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	Pro Vice-Chancellor


	QA
	Quality Assurance



	QAC
	Quality Assurance Committee



	QAA
	Quality Assurance Agency for Higher Education



	QE
	Quality Enhancement



	QTS
	Qualified Teacher Status



	RAF
	Revised Academic Framework (formally known as the Review of the Academic Framework)



	RCHE


	Review of College Higher Education 



	SBS
	Subject Benchmark Statements



	SEG
	Student Experience Group 



	SITS
	Strategic Information Technology Services



	SMG


	School Management Group



	SMT


	Senior Management Team

	SNC


	Student Number Control

	SR
	Summative Review



	SSCC


	Staff Student Consultative Committee

	STAR
	Student Targets, Admissions and Recruitment Committee



	UCAS
	University and Colleges Admissions Service



	UCE
	University Chief Examiner



	UEC
	University Educaiton Committee 



	UKBA
	United Kingdom Borders Agency



	UMS
	Undergraduate Modular Scheme



	USD
	University Secretary’s Department



	WBL
	Work Based Learning



	WP
	Widening Participation



	WIS
	Wider Information Set
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Academic Quality and Standards Handbook




	Academic Board (AB)
	Operates at a strategic level, responsible for issues relating to research, scholarship, teaching, learning and assessment, academic standards and qualifications.  The development of the University’s academic activities and the support of these activities.  Advises the Vice-Chancellor and Board of Governors as necessary



	Academic Directorate
	Responsible for management of overarching policies on academic affairs, course planning, and academic strategy and how these impact on the student experience.  The executive body which provides a link to the Academic Board and its sub-committees



	Academic Infrastructure
	The Academic Infrastructure was a series of documents published by the Quality Assurance Agency designed to provide guidance on quality, standards and best practice in higher education which included the Code of Practice, Subject Benchmark Statements and the Framework for Higher Education Qualifications.  This has now been replaced by the UK Quality Code from the 2012/2013 academic year.  
(see section K – External Quality Assurance and Enhancement Requirements)



	Academic Quality and Standards (AQS)
	This department has responsibility for implementing and monitoring the academic quality assurance procedures and academic regulations of the University.  

	Academic Regulations Committee (ARC)
	A sub-committee of Academic Board responsible for regulatory issues



	Accreditation of Prior Learning (APL)
	A process for accessing and, as appropriate, recognising prior experiential learning or prior certificated learning for academic purposes

(see section H – Accreditation Processes)



	Administrative Schedule
	Document outlining the generic administrative arrangements for the delivery of courses where the University is sub-contracting HEFCE-funded numbers and the students are registered for KU awards

	Advanced Standing
	This is where an individual student is considered for entry to a later year/level/stage of a University award.  Applications are considered on an individual basis using accreditation of prior learning (APL) principles and guidelines and it is a matter of academic judgement by those responsible for admissions whether to allow the applicant admission

(see section H – Accreditation Processes) 
N   

	Annual Monitoring
	Annual monitoring is the continuous internal process by which the University critically appraises the operation of its fields and ensures that appropriate standards are maintained

(see section F - Annual Review and Development)


	Approval to recruit
	Approval to recruit is the decision taken by the Vice-Chancellor, following successful validation, as to whether students may be recruited to the field.  (A field may, however, be publicised once Academic Directorate has recommended to the Academic Board that the field can proceed to validation.  In these cases the field must be described as 'subject to validation') (see section A - Academic Planning)



	Articulation Agreement
	A formal agreement recognising the credit rating of a named qualification of another institution or organisation creating the opportunity to transfer credit and enable student entry from the named institution or organisation with advanced standing and specific credit to a University award.  Students who achieve the agreed standard have the right to enrol on the articulated programme
(see section H – Accreditation Processes)



	Board of Study (BoS)
	Forum for discussion of matters relating to a field, course or course scheme.  Boards of study make recommendations to Head of School and Faculty Board as appropriate



	Credit
	Credit is awarded in recognition of the achievement of designated learning outcomes at a specified level



	Credit accumulation and transfer
	A mechanism which allows credit awarded by a higher education awarding body to be recognised, quantified and included towards the credit requirements for a programme delivered by another higher education provider and/or between programmes offered by a higher education provider



	Credit level
	An indicator of the relative complexity and/or depth of learning



	Credit level descriptors
	The generic characteristics of learning at a specific level, used as reference points



	Credit value
	The number of credits, at a particular level, assigned to a body of learning. In other words, it indicates both the amount of learning expected and the relative level of difficulty



	Collaborative Provision
	This is the umbrella term used to cover the different types of collaborative arrangements.  The QAA Code of Practice on Collaborative Provision and Flexible and Distributed Learning defines collaborative provision as “educational provision leading to an award, or to specific credit towards an award, of an awarding institution delivered and/or supported and/or assessed through an arrangement with a partner organisation”.  Therefore any compulsory credit leading to a University award which is delivered/supported/assessed by a partner is defined by the University as collaborative provision, and will be subject to the processes outlined in section B of the Handbook

(see section B – Collaborative Provision)


	Credit Rated course
	A course in a partner organisation can be recognised for the award of academic credit (eg. where the course carries less credit than is required for an award)

(see section B – Collaborative Provision)



	Dual Award
	A dual award is where separate awards are conferred by more than one institution upon a student upon completion of a single programme of study

(see section B – Collaborative Provision)



	Due Diligence
	Refers to the task of carefully reviewing and verifying all critical assumptions and facts presented by an institution, to enable the University to be confident that institutions with which it plans to work closely are of appropriate legal, technical and financial standing, and that the intended collaboration does not present the University with any particular difficulties in principle

(see section B – Collaborative Provision)



	EDEXCEL
	The UK’s largest awarding body offering academic and vocational qualifications and testing to schools, colleges, employers and other places of learning in the UK and internationally

(see section K – External Quality Assurance and Enhancement Requirements)



	Field closure
	Field closure is the permanent withdrawal of the field (sanctioned by the Vice-Chancellor) from the University's academic portfolio of taught provision.  The field no longer remains in validation
 (see section A - Academic Planning)


	Financial Schedule
	Agreement outlining the financial arrangements for course management and delivery between the University and a collaborative partner

(see section B – Collaborative Provision)



	Franchised field
	A franchised field is designed and assessed by Kingston University but is delivered by a partner institution.  Normally, the field will also be delivered within the University and/or by a number of partners in a network (where this is the case, the partnership is co-ordinated and managed by the University).   Some variation may be permitted to suit local circumstances, but normally the learning outcomes of franchised fields are identical to their “in-house” counterparts and/or to fields offered by the other partners in the franchise

(see section B – Collaborative Provision)



	Higher Education Funding Council for England (HEFCE)


	HEFCE are responsible for the distribution of public money for teaching and research to universities and colleges.  In doing so, it aims to promote high quality education and research, within a financially healthy sector.  The Council also plays a key role in ensuring accountability and promoting good practice



	Higher Education Research and Opportunities (HERO)
	A national organisation providing information on HEIs in the UK



	Institutional Agreement
	Formalises the contract between the University and the collaborative partner

(see section B – Collaborative Provision)



	Institutional Approval
	Institutional approval is the process by which a new partnership arrangement is scrutinised for its suitability to collaborate in programmes leading to awards of the University.  The process culminates in approval by the Academic Board on the recommendation of Academic Directorate and the completion of an Institutional Agreement between senior officers of the partner institution and the Vice-Chancellor on behalf of the University

(see section B – Collaborative Provision)



	Institutional Audit
	An external scrutiny process by the Quality Assurance Agency to inspect the academic standards and quality of provision at a Higher Education Institution

(see section K – External Quality Assurance and Enhancement Requirements)



	Internal Quality Audit (IQA)
	Kingston University’s process for investigating specific quality-related  or procedures with a view to providing support for QA processes where necessary
(see section E - Internal Quality Audit)


	Integrated Quality Enhancement Review (IQER)


	IQER was review method specially devised for higher education in further education colleges in England which has now been replaced by the Review of College Higher Education (RCHE)
(see section K – External Quality Assurance and Enhancement Requirements)



	Internal Subject Review (ISR)
	Internal subject review is the process by which the operation of existing fields within each subject area are critically appraised at regular intervals (normally a six year cycle) by a panel including external peers

(see section D – Internal Subject Review)



	Joint Academic Coding System (JACS Codes)
	Subject codes used in national and international quality assurance processes

(see section A - Academic Planning)



	Joint Award
	A joint award is where a single award is conferred jointly by more than one institution upon a student upon completion of a single programme of study

(see section B – Collaborative Provision)



	Joint Delivery
	This is where a Kingston University award is jointly delivered by the partner and the University (this should not be confused with a “joint award”, see above).  For quality assurance purposes, provision which is jointly delivered is treated in the same way as franchised provision

(see section B – Collaborative Provision)



