
  

   
 

 

 
 
FINAL INTERNAL AUDIT REPORT 2016/17 
 

 
 
OVERSIGHT OF ACCREDITATION AND PROFESSIONAL AND STATUTORY 
REVIEW BODIES (PSRBs) 
 

Opinion and Recommendation Classification 
 

A Substantial level of assurance can be given to the adequacy and effectiveness of systems of internal 
control for the Oversight of Accreditation and PSRBs at the time of our audit and limited to the scope. 
Substantial assurance is defined as, “While there is a basically a sound system, there are weaknesses 
which put some of the system objectives at risk, and/or there is evidence that the level of non-compliance 
with some of the controls may put some of the system objectives at risk”. 
 
As a result of our audit, the following recommendations have been raised.  

 

 

Recommendation Type Number 

Priority One - 

Priority Two 5 

Priority Three - 

 

 

 

Audit Sponsor: Professor Bolton 
 

Item 30.2 
Senate 10.11.17 



 

 

INTRODUCTION 
1.1. Professional and Statutory and Regulatory Bodies (PSRBs) is a general term used to describe those 

organisations that work with the University in the approval, monitoring and review of programmes 
that lead to a professional or vocational qualification and which exist to ensure that national 
standards within the professions are met. PSRB accreditation may include recognition of 
membership or exemption from professional exams.1 

1.2. PSRB relationships are managed at School level via Programme Committees and Boards of Study.  
Due to the diverse nature of PSRBs, the approach to the management of these accreditations should 
be determined by Schools and overseen by the Board of Studies or appropriate sub-committees of 
the Board of Studies. Associate Deans (Education) should be consulted as part of the preparations.2 

1.3. The PSRB register dated November 2016 shows that there are approximately 40 various types of 
PSRBs covering a range of UG and PG courses in each of the five Schools.3  

1.4. Student and Academic Services is responsible for maintaining the register of PSRB accredited 
programmes and reporting on it annually to Senate. 

1.5. The Higher Education Data & Information Improvement Programme (HEDIIP) was established in 
2013 as a UK-wide programme to build a more coherent, responsive and less burdensome 
information landscape. It was funded by HEFCE, SFC, HEFCW and DEL and is hosted by HESA.  
The inventory of HE data collections was created in 2013 in order to help data collectors gain a better 
understanding of what other collections are being undertaken and to help HE providers get a better 
understanding of which data collections they are responding to.  As part of the audit we undertook a 
reconciliation of the PSRB register and data collection inventory – A sample of ten PSRBs were 
reconciled from the inventory of HE data collections with the PSRB register and they matched. 

1.6. The five PSRBs reviewed in the sample include: 

• Chartered Financial Analysts Institute (CFA), Cass  
• Institution of Engineering and Technology (IET), SMCSE  
• Nursing and Midwifery Council (NMC), SHS 
• Solicitors Regulatory Authority/Bar Standards Board (SRA), Law 
• British Psychological Society (BPS), SASS 

 
 AUDIT SCOPE AND APPROACH 

2.1 The audit approach was to develop an assessment of risks and management controls operating 
within each area of the scope.  

2.2 The Audit will include the review of the performance monitoring and reporting arrangements and 
will include the following areas: 

• PSRB policy and register; 
• Acquisition and retention of PSRB accreditations (including reaccreditation); 

• Monitoring and review of academic provision and PSRB regulations; and 

• Outcomes of PSRB engagements/visits and reports. 

 

 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

                                                
1 Information extracted from the Policy on PSRB Accreditations, available on the staff intranet 
2 Information extracted from the P1 Planning Memorandum 
3 Information extracted from the PSRB Register, November 2016 

http://www.hefce.ac.uk/
http://www.sfc.ac.uk/
http://www.hefcw.ac.uk/
http://www.delni.gov.uk/
http://www.hesa.ac.uk/


 

 

3.1 Key Controls Identified  

• Oversight of the PSRB register – Student and Academic Services have oversight over the 
register and are responsible for collating the information and maintaining it.  The register is also 
presented to Senate for it to note.  

