
 

 

MB 03 C   CONFIDENTIAL 
 

The University of Edinburgh 
 

Moray House School of Education 
 

School Planning and Resources Committee 
 
Minute of meeting held on Wednesday, 12 September 2012 at 10.00 am in St 
John’s Land, room 4.22   
 
Present: Professor C Aitchison (Convener) 
 Dr P Allison 
 Ms M Andrew  
 Dr S Benjamin 
 Dr S Coleman 
 Mr R Easton 
 Mr M Lynch 
 Dr E McGregor 
 Dr J Ravenscroft 
 Dr H Ross 
 Mr G Thomson 
 
In attendance: Ms K Derrick (Secretary) 
 Ms L Pratt, for item 2(c) 
 Dr L Reid, for item 2(b) 
 Professor R Sanders, for item 2(a) 
 
1. Apologies 
 

Apologies for absence were intimated on behalf of Dr R Arshad, Dr C 
Anderson, Ms A Fleming, Dr G McCluskey, Professor D Raffe, Professor S 
Riddell and Dr J Sproule.    
 

2. Programme proposals 
 

(a) MSc Swimming Science (Paper A) 
 
The proposal in Paper A was not yet at a stage to be considered by 
SPRC.  There were issues which required to be discussed and resolved 
at Institute level and then at SPGSC before the proposal was brought 
back to SPRC.  These related to staffing, structure and conflict of 
interest.  The Institute should establish a programme team to take 
forward further development of the proposal.  Evidence was required 
to show that the programme would be viable, that there was a proven 
market and that all delivery could be provided in-house.  The 
Programme Director undertook to address the issues raised in 
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consultation with appropriate staff.  The Deputy Director of 
Postgraduate Studies undertook to work with the Programme Director 
to develop the proposal.  The Director of Postgraduate Studies 
indicated that the programme would not be ready for a January 2013 
intake but if issues were resolved it could be ready for January 2014. 
 
Following discussion of the MSc Swimming Science proposal it was 
acknowledged that there was a gap in the School with regard to 
consideration of ethical issues including conflict of interest.  It was not 
clear which forum should consider these.  It was also unclear as to 
what stage in the development process a proposal should be 
submitted to SPRC for consideration.  It was agreed that proposals 
should come to the SPRC twice.  In the first instance the draft idea 
with rough figures for in principle approval and at a later date the 
detailed proposal for approval of resources.   
 

(b) Revised PGDE (Primary) (Paper B) 
 
The Programme Director provided a summary of the main changes 
being proposed for the PGDE Primary programme in response to the 
Donaldson review.  The Committee considered whether the proposal 
fitted in the resource envelope in an appropriate way.  It was 
accepted that the model used to determine costs (Paper B5) was a 
blunt instrument but that the programme could be approved.  
Resources for the programme would be monitored for the first two 
years to ensure that it was operating within budget.   
 
It was noted that the final sentence of Paper B3 should be deleted. 

(c) Revised PGDE (Secondary) (Paper C) 

The Programme Director informed members that the proposed 
changes to the PGDE Secondary programme were similar to those for 
the PGDE Primary.  However, partnership was different for the two 
programmes.  Another difference was with regard to the number of 
placement visits (3 rather than 2) and that more of these were carried 
out by School staff because of the subject specialist nature of the 
programme.  The Programme Director suggested that there was a 
need for someone in the School to have the role of developing 
partnership across programmes.   

The Head of ETL alerted members to an issue relating to curriculum 
specialist staffing which had to be borne in mind but which was not an 
issue for these proposals per se.  It was agreed that the balance of 
staffing (Lecturers, Bicentennial Education Fellows, Teaching Fellows, 
etc) should be looked at.  The School Executive would look at roles 
and responsibilities to determine what arrangements needed to be 
put in place to ensure that this was carried through.  
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It was agreed that establishing someone with a partnership 
role/responsibility/remit should be a priority for the School.  The 
School Executive would discuss how this could be resourced.  
Colleagues would be able to feed into these discussions if they wished 
via institutes and directorates. 
 
It was noted that the final sentence of Paper C2 should be deleted. 

The resource related requirements of the programme were approved. 
As for the PGDE Primary programme resources would be monitored 
for the first two years to ensure the programme was operating within 
budget.  

The convener thanked the Programme Directors and their teams for 
all the work undertaken in writing the revised programmes.  This was 
the single biggest development for many years for the School and it 
was crucial to get it right.   

Thought now needed to be given as to how the University 
communicated the message that Edinburgh was delivering ITE 
programmes differently and better than other providers. 

 
3. Any other competent business 
 

None. 
 

4. Date of next meeting 
 

This was confirmed as Wednesday, 17 October 2012 at 2.00 pm in room 4.22, 
St John’s Land. 
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