	Key Skills 


	The Key Skills Framework has been designed to encourage students to become increasingly future focussed as they progress through their studies.  They can access

opportunities to develop skills thorough both the design and delivery of programmes and engagement in extracurricular activities

(see section C – Validation of New Fields)



	Learning outcomes
	Statements of what a learner is expected to know, understand and/or be able to demonstrate after completion of a process of learning



	Liaison Document
	Document used in the validation of collaborative arrangements outlining the respective responsibilities of the University and the partner organisation with respect to the delivery of the field

(see section B – Collaborative Provision)



	Masters Award(s) by Learning Agreement (MALA)
	MALA is a form of programme followed by individuals or cohorts who do all or a significant part of their study in a work setting  

(see section H – Accreditation Processes)



	Module
	A self-contained, formally structured learning experience with a coherent and explicit set of learning outcomes and assessment criteria



	My Kingston 
	The internal intranet system for students (formally known as StudentSpace)



	Module Assessment Board (MAB)


	The assessment board responsible for the assessment and standards of modules within a subject.  It agrees the grades achieved by students within these modules and makes recommendations to the Programme Assessment Boards (PABs) about the most appropriate means of reassessment where failure has occurred


	Programme Assessment Board (PAB)


	the assessment board responsible for the overall assessment of students following similar programmes and for the standards of awards



	Planning Approval
	Planning approval is the process by which a new field is given approval to proceed to validation following consideration by the Academic Directorate and approval by the Academic Board.  Ultimate authority for approval to proceed to validation rests with the Vice-Chancellor

(see section A - Academic Planning)



	Planning Meeting
	Meeting held to formalise the arrangements for a forthcoming validation or ISR event (eg. date, documentary requirements, etc)

(see section C – Validation of New Fields) 

(see section D – Internal Subject Review)



	Postgraduate Credit Framework (PCF)
	Regulations for Kingston University’s postgraduate courses



	Programme Specification
	Definitive record of the key features of the field including aims, learning outcomes, teaching and learning and assessment strategies, etc 

(see section C – Validation of New Fields)


	Progression Agreement/Compacts/ Accords
	These are arrangements designed to support individual students in the application process to the University.  They can apply to entry at the start of a course or to entry with advanced standing (see above).  The partners agree to support and facilitate the applications from individual students covered by the agreement.  These agreements often underpin vocational progression pathways, support applications from non-traditional entrants in Widening Participation initiatives and offer certain guarantees to students applying from the partner, including support in accreditation of prior experiential learning (APEL)
(see section H – Accreditation Processes)


Note:  there are various sources of advice available on progression agreements/compacts and accords, e.g. the Head of Widening Participation and External Affairs (the International Office and UK Marketing)



	Qualification descriptors
	Generic statements of the outcomes of study for the main qualification at each level which exemplify the nature and characteristics of that qualification



	Quality Assurance Agency (QAA)
	National Organisation responsible for reviewing standards and quality in higher education and providing reference points to define standards



	Quality Assurance Committee (QAC)
	A sub-committee of Academic Board responsible for issues relating to quality assurance and academic standards of taught provision and oversight of developments to the University’s quality assurance procedures.


	Review of College Higher Education (RCHE)
	The new method of reviewing higher education provided by further education colleges in England which replaces the Integrated Quality Enhancement Review (IQER/RCHE) method that operated between 2007-08 and 2011-12

	StaffSpace
	The internal intranet system for staff


	Strategic Information Technology Services (SITS)
	SITS is a software database aimed at universities so that they can administer all aspects of student life.  At Kingston, SITS is used to manage enquiries, applications, programme planning, assessments

(progression and awards), timetabling/exam scheduling and research students



	StudySpace
	The internal virtual learning environment (formerly known as Blackboard)



	Staff Student Consultative Committee (SSCCs)


	SSCCs are sub-committees of Board of Study and they are a forum for students to give feedback on any aspect of the course/field and its operation

(see section L – Student Engagement and Feedback)



	Subject Benchmark Statements (SBS)
	Documents published by the Quality Assurance Agency as part of the Academic Infrastructure, outlining the skills and attributes that graduates of certain subjects should be expected to possess.

(see section C – Validation of New Fields) 


	Suspension of recruitment
	Suspension of recruitment is a decision to cease recruitment to a field for a temporary period.  The field can remain in validation for a period of 3 consecutive years with no recruitment, after which time it will be automatically closed.
(see section A - Academic Planning)



	UK Quality Code for Higher Education
	The UK Quality Code replaces the Academic Infrastructure and gives all higher education providers a shared starting point for setting, describing and assuring the academic standards of their higher education awards and programmes and the quality of the learning opportunities they provide. The Quality Code has three Parts, on academic standards, academic quality and information about higher education provision. Each of these is subdivided into Chapters covering specific themes. 

(see section K – External Quality Assurance and Enhancement Requirements)



	University and Colleges Admissions Service (UCAS)


	UCAS are the body responsible for managing applications to higher education courses in the UK



	University Education Committee (UEC)
	A sub-committee of Academic Board responsible for issues relating to the University’s Education Strategy, the student experience and the professional standing of academic staff.



	Undergraduate Modular Scheme (UMS)
	Regulations for Kingston University’s undergraduate courses



	Validation
	Validation is the process of approving a new or revised curriculum against agreed criteria

(see section C – Validation of New Fields)


	Validated field
	A field that has been through the validation process and has been subsequently approved

(see section C – Validation of New Fields)
In terms of collaborative provision - a validated field is designed and delivered by the partner institution but awarded and quality assured by Kingston University.  The field is “unique” to the partner and is not offered by the University
(see section B – Collaborative Provision)


Note:  “Validation” is a term describing the process and must be distinguished from the definition of a “validated field”.  All new courses that lead to normal awards and the award of credit go through a process of validation



	Withdrawal of validation
	Withdrawal of validation is a decision made by the Vice-Chancellor if there is evidence that a field is no longer meeting minimum acceptable standards.  

If validation is to be reinstated, the Vice-Chancellor will determine the process by which this will be done

(see section A - Academic Planning)


	Work based learning
	Learning that is usually achieved and demonstrated through engagement with a workplace environment, the assessment of reflective practice and the designation of appropriate learning outcomes

(see section H – Accreditation Processes)
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Purpose of the Academic Quality and Standards Handbook (AQSH)

1. The Academic Quality and Standards Handbook (AQSH) is intended to provide guidance and information to all participants involved in quality assurance and enhancement across the University.  The University discharges its responsibilities for the quality assurance and enhancement of taught provision through the procedures set out in the AQSH.  The Handbook has been framed in the context of the University's Policy on Academic Standards and Quality (available from the Kingston University website – Policy and Regulations page) and the Learning, Teaching and Assessment (LTA) Strategy (available from the Kingston University website – Academic Development Centre page).
2. The AQSH covers the following areas:

· academic planning (section A)
· collaborative partnerships (section B)
· validation XE "validation"  (section C)
· internal subject review (section D)
· internal quality audit (section E)

· annual review and development (section F)
· changes to validated fields (section G)
· accreditation processes (section H)

· external examiners (section I)
· professional, statutory and regulatory body accreditation or recognition (section J)
· external quality assurance and enhancement requirements (section K)
· student engagement and feedback (section L)

· research degrees (section M)

Quality Assurance and Enhancement Processes and Structures 

3. The University’s approach to managing academic standards and quality is through both the executive and deliberative structures of the University and operates with the framework set out in the Policy on Academic Standards and Quality (available from the KU Policy and Regulations page) which covers the: 

· Academic Quality and Standards Handbook (AQSH)

· Regulations for Taught and Research Degree provision; and 

· Learning, Teaching and Assessment (LTA) Strategy and related documents

The University’s Management Structure

4. The University is led by the Vice-Chancellor (VC), supported by the Senior Management Team (SMT) which comprises the:

· Deputy Vice-Chancellor (DVC)

· Pro Vice-Chancellor (Education)

· Pro Vice-Chancellor (Research and Enterprise)
· Pro Vice-Chancellor (Corporate Affairs) and University Secretary

· Pro Vice-Chancellor 

· Director of Finance

· Deans of faculties

5. Overall management responsibility for the quality and standards of all awards lies with the Vice-Chancellor.  In practice the PVC (Education) has responsibility for taught awards of the University and the PVC (Research and Enterprise) research degrees.  

6. Further details on how the DVC/PVC portfolio is balanced can be found on Kingston University’s Internet site
Academic Board and its sub-committees

7. Deliberative consideration of academic standards and quality matters is undertaken at University level by Academic Board and its sub-committees which:

· provide direction for quality assurance and enhancement, curriculum development, and the enhancement of pedagogical practice

· develop and approve changes to relevant policies and strategies

· approve amendments to the academic regulations, academic quality procedures, accreditation handbook and related documentation 

· receive and consider reports on outcomes from, and the effectiveness of, quality assurance and enhancement and curriculum development

8. The key University level sub-committees of Academic Board (AB) with roles in academic quality management include the following:

· Academic Directorate (AD)
· Academic Regulations Committee (ARC)

· University Education Committee (UEC)

· Quality Assurance Committee (QAC)

· Research Committee

9. A Committee Structure Diagram can be found in Guidance (i).  Fuller details of these committees, including terms of reference and copies of past papers, can be found at University Committees. 