• Schedule of PSRB accreditation – The PSRB register contains a schedule to help manage the 
reaccreditation process.  The sample of 5 PSRBs were reviewed and verified to ensure that City 
was accredited by them, which was the case at the time of the audit.  

• PSRB communication – The PSRBs communicate their requirements from City through 
information on their websites and through emails and letters to the University, to help ensure 
accurate information is provided and compliance is met.  

• PSRB reports – The bodies produce reports explaining their findings from visits and/or from 
documentation reviews.  Areas of good practice and recommendations for improvement are 
included in the reports, along with deadline dates in which the improvements and changes have to 
be made and who is responsible for completing the identified actions. 

• PSRB information for Unistats – PSRB information is collated and sent to Schools for review and 
verification so that any possible amendments can be made for a more accurate Unistats return. 

 
3.2  Key Issues Identified  

• Updated PSRB policy – Although there is a PSRB policy available on the staff intranet which 
highlights roles and responsibilities, it was last updated in June 2012.  The policy states that it is to 
be reviewed 'on a periodic basis' but does not provide further detail on dates for review. 

• PSRB register content – The PSRB register was updated in November 2016 but it is not entirely 
accurate and lacks key information for some of the PSRBs such as notes on accreditation and 
accreditation start and renewal dates.  Meetings with School staff also confirmed that the register 
had not been updated and that there were changes/updates since November 2016.  For the CFA, 
the notes on accreditation incorrectly state that the UG programmes only are a partnership and not 
the PG courses. Furthermore, the optometry programmes should be accredited by the GOC 
(General Optical Council) but this is not clearly evident on the register, which shows that it is 
accredited by the College of Radiographers instead. 

• Cass BoS discussing PSRBs – Due to the diverse nature of PSRBs, the approach to the 
management of these accreditations should be determined by Schools and overseen by the Board 
of Studies or appropriate sub-committees of the Board of Studies. Associate Deans (Education) 
should be consulted as part of the preparations.  All of the Schools’ BoS meeting minutes that were 
presented to Senate in 2016/17 were reviewed.  PSRBs and accreditation were mentioned in each 
of the Schools’ BoS except for in the Cass minutes reviewed, which made no reference to them. 

• SASS PARC minutes – The meetings covering the last year were reviewed but none of the 
meeting minutes mentioned PSRBs or accreditation.  The other Schools’ PARC meeting minutes 
did mention either the PSRBs or accreditation in some form. 

• Annual report to the ESC – The PSRB policy states that “SaAS will produce an annual report on 
the outcomes of PSRB (re) accreditations for the Education and Student Committee”.  However, a 
separate report is not produced but just the PSRB register is presented to the committee.  The 
register is not entirely accurate and updated so the committee does not obtain updated and correct 
information.   
 

 

 

 



 

 

Detailed Recommendations   
 

4.1 Updated PSRB policy 

Rationale  

The PSRB policy available to staff to help guide and inform them should be regularly reviewed and 
updated where necessary, so that it remains accurate, relevant and contains the correct information.  
It was identified that although there is a PSRB policy available on the staff intranet which highlights 
roles and responsibilities, it was last updated in June 2012.  The policy states that it is to be reviewed 
'on a periodic basis' but does not provide further detail on dates for review. 
There is an increased risk that if the policy used to provide information to staff is not accurate, updated 
and correct, staff will receive incorrect information which can then affect their actions and how the 
PSRBs are managed to ensure compliance. 

Recommendation Priority 

Student and Academic Services should review the 
PSRB policy and update it if necessary so it is accurate 
and correct.  There should be a date for the next review 
included at the front of the policy. 

Two 

Management Response 

Arrangements will be made for the policy to be reviewed via the appropriate committee during 
2017/18. A schedule for the policy to be reviewed periodically will be established. Changes to the 
policy will require Senate approval. 
 

Target 
Date 

June 2018 Responsibility Assistant Registrar (Quality) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  



 

 

 

4.2 PSRB register content 

Rationale  
 
The register of PSRBs should be accurate and contain the correct, updated information so that a 
reliable record is maintained and so that Senate receives the correct information.  
 
