on the potential 
implications for those students on Tier 4 visas. Students may 
need to apply for a second visa due to the change of 
institution. Information on how these students will be 
managed and supported should be included.  

6. Tier 4: considering the above, to provide revised cohort 
projections, accounting for the potential loss of interest from 
international students.  

7. School Plan and Finance: to provide a clearer indication of 
how this programme fits with the School plan. Particularly, 
including further information regarding the potential risks to 
City income and how these risks will be mitigated and 
managed.  

 
MEng Mechanical 
Engineering with Thermal 
Power 
 
[The programme was 
referred for further work 
and resubmission] 

S1 
(resubmission) 
08/06/17 
 

1. Clearly articulate the programme appeal for potential 
students aged 17.  

2. Work with the Student Records Team to fully outline student 
finance, in particular the availability of student loans for the 
programme.  

3. Fully identify and articulate the Visa requirements for the 
programme and which institution is accountable at which 
stage of the programme.  

October 2017 Invited to 
Resubmit 
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4. Elaborate on the ability of students to transfer from other 
Engineering programmes onto the new degree programme 
and vice versa.  

5. Outline the arrangements to be put in place to keep oversight 
of changes to the Cranfield programme to ensure City meets 
CMA guidelines, in view of City’s contractual obligations to 
students for those parts of City MEng award to be delivered 
by Cranfield.  

6. Clarify the number of credits at Cranfield that would 
contribute to the City MEng award as this is inconsistent in 
the documentation, and clarify which specific taught modules 
at Cranfield will count towards the City award. 

7. Correction of paperwork specific issues: 
- Clarify in the programme specification that accreditation 

is being sought and is not currently in place.  
- Page 3 of the programme specification under Diploma in 

Higher Education there is a reference to changing to one 
of 62 degrees. This must be an error.  

- Amend the programme specification to reflect that City’s 
regulations will apply for all modules that contribute to 
the City award, including those undertaken at Cranfield as 
City will be the degree-awarding body for the MEng. 

- External Advisor information is required as part of the 
Stage 1 information.  

MSc Airport Management S1 
26/01/17 

1. Partnership Arrangements: to clarify the partnership 
arrangements as programme requires off-site delivery. 

2. ACI Recognition: to clarify and confirm the professional 
accreditation situation with regards to the ACI.  

June 2017 Invited to 
Resubmit 
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3. ACI Recognition: to remove the proposed programme from 
the ACI website as promotion is prohibited by Senate Policy 
until Stage 1 approval is granted.  

4. Rationale: to include further information demonstrating how 
this programme fits with the School plan.  

5. Market Demand: to include evidence in support of the 
suggested market demand. 

6. Marketing Analysis: to further clarify the potential risk to 
existing provision, including how the programme team plan 
to mitigate any risk. 

7. Student Engagement: to provide evidence of student 
engagement in the development of the proposal.  

8. Resources: to clarify how the significant resource required to 
support this programme fits with the School plan. 

9. Competitor Analysis: to include more information on the two 
Airport Management courses identified in the proposal. 
Specific consideration should be given to the composition of 
the proposed cohort, including the half of students who are 
predicted to be EU students, and how this may affect them. 

10. Assessment Regulations: to clarify the assessment 
information, particularly the information around 
compensation.   

MSc Airport Management S1 
(resubmission) 
08/07/17 

1. Review the proposed marketing budget to ensure sufficient 
resourcing. 

2. Review the expected retention figures as 90%+ was 
considered optimistic.  

Adjustments to retention figures and/or the marketing budget in 
response to the above conditions should be reflected in the 
financial costings for the programme, which will require Finance 
sign-off. 

As soon as is 
feasible 

Completed 
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MSc Internet of Things S1  
08/06/17 

1. Expanded information over the optional placement 
component of the degree course. In particular when the 
placement is proposed to run.  

2. Clarification as to the proposed timeline for submission for 
Stage 2 approval to allow sufficient time for the recruitment. 
It is suggested that for a feasible September 2018 start date 
the submission will need to be in for the first UPAC meeting 
of 2017/18 academic year.  

3. Work with Cass Business School in relation to reviewing the 
current pricing structure of the course, potentially working to 
align it to Cass level fees.  

4. Correction of paperwork specific issues: 

- External Advisor information is required to continue for 
Stage 2.  

- Dean-sign off from Cass is required 
- Page 5 of the Programme Specification refers to “Part” 

this should be “Programme Stage” 
- Page 5 of the Programme Specification – the pass mark 

is identified for coursework and examination, but does 
not include project work.  

- Page 6 of the Programme Specification – 30 credit 
modules should not have compensation.  

- Page 7 of the Programme Specification – Professional 
recognition box should be removed if unfilled.  

Prior to Stage 2 
Submission 

Complete 

MSci Data Science S1 
26/01/17 

1. Rationale: to further explain the risk to the existing MSc, and 
include solutions for mitigating and managing this. 

2. Rationale: to more clearly explain the need for this 
programme, given the introduction of PG student finance. 
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3. Programme Overview: to provide further information on the 
programme identity, given than the majority of the 
programme will be shared with MSc Data Science.  

4. Competitor Analysis: to provide a competitor analysis, within 
reasonable expectations (though direct competitors may not 
exist, similar programmes may offer reasonable 
comparison). 

5. Exit Awards: to amend the weighting for the Dip. He. Award 
so that 65% comes from Programme Stage 2, in line with 
Senate Regulation 15.  

6. Terminology: to ensure that the correct terminology is used 
throughout the proposal. This is particularly relevant to p. 22 
of the proposal (reference to ‘Part’ rather than ‘Stage’). 

7. Professional Accreditation: to clarify the BCS accreditation 
status before the programme can be marketed. Also, the 
BCS has recently changed its name to the Chartered Institute 
for IT and this will need reflecting in the documents.  

8. Attendance Requirement: to ensure that the attendance 
requirements are in-line with University policy and to clarify 
the procedures for managing this and making information 
about this widely available to applicants, offer-holders and 
students.  

MSci Data Science S2 
12/04/17 
 

1. To work with LEaD to review and standardize the module 
specifications included in the proposal.  

2. To clarify in the student-facing documents and marketing 
material, the exit awards available for students, versus those 
awards which will be conferred as a consequence of non-
qualification. This should also be included in the information 
for applicants.  

3. To clarify the relationship between the placement and 
replacement of modules to avoid the double counting of 
module credits.  

July 2017 Pending 
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4. To clarify the purpose of attendance monitoring and how the 
consequences of non-attendance might be applied to 
students. 

5. To map the Data Science-specific content through the whole 
programme to offer a review. This should include all core and 
elective modules in Programme Stage 4. 

BPTC/LPC  
(significant amendment) 

S1  
13/02/17 

No Conditions N/A Completed 

Cass Executive PhD  
(by circulation) 

S1 
01/12/16 

(as this was considered by circulation there were questions, 
rather than conditions, which required a response) 
 
1. The document says they will employ external supervisors but 

my understanding is that supervisors have to have a minimum 
20% contract with the university. How will this be handled?  

2. Is it envisaged that any external supervisors will be primary 
supervisors? How will they be inducted/trained?  

3. The documentation specifies 4 years as the completion time 
but under our regulations part-timers have 7 years. Will this 
apply to the current programme? 

4. How will suspensions of studies and or failure to progress be 
handled?  

5. What is the word length of the final thesis?  
6. Are there any assessments associated with the residential 

period, and if so, what is their weighting vis-à-vis the final 
thesis? 

As soon as 
possible 

Completed 

 

 