10. Each University level sub-committee of Academic Board will produce an annual report and schedule of business for approval by the last meeting of their parent committee each academic year. 

11. The following faculty level committees also report directly into Academic Board (AB):

· Faculty Boards

· Assessment Boards


Academic Directorate (AD)

12. AD is the body that considers outline proposals for new field developments or new collaborative partnerships and makes recommendations to AB that these should proceed to validation or, in the case of new partnerships, that a collaborative partnership should be approved or re-approved.  AD is the link between the planning processes and validation.
13. AD also considers changes to field titles, modes and length of delivery of fields and the withdrawal of fields from validationand makes recommendations to AB.
AD Terms of Reference 
Academic Regulations Committee (ARC)

14. ARC considers all matters pertaining to the University regulations and assessment processes for approval and recommendation to AB and reports directly to AB.

ARC Terms of Reference
Quality Assurance Committee (QAC)

15. The QAC is  responsible for issues relating to quality assurance and academic standards of taught provision and oversight of developments to the University’s quality assurance procedures.  Through QAC, the University monitors the effectiveness of its processes for quality assurance and can refer major policy issues, areas of concern and issues of strategic importance to AB.

QAC Terms of Reference
University Education Committee (UEC)

16. Through UEC, the University monitors issues relating to its Education Strategy, the student experience and the professional standing of academic staff and can refer major policy issues, areas of concern and issues of strategic importance to AB.

UEC Terms of Reference
Faculty level committee structures

17. Faculties have committee structures developed in line with the terms of reference laid out by AB.  Faculty committees consider issues related to academic development, quality assurance and learning enhancement of taught programmes, and the quality assurance and enhancement of research degree provision.  The precise structure and constitution of the committees varies from faculty to faculty in order to best meet local circumstances; nonetheless the overall committee structure and functions at faculty level must fulfill all AB requirements.  

18. The key faculty level committees are:

· Faculty Board – see Faculty Board Terms of Reference
· Faculty Quality Committee – see paragraphs 22-24 below

· Faculty Forum – see section L
· Boards of Study (BoS) – see section F
· Student Staff Consultation Committees (SSCC) - see section L


Faculty Quality Committee
19. Faculty Boards have ultimate responsibility for ensuring that the University's requirements for quality assurance are fulfilled at faculty level, however, in practice, faculties delegate most of this responsibility to a faculty quality assurance committee (or equivalent).  

20. Each faculty should identify their own terms of reference for the faculty quality committee.  A suggested list of agenda items has been compiled for guidance and can be found on the AQS Website along with some example terms of reference from the faculties. 

21. Faculties have quality assurance responsibilities through their formal structures in the following areas:

	Validation of new fields
	See section C and section B

	Review of existing fields
	See section D and section B

	Annual review and development
	see section F

	Changes to validated fields
	See section G

	External examining: appointment and reporting
	See section I

	Student engagement and feedback
	See section L


Field Leaders/Director of Studies and Boards of Study

22. Specified sets of modules are validated as being available to contribute to a named field which may be a full, major, half or minor field.  Each field must have a designated Field Leader or Director of Studies whose primary responsibility is to safeguard the academic coherence of the field and the interests of cohorts of students taking a programme of study drawn from the field.  Field Leaders/Directors of Study will be responsible for admissions to the field (unless delegated to the admissions tutor) and for the quality assurance of the award.

23. Field Leaders/Directors of Study will be supported by Boards of Study which are responsible for tracking the academic coherence of the field and the experience of students following programmes of study chosen from the modules in the fields concerned.  Boards will normally include all the module leaders for the modules which contribute to the field, the Field Leader(s) and appropriate Head(s) of School. 

Management of modules

24. All modules should have a designated module leader responsible for the delivery and quality of the module.  The module leader is supported by a module teaching team.

Revisions to the quality and regulatory framework

25. The Academic Quality and Standards Handbook (AQSH) and regulatory policies and procedures are determined centrally in consultation with faculties, and revised on a regular basis (annually in the case of the procedures and regulations) to reflect changing demands and in order to improve efficacy.  Any such changes are approved at University.  Changes to the AQSH are approved by QAC.  Academic regulations are approved by ARC and by the University Research Degrees Committee (URDC) in the case of research degree regulations.  

26. UEC considers matters in relation to learning and teaching to ensure that full synergy is achieved between quality assurance and enhancement activities.  Responsibility for fulfilling procedural requirements is devolved to faculties.  This devolution is coupled with associated central monitoring and evaluation by the University’s deliberative structure.
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Committee Structure Diagram
Guidance (ii)
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Summary of key quality assurance and enhancement processes in relation to the committee structure
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Guidance(iii)

Current Fee Levels

Fees payable to University level Validation and Internal Subject Review Panel Members

A note on the University’s Anti-Bribery policy and expenses for visits to collaborative partners

To comply with the Bribery Act 2010, the University has produced an Anti-Bribery policy.  This is available from the University Secretary Department’s website at http://staff.kingston.ac.uk/C17/Legaladviceandcontracts/default.aspx.  The policy contains the following section in relation to hospitality provided by organisations such as prospective collaborative partners.  The relevant sections are highlighted in bold:

The giving or receiving of genuine and proportionate hospitality or expenditure, which seeks to improve Kingston University’s image, or better present its services, or establish good relations, continues to be acceptable.  Care should be taken in relation to proportionality – for example while it may be acceptable for a prospective partner to pay for reasonable travel and accommodation costs to enable a visit to their premises, first class flights would not normally be acceptable, nor would 5 star accommodation.  Attention should also be paid not just to the value of an individual expenditure, but the cumulative total from/to any one particular party.  For more detailed information see the Expenses and Benefits Policy and the Case Studies in Appendix C.

Fees payable to external panel members by the University 

University level validation panel members (see section C) and Internal Subject Review panel members (see section D) are paid £150 per day plus expenses by the University.  

Fees payable to the University by collaborative partners 

	Validation and review fee for Category 2 collaborative partners* (see section B)

Fee payable to the University by the collaborative partner: 

Note: It is usual practice for the Academic Quality and Standards to bill the “host” faculty for the required amount, then for the faculty to recover the sum from the collaborative partner.  For joint and dual awards, it may be appropriate for the partner and the Faculty to split the validation fee between them as appropriate. 
	Normally £3,000 per validation / review event (plus expenses)

· First £1500 to be paid after the field has been approved to proceed to validation

· Remaining £1500 to be paid after validation


	Articulation Agreement fee for Category 2 collaborative partners* (see section H)

Fee payable to the University by the partner: 

Note: It is usual practice for the Academic Quality and Standards to bill the “host” faculty for the required amount, then for the faculty to recover the sum from the partner 
	Normally £1,000 per Articulation Agreement

· First £500 to be paid after the Articulation Agreement has been approved to proceed to validation by Academic Directorate

· Remaining £500 to be paid after the articulation agreement has been approved




*NB: Institutional Approval/Validation/Review/Articulation Agreement fees are not levied on partners who are HEFCE fundable
Notes about fees and expenses for Validation and ISRs 

Validation

1.
for validation events with partners who are HEFCE fundable:  Panel members’ fees and expenses are paid by Academic Quality and Standards, from the Academic Registry budget.  

2.
For all other validation events (UK and overseas, including dual and joint awards) a £3000 fee is payable by the partner to Academic Quality and Standards.  Panel members’ fees and expenses (including travel and accommodation) are paid by the collaborative partner.  Fees and expenses are normally paid initially by Academic Quality and Standards, who then recuperate the money from sponsoring faculty; the faculty can then in turn recuperate the money from the collaborative partner. 
ISR

1.
For ISR events with partners who are HEFCE fundable: Panel members’ fees and expenses are paid by Academic Quality and Standards.

2. For all other ISR events (UK and overseas, including partners offering dual and joint awards):  a £3000 fee is payable by the partner to Academic Quality and Standards.  Panel members’ fees and expenses (including travel and accommodation) are paid by the Faculty.  Fees and expenses are normally paid initially by Academic Quality and Standards, who then recuperate the money from sponsoring faculty; the faculty can then in turn recuperate the money from the collaborative partner).   

Fees payable to External Examiners

	Fees for external examiners (see section I)

Fee payable to external examiners upon receipt of report:


	£450 (plus expenses)




Notes about fees for external examiners

External examiners appointed to courses that are not taught in English are required to be bilingual (in English and in the language of tuition and assessment of the course).  Such examiners normally command an additional fee, which is payable by the Faculty.   