It was identified that the PSRB register was updated in November 2016 but it is not entirely accurate 
and lacks key information for some of the PSRBs such as notes on accreditation and accreditation 
start and renewal dates, which are left blank in some instances.  Meetings with School staff also 
confirmed that the register was not entirely correct and that there were some changes/updates since 
November 2016.  For the CFA, the ‘notes on accreditation’ incorrectly state that the UG programmes 
only are a partnership and not the PG courses. Furthermore, the optometry programmes should be 
accredited by the GOC (General Optical Council) but this is not clearly evident on the register which 
shows that it is accredited by the College of Radiographers instead. 
 
There is an increased risk that if the register is not correct and updated, the University will have (and 
Senate will receive) an inaccurate record of all of the PSRBs and details such as renewal dates and 
other important notes on the accreditation.  This can make it harder to have central oversight and 
monitor key dates such as renewal due dates to ensure compliance. 
 
Recommendation Priority 

The PSRB register should be reviewed by Student and 
Academic Services and updated accordingly.  
Additionally, school staff should be reminded that they 
need to provide the correct information to Student and 
Academic Services so they can update the register with 
any changes throughout the year and ensure that no 
information is omitted.   

Two 

Management Response 

Student and Academic Services will work with Schools to ensure that the register is updated and 
accurate. Schools will be asked to provide termly updates in future. 
 

Target 
Date 

December 2017 (for first update 
of the register in 2017/18) 

Responsibility Assistant Registrar (Quality) 

 
 
 
 
 
  



 

 

 

4.3 Cass BoS discussing PSRBs 

Rationale  
 
The Boards of Studies Terms of Reference and Composition Regulation document states that Boards 
of Studies’ responsibilities include “overseeing engagement with Professional Bodies and reviewing 
Professional Body reports as well as overseeing academic quality and standards” more generally.  
Therefore, the Boards of Studies meetings in each School should at some point mention PSRBs in 
some form. 

All of the Schools’ BoS meeting minutes that were presented to Senate in 2016/17 were reviewed for 
reference to PSRBs.  It was identified that PSRBs and accreditation were mentioned in each of the 
Schools’ BoS except for in the Cass minutes reviewed, which made no reference to them. 
 
There is an increased risk that without Board of Studies receiving information on the PSRBs and 
reviewing their reports, they will not be in a position to have sufficient and effective oversight and 
carry out their role appropriately.  There is an increased risk that unresolved issues can lead to a loss 
of accreditation causing reputational damage and financial loss, if students no longer wish to study 
on non-accredited courses. 

Recommendation Priority 

The Cass Board of Studies should ensure that PSRBs 
and accreditation are an agenda item in each meeting 
so that they are regularly reviewed.  They should also 
ensure they are kept updated by staff on any information 
with regards to the bodies and that they receive and 
review the PSRB reports. 

Two 

Management Response 

 
The School reviews an updated PSRB register annually at PARC.  However, moving forward and as 
per request/recommendation 4.3 of the report, we will certainly ensure that PSRBSs are a BoS 
agenda item, review PSRBs more closely, and review any specific reports if applicable, and will 
minute accordingly. I will liaise with relevant staff across the School. 
 

Target 
Date 

Immediate Responsibility Cass - Deputy Registrar – 
Academic Quality 

 
 
  



 

 

 

4.4 SASS PARC minutes 

Rationale  

The Programmes Approval and Review Committee (PARC) Terms of Reference and Composition 
Regulation states that the Committee will provide “peer-review scrutiny of the development of new or 
amended programme proposals as well as for the preparations of periodic reviews and will normally 
oversee preparations for PSRB visits for accredited programmes.”  Therefore, each of the Schools’ 
PARCs should discuss PSRBs reviews and visits where relevant. 

Each of the Schools’ PARC meeting minutes over the last year were reviewed for discussion of the 
PSRBs and any reviews or/and visits.  It was identified that none of the SASS PARC meeting minutes 
reviewed detailed PSRBs or accreditation in any form.  The other Schools’ PARC meeting minutes 
did detail either the PSRBs or accreditation in some form. 