Fees payable to Exernal subject experts for Faculty level validations 

External Subject Experts will be paid a one-off fee of £150 to undertake this activity. If ESEs are considering a cluster of cognate courses that includes more than 5 programme specifications, a fee of £250 will be paid. The fee will be paid by the Academic Registry upon notification from the faculty that the report has been completed satisfactorily and on receipt of the claim form in Annex 2. 
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Abbreviations in this section
	AB
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	Internal Subject Review
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	UCAS
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Purpose
1. The purpose of the academic planning process is to ensure that the University's academic portfolio of taught provision is coherent and consistent with its Strategic Plan; Led by Learning.  It ensures that the proposals make business sense in terms of student demand, income generated and the resources required to run the proposal.  Proposals cannot normally proceed to validation unless AD conditions have been fulfilled.  Academic planning also allows for sensible and timely scheduling of the approval process.  The agreed timetable for approval and validation of a new field is specified in paragraph 6.

2. The forms in this section are designed to enable the relevant information to be collected to allow AD to make informed decisions on whether or not to give planning approval for each proposal.  The forms also serve to give notice to relevant sections of the University about proposed changes to the University’s academic provision that affect marketing, recruitment, admission, timetabling, teaching, accommodation and the provision of information services.

Criteria

3. The academic planning process operates through AD which usually considers:

· new collaborative partners

· proposals for new fields

· proposals for new combinations of fields, or their closure
· developments relating to significant changes to existing curriculum 

· field closures

· title modifications

· ISR deferrals

· other proposals relating to the academic provision of the University

4. In considering new proposals the following criteria will be considered: 


· how the proposal fits with the University’s and faculty’s strategic plan
· whether a market for the proposed field exists (validation will not assess whether there is a market; rather that the field has been designed to meet the needs of the identified market)
· commitment to provide the necessary resources (this will also remain a focus of validation, especially in new subject areas and collaborative provision)
· AD will normally recommend whether a proposal meets the criteria for a faculty validation or a central University validation (see section C, paragraphs 5 - 10)
Flowchart

5. The following flowchart illustrates the series of events relating to the approval of a new field (not including Masters Award(s) by Learning Agreements – see section H).
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Schedule

6. Proposals for new fields will usually be linked to the planning cycle.  Proposals can be submitted to AD at any point during the academic year but the usual expectation is that they are submitted at least six months in advance of the planned start date such that the appropriate planning, validation and marketing activities can take place in good time.  There must be three clear months between the date of validation and the proposed start date of the development.

Process


Annual planning cycle
7. The first stage in the planning process relates to the annual planning cycle.  The University reviews its overall undergraduate and postgraduate provision annually as part of its strategic planning review.  Faculties are asked to indicate, in outline, future proposed academic developments.  They are also expected to indicate if there are proposed substantive deletions to their academic portfolio.  Opportunities may also arise outside of the usual planning cycle which are consistent with the University and Faculty plans and these will also be considered.

8. As noted in paragraph 6, approval for a new proposal should usually take place at least six months in advance of the proposed start date, however in certain cases exceptional approval will be granted by AD.  The criteria for such cases include:

· responding to a funding initiative

· responding to a major opportunity or threat from a competitor institution

· responding to demand from an employer or professional body

9. Such proposals will be handled as and when they come forward, but will need to demonstrate how they meet the criteria.  In determining whether a proposal should be permitted fast track approval, the previous track record of the schools and faculties involved in the proposal for meeting deadlines for validation and conditions of approval will be taken into account.


Academic planning approval

10. Detailed proposals must be submitted to AD for consideration.  The dean of the faculty is responsible for submitting proposals to the AD via the clerk to the committee.  AD will either approve the proposal, approve the proposal with conditions which must be met prior to validation, or refer the proposal back to the faculty for further information. 

11. Recommendations are made by AD to AB following consideration of information on the relevant forms as follows:

	new collaborative partnerships
	Form B1


	new qualification
	Form A1
(after approval in principle, AD refers to ARC which makes a recommendation to AB)



	new development
	Forms A2 and A2a

(note requirement to also complete Form A2b for those developments involving dual or joint awards)



	revalidation of an existing field
	Form A2c


	change to field title or qualification


	Form G1

	change to duration and/or mode of delivery of a field


	Form G2

	change to field based regulations that supplement the UMS or PCF


	Form G3 (to ARC)

	field closure


	Form A3

	new partner campus or site


	Form A4

	new course combination or closure of course combination 
	Form A5a 

Form A5b


Approval of a new award (qualification)

12. A new award is one not currently offered by the University, e.g. Bachelor of Hunting (BHunt), Master of Fishing (MFish).  A proposal must be submitted to AD on the new qualification form A1.  The proposal will be considered by AD and, if approved, will be referred to ARC to consider in more detail along with any regulatory variances or additions to/from the UMS and PCF, as required.  ARC will make recommendations to AB as appropriate.  

Approval for a new field

13. A new field is one that is not currently in the University’s portfolio.  It may be composed of existing modules or may include new modules.  It may be a full, major, half or minor field.  Definitions of fields are in the UMS and PCF, available from the University’s internet pages (Academic Regulations)
14. A proposal must be submitted to AD on the new development forms:  A2 and A2a.  If approved by AD, a recommendation will be made to AB for the proposal to proceed to validation.  AB approval may be sought outside the normal cycle of meetings.  This would normally be by Chair’s Action.

15. Faculties are expected to complete the A2 Annex section of the A2 form at the same time as the main A2 document.  However, it is possible for proposals to proceed to AD without this information.  In these cases it will become a condition of approval that the completed Annex document is received by AQS within 1 month of the proposal being approved by AD.  This will ensure that the relevant information which is required by the various central service departments for course set up, planning, student management information, is collected at the planning and approval stages.  For undergraduate courses, this will also ensure that the KIS record is set up in a timely manner to allow faculties to market their new courses.  If the A2 Annex is not received within this timescale, approval to proceed to validation will be rescinded.  

16. A2a templates relating specifically for MALA or overseas provision are available from the Central Finance department on request.

17. Any proposal involving a dual or joint award must also be accompanied by Form A2b.  If the answer to any of the questions on the form is “no”, faculties are required to contact AQS before submitting the form to AD.  

18. Any proposal for a new Foundation Degree must be accompanied by a proposal for a linked honours top-up degree.  If the linked honours top-up already exists, this should be identified on form A2 for the Foundation Degree.  

19. Ultimate authority for approval to proceed to validation rests with the Vice-Chancellor.

20. Faculties are permitted to advertise fields for recruitment after they have been approved to proceed to validation by AD and an associated KIS record has been created, if required.  Where fields that have not yet been validated are advertised, the advertisement must clearly state that the field is “subject to validation”.

21. Once fields have been approved by AD to proceed to validation the validation event must take place within 12 months.  After 12 months, faculties are required to submit a new A2 proposal.  


Approval to recruit
22. When validated, a field will normally be permitted to recruit students.  However, the Vice-Chancellor reserves the right to postpone or suspend recruitment.

Withdrawal of approval

23. Withdrawal of approval (or a decision not to renew approval) may occur at any time.  The Vice-Chancellor, on advice from AD and AB, will withdraw validation.

24. Any new field that does not recruit students for three consecutive years will automatically cease to be in validation (see also suspension of recruitment, paragraph 33).

Proposals for developments relating to significant change of existing curriculum 

25. Proposals for developments relating to significant changes to existing provision should be submitted to AD on form A2c.  Faculties will not normally be required to complete the additional resource information form A2a, however this will be decided on a case by case basis in liaison with the Central Finance department.  For further details of the criteria for what constitutes significant change, please see section G, paragraphs 3-4).  


New partner campus or site
26. All new partner sites or campuses require approval by AD via a completed form A4.  Each case should be discussed with the Deputy Academic Registrar, prior to AD consideration, to evaluate the complexity of the proposal.  Where aspects of institutional structures need to be considered, Academic Registry will identify the necessary documentation and/or issues which must be raised prior to, as part of the visit, or before final approval.

27. Decisions relating to what level of approval event the development will require are made on a case by case basis depending on the level of risk.  An assessment should be made according to the following criteria:

· Location of new campus/site

· Management arrangement for the new campus or site

· Strength and establishment of the liaison

· Expertise of liaison officers on both sides of the link

· Historical evidence of operation of quality assurance and enhancement arrangements

28. Some models for the approval event, to be agreed by AD are:

· Approval visit with chair, external panel member and clerk

· Approval undertaken via video link with chair, external panel member, clerk.  This would include an in-depth resource statement

· Approval visit undertaken by liaison officer and external examiner

29. All approval visits must recorded via a report outlining the findings and any conditions or recommendations.  These must be signed off by the Chair in the same way as normal validation conditions, prior to the delivery of KU provision commencing.  

Field closure
30. A faculty may decide that it no longer wishes to offer a field/course as part of its portfolio.  A proposal to close a field must be made to AD on a field closure form A3.  AB will give the final sanction to close the field.  In implementing the process of closure, faculties must follow the checklist supplied with the closure form A3.  The agreement of any collaborating faculties or partner institutions must be obtained.

31. The University will be responsible for ensuring that adequate standards are maintained for any students remaining on the field, or for enabling students to transfer to a suitable alternative field or course elsewhere.   

32. For collaborative arrangements, the closure of the field may also result in the termination of the partnership (see section B, paragraphs 41-43).

Suspension of recruitment

33. A faculty may decide that it wishes to suspend recruitment to a field, normally due to lack of demand.  The field will remain in validation.  The maximum length of time that recruitment can be suspended to a field is three years.  If the period of suspension is more than three years, the field will no longer be in validation.  If the faculty wishes to commence recruitment to the field after more than three years of continuous non-recruitment, it will be treated as a new field and the usual AD approval and validation processes will apply.  When a field ceases to recruit students, for whatever reason, the University will be responsible for ensuring that adequate standards are maintained for any students remaining on the field, or enabling students to transfer to a suitable alternative field or course elsewhere. 

New course combination or closure of course combination
34. All new course combinations require approval via AD using Form A5a.  This will ensure that the necessary information is collected and the mechanisms are put in place to create the associated KIS record and allow the combinations to be advertised.  Faculties are also required to notify AD of any closures of course combinations using Form A5b. 

AD Debrief

35. After each AD, AQS will produce an AD Debrief paper which will be circulated to nominated colleagues including those in Student Services and Administration, Planning, the Academic Development Centre (ADC) the International Office and Marketing departments, to notify them of the decisions taken at each AD.  

Publication of Key Information Set (KIS) records

36. The University is required to publish KIS records for all undergraduate courses (with some exceptions which are outlined in the KIS guidance documents on HESA website), prior to these course being advertised.
37. The mechanisms described in this section will ensure that the required data for KIS can be collected in a timely way and communicated to the relevant departments.  The University will make three updates to the KIS submission throughout the academic year, at which point all changes will be uploaded and any additional KIS records will be created.  These dates will be published alongside the other key deadline dates for AD on the AD Committee page on StaffSpace. 






Back_to_top
Form A1

New Qualification

These proposals are considered initially by Academic Directorate XE "Academic Directorate:AD" , but the detailed consideration of academic standards and comparability in terms of the national qualifications framework should be made by the Academic Regulations XE "Regulations"  Committee XE "Academic Regulations Committee:ARC"  (ARC) which then makes recommendations to Academic Board XE "Academic Board:AB" .

	Details of proposing faculty



	Faculty
	

	School 
	

	Key contact
	


	Nature of qualification and its place in national framework

(Credit level and volume, undergraduate, conversion, postgraduate etc)



	


	Rationale for new qualification XE "new qualification" 
(Demand, market position etc)


	


	Evidence of viability of qualification for applicants, employers, professional bodies etc



	


	Is the qualification offered elsewhere in UK higher education? If so, specify.



	


	Signature of Dean of Faculty 
	

	Date
	


Form A2

New Development

Please note that a version containing guidance to aid the completion of the A2 form and A2 Annex is available from the AQS Handbook webpage
	1a)
	Sponsoring Faculty:


	

	1b)
	Name of School:


	

	1c)
	Head of School XE "Head of School:HoS"  / Key contact for proposal
	

	1d)
	Collaborating Faculty(ies)


	


	SECTION 2. 
COLLABORATIONS

	2a)
	Full name of Collaborative Partner
	

	2b)
	Will the field be Franchised or Validated?
	FRANCHISED / VALIDATED 

	2c)
	Is the proposal for a Dual or Joint award 
	DUAL / JOINT / BOTH / NEITHER 


	SECTION 3.
DETAILS OF NEW DEVELOPMENT

	3a)
	Final Award(s) 

eg. BA Hons, FDSc 


	


	3b)
	Final Title:


	

	3c)
	Details of any intermediate awards and titles on which students can enrol
	

	3d)
	Details of any intermediate exit awards which will have different title(s) from the final award
	

	3e)
	Type:

eg. Full/major/half/minor
	

	3f)
	Indicative combinations for combined fields:
	

	3g)
	Proposed start date:


	


	SECTION 4.
MODES AND METHODS OF DELIVERY 

	4a)
	Will the programme(s) be full-time and/or part-time?
	FULL TIME / PART TIME

	4b)
	Will the programme(s) be delivered by distance learning?
	YES / NO 
If yes; what percentage: 

	4c)
	Will the programme(s) be delivered by work-based learning?
	YES / NO  

If yes; what percentage:

	4c)
	Will the programme(s) be delivered in the day/evening/weekend?
	DAY / EVENING / WEEKEND 



	4d)
	Will the programme(s) be delivered through the Masters by Learning Agreement XE "Masters by Learning Agreement:MALA"  (MALA) Framework?
	YES /NO 


	DETAILS FOR MASTERS BY LEARNING AGREEMENTS

	4e)
	Will the partner do summative assessment?
	

	4f)
	Will the partner carry out supervision, and to what extent?
	

	4g)
	Will the partner be involved in designing the learning agreement, in terms of assessment and/or learning outcomes?
	

	4h)
	If the partner provides training inputs: 

a) Will these be essential for the completion of the course?

b) What extent of credit will they support?
	


	SECTION 5.
ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

	5a)
	Are any exemptions required from University regulations?

	
	

	5b)
	Is the programme to be assessed or delivered in foreign language?

	
	

	5c)
	Will there be Professional or Statutory Body accreditation?

	
	

	5d)
	Description of proposed development (max 250 words)

	
	


	SECTION 6. 
VALIDATION ARRANGEMENTS

	6a)
	Provide a rationale for whether the proposal meets the criteria for a University or faculty-level validation XE "validation"  

	
	

	6b)
	Percentage of new modules per level in the field

	
	


	SECTION 7.
STRATEGY AND PLANNING INFORMATION 

	7a)
	How does the proposal align with the University’s strategic plan; Led by Learning?

	

	7b)
	How does the proposal align with the Faculty’s strategic plan?



	

	7c)
	Is the proposal mentioned in the most recent Faculty plan?

	

	7d)
	What is the relationship to other faculty plans, institutional partners?



	

	7e)
	Evidence of demand (750 words max):



	

	7f)
	Identify any risk associated with the proposal and any steps taken to address them e.g. impact on recruitment to existing fields within the University and its partners, competitors, market conditions and impact on operational activities.

	

	7g)
	Ethical considerations (150 words max):



	


	SECTION 8.
RESOURCES – PLEASE ALSO COMPLETE A2A

	8a)
	What is the anticipated income generation when the course is in “steady state”?
	

	8b)
	How many students are required to make the course/collaboration viable (break even)?
	

	8c)
	For international projects only:  Will KU be delivering part of a course or have dedicated space overseas?  If so has the potential tax liability to the University been assessed?


	

	8d)
	Staffing resources:



	

	8e)
	Elaborate on any new space requirements identified in the A2a 



	

	8f)
	Are any resources eg. specialist labs located in areas which are inaccessible e.g. no lift provision?  Can this resource/environment be replicated elsewhere without financial or building implications?

	

	8g)
	Elaborate on additional major capital equipment needs identified in the A2a 

	

	8h)
	Identify any specific requirements for student accommodation.  Have these requirements been discussed with Student Services and Administration?

	

	8i)
	Have requirements associated with additional resources been discussed with the Library as identified in the A2a?

	

	8j)
	Have requirements associated with additional resources been discussed with ICT Services?

	


	SECTION 9.  SIGNATURES AND COMMENTS

	Signature of Dean of sponsoring Faculty:


	

	Signature of Dean(s) of contributing Faculty(ies):
	

	Signature/comment  Divisional Financial Analyst 
	

	Signature/comment Head Of Learning & Research Support:
	

	Signature/comment Head of International Development  - overseas collaborations only:
	


Please note there is now a requirement to complete the following A2 Annex XE "A2 Annex" .  Please reference the guidance note AG(i) for assistance in completing the Annex document. 

Faculties will not normally be permitted to advertise any new undergraduate developments until the annex has been received.

A2 Annex XE "A2 Annex" 
Annex to the A2 New Development

Please reference the guidance note AG(i) for assistance in completing the Annex document

	AWARD AND TITLE OF LINKED A2 PROPOSAL 
	

	AD PAPER REFERENCE
	


	SECTION 1
FUNDING AND DELIVERY DETAILS 

	1.1 Proposed ISR Category


	

	1.2 HEFCE funding band:


	

	1.3 What is/are the principle JACS code(s) for the programme? :

	JACS 1
	JACS 2
	JACS 3

	
	
	
	

	1.4 If there is more than one JACS code, please indicate the percentage split (i.e. Joint 50/50 or major/minor 67/33 etc.)
	