There is an increased risk that if the SASS PARC does not receive any information on the PSRBs, 
on preparations for the visits or on accreditation and does not discuss it in their meetings, it will not 
have sufficient or effective oversight to ensure the School is compliant with the bodies and likely to 
receive accreditation/reaccreditation.  Loss of accreditation can lead to reputational damage and 
financial loss if students no longer wish to study on non-accredited courses. 

Recommendation Priority 

The SASS PARC should ensure that it regularly receives 
information on and discusses and reviews PSRBs and 
accreditation and preparations for the visits in its 
meetings when relevant. 

Two 

Management Response 

The Quality Officer who is secretary of PARC has been asked to look at accreditation and improve 
our processes in the School as there is an awareness that they needed improvement and better 
monitoring and support. 
 

Target 
Date 

September 2017 Responsibility SASS Quality Officer 

 
 
 
 
 
  



 

 

 

4.5 Annual report to the ESC 

Rationale  

The policy on PSRB accreditations states that “Student and Academic Services will report annually 
on outcomes of PSRB (re) accreditations to the Education and Student Committee.”  Therefore, a 
report on outcomes should be presented to the Committee for their review.  As the Committee reports 
to Senate, the report would also allow for regular central oversight. 

It was identified that only the PSRB register is presented to the Committee, a separate report 
explaining the outcomes of PSRB (re) accreditations in more detail is not produced.  The Committee 
is therefore relying on the register for information but as previously seen, the register is not entirely 
accurate and updated so the Committee will not receive updated and correct information. 

There is an increased risk that if the Committee does not receive detailed and correct information on 
the outcomes of PSRB (re) accreditation, it cannot monitor and have sufficient and effective oversight 
and will not know if (re) accreditation has been successful or not or if any PSRB issues are continuing 
and remaining unidentified and unresolved.  A loss of accreditation can cause reputational damage 
and financial loss if students no longer wish to study on non-accredited courses.   

Recommendation Priority 

Schools should ensure they provide Student and 
Academic Services with updated information on the 
outcomes of PSRB (re) accreditations as and when they 
occur.  This information should be included in a more 
detailed report covering each of the Schools (by Student 
and Academic Services) and presented to the Education 
and Student Committee, along with the updated PSRB 
register.   
The ESC should include PSRBs and accreditation as an 
item agenda in their meetings at least annually and 
ensure that they have receive regular, relevant 
information and updates from each of the Schools to 
ensure effective oversight. 

Two 

Management Response 

A report that will provide more detailed information on PSRB accreditations will be developed for 
consideration and oversight by the relevant committee. [Note: changes to governance arrangements 
may mean that responsibility for this may sit with a different committee rather than Education and 
Student Committee]. 
 

Target 
Date 

June 2017 Responsibility Assistant Registrar (Quality) 

 
 

 

  



 

 

Assurance Definitions and Priority Levels 

 

In order to assist management in using our reports: 

a) We categorise our opinions according to our assessment of the controls in place and the level of 
compliance with these controls. 

Full 
Assurance 

There is a sound system of control designed to achieve the system objectives and 
the controls are being consistently applied. 
 

Substantial 
Assurance  

While there is a basically sound system, there are weaknesses which put some of 
the system objectives at risk, and/or there is evidence that the level of non-
compliance with some of the controls may put some of the system objectives at risk. 
 

Limited 
Assurance 

Weaknesses in the system of controls are such as to put the system objectives at 
risk, and/or the level of non-compliance puts the system objectives at risk. 
 

No 
Assurance 

Control is generally weak, leaving the system open to significant error or abuse, 
and/or significant non-compliance with basic controls leaves the system open to error 
or abuse. 

 

b) We categorise our recommendations according to their level of priority. 

Priority 1 Critical business risk not being adequately addressed; weaknesses in key business 
control; substantial non-conformance with regulations and accepted standards. 
 

Priority 2 Important business issues to be addressed; improvement area; inadequate risk 
identification or reduction; non-conformance with regulations. 

Priority 3 Minor non-conformances with the business management system; other business 
issues to be addressed, good working practices. 
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