	
	

	1.5 Please indicate the approximate split of teaching between departments, cost centres and price groups

	Teaching department


	HESA cost centre 

(not KU cost centre)
	price group  
	proportion %

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	1.6 What level (eg: 3,4,5,6 or 7) will students normally enter the programme?
	

	1.7 What level (eg: 3,4,5,6 or 7) will students normally exit the programme?
	

	1.8 Will students attend for periods amounting to at least 21 hours per week for 24 weeks within a 12 month period?
	

	1.9 How long is the academic year(s) for the programme?

(academic year Sept-June = 45 weeks)  
	*None of the years is longer than 45 weeks

*Some years are longer than 45 weeks

*All years are longer than 45 weeks

(*please delete as appropriate)

	1.10 Will the course be funded by (please tick one)

	
	HEFCE

	
	NHS

	
	TDA

	
	Closed course open only to employees of a particular organisation and funded entirely by the organisation 

	
	Course funded entirely by tuition fees with no funding from another source

	
	Other, please specify: 

	1.11 Number and details of entry points 
	

	1.12 Length of programme for each mode of delivery 

	Description of Mode
	Length of programme

	
	

	
	

	
	

	1.13 Please indicate if there are any other courses which have a similar pattern of study, or suggest SITS coding for the course

	


	SECTION 2
ADMISSIONS AND APPLICATIONS

	2.1 What is the admissions system for the programme?


	*UCAS 

*GTTR 

*Direct 

*UK Pass 

(*please delete as appropriate)

	2.2 For PG and Research programmes; are you happy to allow online applications?
	*YES 

*NO 

(*please delete as appropriate)

	2.3 Is the India office to be given delegated authority to make offers to applicants?


	*YES 

*NO 

(*please delete as appropriate)


	SECTION 3
KEY INFORMATION SET (KIS) DATA

	3.1 Estimated programme level teaching and learning data 



	YEAR 1 (add additional years as appropriate)
	Hours

	Scheduled teaching and learning 
	

	Guided independent study
	

	Placement / Study abroad
	

	YEAR 2
	Hours 

	Scheduled teaching and learning 
	

	Guided independent study
	

	Placement / Study abroad
	

	YEAR 3
	Hours 

	Scheduled teaching and learning 
	

	Guided independent study
	

	Placement / Study abroad
	


	3.2 Estimated programme level assessment data 



	YEAR 1
	Percentages

	Written Exams
	

	Practical Exams
	

	Coursework
	

	YEAR 2
	Percentages 

	Written Exams
	

	Practical Exams
	

	Coursework
	

	YEAR 3
	Percentages 

	Written Exams
	

	Practical Exams
	

	Coursework
	


	SECTION 4     DETAILS FOR COLLABORATIVE PROPOSALS

	4.1 Is the partner a publically funded HEI or FEC?
	

	4.2 Who will collect the Home and EU student fee?? 
	*KU 

*PARTNER

*OTHER ARRANGEMENTS

(*please delete as appropriate)

	4.3 Who will collect the Overseas student fee?


	*KU 

*PARTNER

*OTHER ARRANGEMENTS

(*please delete as appropriate)

	4.4 Will the University be responsible for including the provision in the HEFCE / NHS / TDA funding contract and returning data to HESA?
	

	4.5 Does the partner institution plan to accept international students on to a Kingston course taught in the UK ?
	*YES 

*NO 

(*please delete as appropriate)

	4.6 If Yes ; has the partner agreed that they will be the sponsor of those students under UKBA regulations for immigration purposes?
	*YES 

*NO 

(*please delete as appropriate)

	4.7 If Yes; please provide the partner’s sponsor license number 
	

	4.8 Who will be responsible for marketing?
	

	4.9 What is the approximate share of the teaching?
	

	4.10 Where will the teaching take place?


	


	Signed by Faculty Business Manager/Head of Resource and Planning 
	

	DATE
	


Template A2a

New Development – Resources Information

This excel template is available from the AQS Handbook webpage
A2a templates relating specifically for MALA or overseas provision are available from the Central Finance department on request.

Form A2b 

New Development involving a Joint or a Dual Award XE "Dual Award" 
A Dual Award XE "Dual Award"  (see Table 1 below) is where separate awards are conferred by more than one institution upon a student upon completion of a single programme of study.  The student receives two separate certificates, one from each institution.

A Joint Award XE "Joint Award"  (see Table 2 below) is where a single award is conferred jointly by more than one institution upon a student upon completion of a single programme of study.  The student receives one certificate with both institutions’ logos and signatories.

Please confirm each of the statements below in respect of either a Dual or Joint Award XE "Joint Award" .  If the answer to any of the questions is “no”, please contact Academic Quality and Standards before submitting this form to Academic Directorate XE "Academic Directorate:AD" .  Any alternative arrangements in relation to each of the areas listed below are subject to the approval of the Academic Registrar or nominee.

	OUTLINE OF PROPOSAL 



	


DUAL AWARDS

Please confirm the following statements:

	1.
	That the partner institution(s) have the capacity to enter into Dual Awards 

Note: evidence must be provided to AQS as part of due diligence and prior to submission of the form to Academic Directorate XE "Academic Directorate:AD" 

	YES/NO

Comments:

	2.
	That Kingston University external examining procedures will be followed for the Kingston Award


	

	3.
	That the Dual Award XE "Dual Award"  will be based on the same assessed work and curriculum


	

	4.
	That the same award title will be used for both awards


	

	5.
	That the Kingston University grading and classification system be used for the Kingston award


	

	6.
	That, in respect of the Kingston award, the standard Kingston University Institutional Agreement XE "Institutional Agreement"  requirements will be followed in respect of regulations and appeals processes (see Form 8, Institutional Agreement Schedule 2, section 7)


	

	7.
	That, in respect of the Kingston award, the standard Kingston University Institutional Agreement XE "Institutional Agreement"  requirements will be followed in respect of student complaints processes (see Form 8, Institutional Agreement Schedule 2, section 7)


	

	8.
	That, in respect of the Kingston award, Kingston University’s standard quality assurance and enhancement procedures governing collaborative provision (Section B of the Academic Quality and Standards Handbook) will apply in respect of monitoring and re-approval of the arrangement


	

	9.
	That, in respect of the Kingston award, the standard Kingston University Institutional Agreement XE "Institutional Agreement"  requirements in respect of publicity information will be followed  (see Form 8, Institutional Agreement, section 7)


	

	10.
	That Kingston University’s validation XE "validation"  and Internal Subject Review XE "Internal Subject Review:ISR"  processes will be used for approval and review of the award
	


JOINT AWARDS

Please confirm the following statements:

	1.
	That the partner institution(s) have the capacity to enter into Joint Awards 

Note: evidence must be provided to AQS to this effect prior to submission of the form to Academic Directorate XE "Academic Directorate:AD" 

	YES/NO

Comments:

	2.
	That Kingston University external examining procedures will be followed


	

	3.
	That Kingston University procedures will be followed in respect of assessment board arrangements


	

	4.
	That the Kingston University grading and classification system will be used 


	

	5.
	That Kingston University will provide the certification


	

	6.
	That the standard Kingston University Institutional Agreement XE "Institutional Agreement"  requirements will be followed in respect of applicable regulations and appeals processes (Form 8 Institutional Agreement Schedule 2, section 7)


	

	7.
	That the standard Kingston University Institutional Agreement XE "Institutional Agreement"  requirements will be followed in respect of applicable student complaints processes (see Form 8, Institutional Agreement Schedule 2, section 7)


	

	8.
	That Kingston University will hold and manage the Student Record data


	

	9.
	That Kingston University’s standard quality assurance and enhancement procedures governing collaborative provision (Section B of the Academic Quality and Standards Handbook) will apply in respect of monitoring and re-approval of the arrangement


	

	10.
	That the standard Institutional Agreement XE "Institutional Agreement"  requirements in respect of publicity information will be followed  (see Form 8, Institutional Agreement, section 7)


	

	11.
	That the University’s standard Joint Award XE "Joint Award"  certificate template will be used


	

	12.
	That Kingston University’s validation XE "validation"  and Internal Subject Review XE "Internal Subject Review:ISR"  processes will be used for approval and review of the award
	


Form A2c

Proposal for re-validation XE "validation"  of an existing field 
Please note that a version containing guidance to aid the completion of the A2c form is available from the AQS Handbook webpage
	1.
	Sponsoring Faculty:


	

	2.
	a) Name of School


	

	
	b) Head of School XE "Head of School:HoS"  / Key contact for proposal


	

	3.
	a) Collaborative Partner if applicable:
	

	
	c)  Is the field franchised or is it validated?
	

	
	d)  Is the field a dual or joint award?
	

	4.
	Current Award(s):

eg. BA Hons, FDSc 

include details of named exit awards 

	

	5.
	Current Title:


	

	6.
	Current Types:

eg. Full/major/half/minor
	

	7.
	Are there any proposed changes to the modes and/ or methods of delivery

Indicate here the current modes and methods and if any changes are proposed.  For example: 

· Full-time and/or part-time; 

· Distance learning 

· Work-based learning;

· Delivered in the day/evening/weekend 

· Delivered through the Masters by Learning Agreement XE "Masters by Learning Agreement:MALA"  Framework. 

In the case of distance learning, the percentage of the field that will be delivered by distance learning should be indicated.
	

	8
	Proposed start date of revalidated field 

month and year 

There should normally be 6 months between the date of proposal and the proposed date of commencement.  
	

	9
	Description of proposed significant changes to existing field:

	

	10
	Provide a rationale for whether the proposal meets the criteria for a University or faculty-level validation XE "validation"  event

	

	11
	Will any exemptions be required from the University regulations as a result of the significant changes? 

	

	12
	Will there be any changes to whether the field will be assessed or delivered in a foreign language?

	

	13
	Will there be any implications to Professional and Statutory Body accreditation as a result of the significant changes:

	

	14
	If the field is taught jointly between two or more faculties will there be any changes to the approximate share of teaching between the faculties or to the managing faculty?

	

	15
	If the field is taught with any collaborative partner will there be any changes to the approximate share of the teaching?



	

	16
	If the field is a Masters Award by Learning Agreement, with a collaborative partner will there be any changes to:



	17
	Partner summative assessment?
	

	18
	The Partner’s carrying out supervision, and the extent of this supervision?


	

	19
	The Partner’s involvement in designing the learning agreement, in terms of assessment and/or learning outcomes?
	

	20
	Whether the Partner provides training inputs and: 

c) If these essential for the completion of the course?

d) What extent of credit do they support?


	

	21
	How does the proposal align with the University’s strategic plan: Led by Learning?

	

	22
	How does the proposal align with the Faculty’s strategic plan?



	

	23
	Is the proposal mentioned in the most recent Faculty plan?

	

	24
	What is the relationship to other faculty plans, institutional partners?



	

	25
	Identify any risk associated with the proposal eg. impact on recruitment to existing fields within the University and its partners, competitors, market conditions and impact on operational activities.

	

	26
	FINANCE 

	26a
	Does your proposal require changes of staff complement?

e.g. additional costs relating to HPLs to support more specialist modules, or the addition of new staff 
	YES/NO

	26b
	Does your proposal involve changing a revenue stream?

e.g. for UG - substituting SNC numbers or contestable margin for others, or changes in AAB+ targets?

e.g. for PG – changes in fee levels?
	YES/NO

	Response from Central Finance (if applicable):



	27
	RESOURCE REQUIREMENTS 

	
	Will there be any additional resource requirements as a result of the proposal significant changes for example:

	27a
	Additional major departmental capital equipment needs e.g. technical infrastructure 
	YES/NO

	27b
	Additional Library resources
	YES/NO

	27c
	Additional ICT resources 
	YES/NO

	27d
	Any change to the students’ association with the University i.e. in reporting SNC? 
	YES/NO

	27e
	If yes, have these been discussed with the relevant department?


	Please provide details of any discussions.

	Response from Head of Learning and Research Support (if applicable):


	28 KEY INFORMATION SET (KIS) DATA

	Estimated programme level teaching and learning data 

	YEAR 1 (add additional years as appropriate)
	Hours 

	Scheduled teaching and learning 
	

	Guided independent study
	

	Placement / Study abroad
	

	YEAR 2
	Hours 

	Scheduled teaching and learning 
	

	Guided independent study
	

	Placement / Study abroad
	

	YEAR 3
	Hours 

	Scheduled teaching and learning 
	

	Guided independent study
	

	Placement / Study abroad
	

	Estimated programme level assessment data 

	YEAR 1 (add additional years as appropriate)
	Percentages

	Written Exams
	

	Practical Exams
	

	Coursework
	

	YEAR 2
	Percentages 

	Written Exams
	

	Practical Exams
	

	Coursework
	

	YEAR 3
	Percentages 

	Written Exams
	

	Practical Exams
	

	Coursework
	

	30 SIGNATURES

	Signature of Dean of sponsoring Faculty:

Signature of Dean(s) of contributing Faculty(ies):
	


Form A3

Field or Partnership Closure

	1. Faculty:
	

	2. School:
	

	3. Field Qualification and Title:
	

	4. Mode:
	

	5. Collaborative partner(s) (if applicable):
	

	6. Date of last intake:
	

	7. Number of current students:
	

	8. Estimated date of completion:
	

	9. Rationale for closure

This should include a rationale detailing why the faculty wishes to close the field/partnership and if there are any consequences for the University

	

	Reasons for poor recruitment (if applicable):

	a) what has been done to market the field?


	

	b) why has the field not recruited?


	

	10. Action plan for current students:

Where there are still students on a course, the faculty must follow the guidance specified in paragraphs 3 – 5 below)

Where a partnership is also being closed, ie: where the closure of the course(s) means that the University will have no other courses running with the partner, the Faculty must complete form B12 Terminating a Partnership, and form B13 Termination Agreement XE "Termination Agreement" , in consultation with AQS.  Please refer to section B, paragraphs 41-43.

	

	11. Where collaborative partner(s) are involved, does the University have any 
other provision running at these partnerships? (if no, go straight to 
question 13) 

	

	12. If the answer to 11 is yes, have the following parties been consulted about the proposed closure of this field?

	a) Deputy Vice-Chancellor 
	

	b) Academic Quality and Standards
	

	c) Planning Office (HEFCE-funded provision only)
	

	d) Any other relevant faculties 
	

	13. Is this also a request to close a partnership? 



	

	14. If yes, please refer to section B, paragraphs 41 – 43, and confirm whether the following parties have been consulted about the proposed closure of this partnership

	a) Deputy Vice-Chancellor 
	

	b) Academic Quality and Standards
	

	c) Planning Office (HEFCE-funded provision only)
	

	d) Any other relevant faculties 
	


Faculty Approval

The faculty approves the closure of the above course with effect from the date indicated, and has followed the guidance detailed below, where appropriate.  The strategy has the support of the Faculty Board XE "Faculty Board" .

	Signature Dean of Faculty


	

	Signature of Principal of 

collaborating institution(s) (if applicable)
	


Field Closure XE "Field Closure" :  Checklist for Staff

The University has an approval process for:

· terminating a collaborative partnership (see section B – Collaborative Provision XE "Collaborative Provision" :  Approval, Monitoring and Operation of Collaborative Partnerships)
· removing a course or field from the University portfolio (see section A – Academic Planning, Field Closure XE "Field Closure"  Form A3)
The following guidelines are to help staff ensure that the University’s obligations to students are carried through in the process of closure.

Where the field is offered through a collaborative partnership, the obligations of the University and the partner should be clearly stated in the Institutional Agreement XE "Institutional Agreement"  or the Associate College Agreement.


Applicants

1
The timing of the decision not to recruit to a field must take account of the admissions cycle to minimise the effect on applicants.  For example, recruitment though UCAS obliges applicants to commit themselves to a restricted choice and so any decision to cease recruitment should be made in sufficient time to ensure that applicants do not waste one of their opportunities.

2
If the University decides to withdraw a course after receiving applications, faculties must provide a suitable standard letter for Applicant Services (AS) to notify applicants immediately and offer any advice that it can on suitable alternatives both within the University and, if necessary, elsewhere.


Current students
3
The University should ensure that students registered on a field are able to complete.  Normally, this will be:

· on the same field at the University

· include the normal reassessment opportunities

· include all core modules, but students should be warned that their choice of option modules may be reduced

4
However, students should be informed of the final date for completion and warned that this cannot include any time out.  Where the student is absent for any significant period for illness or other cause beyond their control, special arrangements should be made for completion although there can be no guarantee that the learning experience will be comparable.

5 Exceptionally, the University may have to negotiate transfer to another field within the University or in a comparable HEI.  In these circumstances, the following minimum arrangements should be agreed:
· recognition of all specific credit gained.  This may be beyond the normal regulations for transfer and will have to be agreed as an exception
· if the transfer is to another comparable HEI, a refund of any tuition fees should be considered to ensure that there is no financial penalty.
Form A4

New partner campus or site XE "New partner campus or site" 
Please note that a version containing guidance to aid the completion of the A4 form is available from the AQS Handbook webpage
	1
	Name of Faculty submitting notification
	

	2
	Name of collaborative partner
	

	3
	Details of proposed new campus or site



	

	4
	Title(s) of all provision currently validated, or due for validation XE "validation"  with partner



	

	5
	Which provision will likely be affected by development, and how?



	

	6
	Provide an assessment on the level of risk based on the following criteria



	

	SIGNATURES

	Signature of Dean of sponsoring Faculty:


	


Form A5a

Notification of new course combination XE "new course combination" 
Completion of this form will ensure that the University collects the information required for Key Information Set XE "Key Information Set:KIS"  (KIS) records to be initiated.  These are normally required before UG course combinations can be advertised. 

If you require the course to be set up with a UCAS code please also complete the following form: http://extranet.kingston.ac.uk/entry_requirements/ucas/ucas-request-form.asp
	Name of Faculty submitting notification
	

	Key contact in Faculty 
	


	Details of proposed combination(s) (repeat lines as necessary)

	Combination 1


	i.e. BA (Hons) Creative Writing and Psychology  



	Combination 2


	


In order to set up a KIS record we need to collect the following information about each course combination:  

a) What type of course combination is it (i.e. major/minor or 2 half fields)? 

b) For each field in the course combination, is there an associated full field and if so, what is it? 

c) If either of the fields do not have an associated full field, we need to identify the JACS level 2 subject area for both of the fields in the combination (see list of JACS codes in table 1 below)
	
	Field 1
	Field 2

	Combination 1


	Creative Writing 

a) Half field

b) NO 

c) JACS level 2: 38. Other Creative Arts
	Psychology 

a) Half field 

b) YES, BSc (Hons) Psychology 

c) JACS level 2: 7. Psychology 

	Combination 2


	
	


	SIGNATURES

	Signature of Dean of sponsoring Faculty:
	

	Signature of Dean(s) of contributing Faculty(ies):
	


TABLE 1: JACS LEVEL 2 SUBJECT AREAS

http://www.hesa.ac.uk/component/option,com_studrec/task,show_file/Itemid,233/mnl,12061/href,a%5E_%5EJACSL2.html/ 
	
	Level 2
	Principal subjects

	1
	Medicine and Dentistry

 

 

 

 

 
	A0 - Medicine and dentistry

	
	
	A1 - Pre-clinical Medicine

	
	
	A3 - Clinical Medicine

	
	
	A9 - Others in Medicine and Dentistry

	
	
	A2 - Pre-clinical Dentistry

	
	
	A4 - Clinical Dentistry

	2
	Medical Science and Pharmacy

 
	B1 - Anatomy, Physiology and Pathology

	
	
	B2 - Pharmacology, Toxicology and Pharmacy

	3
	Nursing
	B7 - Nursing

	4
	Other subjects allied to Medicine

 

 

 

 

 

 
	B3 - Complementary Medicine

	
	
	B4 - Nutrition

	
	
	B5 - Ophthalmics

	
	
	B6 - Aural and Oral Sciences

	
	
	B8 - Medical Technology

	
	
	B0 - Subjects allied to medicine

	
	
	B9 - Others in Subjects allied to Medicine

	5
	Biology and related Sciences 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
	C1 - Biology

	
	
	C3 - Zoology

	
	
	C4 - Genetics

	
	
	C5 - Microbiology

	
	
	C7 - Molecular Biology, Biophysics and Biochemistry

	
	
	C0 - Biological sciences

	
	
	C2 - Botany

	
	
	C9 - Others in Biological Sciences

	6
	Sports Science
	C6 - Sports Science

	7
	Psychology
	C8 - Psychology

	8
	Veterinary Sciences

 
	D1 - Pre-clinical Veterinary Medicine

	
	
	D2 - Clinical Veterinary Medicine and Dentistry

	9
	Agriculture and related subjects

 

 

 

 

 

 
	D3 - Animal Science

	
	
	D5 - Forestry

	
	
	D6 - Food and Beverage studies

	
	
	D0 - Veterinary Sciences, Agriculture and related subjects

	
	
	D4 - Agriculture

	
	
	D7 - Agricultural Sciences

	
	
	D9 - Others in Veterinary Sciences, Agriculture and related subjects

	10
	Physical Science

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
	F1 - Chemistry

	
	
	F3 - Physics

	
	
	F5 - Astronomy

	
	
	F4 - Forensic and Archaeological Science

	
	
	F6 - Geology

	
	
	F7 - Ocean Sciences

	
	
	F0 - Physical  sciences

	
	
	F2 - Materials Science

	
	
	F9 - Others in Physical Sciences

	11
	Physical Geography and Environmental Science 
	F8 - Physical and Terrestrial Geographical and Environmental Sciences

	12
	Human and Social Geography
	L7 - Human and Social Geography

	13
	Mathematical Sciences

 

 

 

 

 

 
	G1 - Mathematics

	
	
	G3 - Statistics

	
	
	G91 - Others in Mathematical Sciences

	
	
	G2 - Operational Research

	
	
	G0 - Mathematical and Computer Sciences

	
	
	G90 - Others in Mathematical and Computing Sciences

	
	
	G99 - Mathematical and Computing Sciences not elsewhere classified

	14
	Computer Science

 

 

 

 
	G4 - Computer Science

	
	
	G5 - Information Systems

	
	
	G6 - Software Engineering

	
	
	G7 - Artificial Intelligence

	
	
	G92 - Others in Computing Sciences

	15
	Mechanically-based Engineering

 

 

 

 
	H1 - General Engineering

	
	
	H3 - Mechanical Engineering

	
	
	H7 - Production and Manufacturing Engineering

	
	
	H4 - Aerospace Engineering

	
	
	H5 - Naval Architecture

	16
	Electronic and Electrical Engineering
	H6 - Electronic and Electrical Engineering

	17
	Civil, Chemical and other Engineering 

 

 

 
	H2 - Civil Engineering

	
	
	H8 - Chemical, Process and Energy Engineering

	
	
	H0 - Engineering

	
	
	H9 - Others in Engineering

	18
	Technology 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
	J2 - Metallurgy

	
	
	J3 - Ceramics and Glasses

	
	
	J4 - Polymers and Textiles

	
	
	J5 - Materials Technology not otherwise specified

	
	
	J1 - Minerals Technology

	
	
	J6 - Maritime Technology

	
	
	J0 - Technologies

	
	
	J7 - Industrial Biotechnology

	
	
	J9 - Others in Technology

	19
	Architecture, Building and Planning

 

 

 
	K1 - Architecture

	
	
	K2 - Building

	
	
	K3 - Landscape Design

	
	
	K4 - Planning (Urban, Rural and Regional)

	
	 

 
	K0 - Architecture, Building and Planning

	
	
	K9 - Others in Architecture, Building and Planning

	20
	Economics
	L1 - Economics

	21
	Politics
	L2 - Politics

	22
	Sociology, Social Policy and Anthropology
	L3 – Sociology

	
	
	L4 - Social Policy

	
	
	L6 – Anthropology

	
	
	L0 - Social studies

	
	
	L9 - Others in Social studies

	23
	Social Work
	L5 - Social Work

	24
	Law

 

 

 
	M0 – Law

	
	
	M1 - Law by area

	
	
	M2 - Law by Topic

	
	
	M9 - Other in Law

	25
	Business

 
	N1 - Business studies

	
	
	N5 - Marketing

	26
	Management

 
	N2 - Management studies

	
	
	N6 - Human Resource Management

	27
	Finance and Accounting

 
	N3 - Finance

	
	
	N4 - Accounting

	28
	Tourism, Transport, Travel and others in Business and Administrative studies 

 

 

 
	N8 - Tourism, Transport and Travel

	
	
	N0 - Business and Administrative studies

	
	
	N7 - Office skills

	
	
	N9 - Others in Business and Administrative studies

	29
	Media studies
	P3 - Media studies

	30
	Communications and Information studies 
	P1 - Information Services

	
	
	P2 - Publicity studies

	
	
	P4 - Publishing

	
	
	P5 - Journalism

	
	
	P0 - Mass Communications and Documentation

	
	
	P9 - Others in Mass Communications and Documentation

	31
	English-based studies

 

 
	Q3 - English studies

	
	
	T7 - American studies

	
	
	T8 - Australasian studies

	32
	European Languages and Area studies
	Q5 - Celtic studies

	
	
	Q6 - Latin studies

	
	
	Q7 - Classical Greek studies

	
	
	Q8 - Classical studies

	
	
	R1 - French studies

	
	
	R2 - German studies

	
	
	R6 - Scandinavian studies

	
	
	R3 - Italian studies

	
	
	R4 - Spanish studies

	
	
	R5 - Portuguese studies

	
	
	R0 - European Languages, Literature and related subjects

	
	
	R7 - Russian and East European studies

	
	
	R9 - Others in European Languages, Literature and related subjects

	33
	Other Languages and Area studies 
	Q1 - Linguistics

	
	
	Q2 - Comparative Literary studies

	
	
	Q0 - Linguistics, Classics and related subjects

	
	
	Q4 - Ancient Language studies

	
	
	Q9 - Others in Linguistics, Classics and related subjects

	
	
	T1 - Chinese studies

	
	
	T2 - Japanese studies

	
	
	T3 - South Asian studies

	
	
	T4 - Other Asian studies

	
	
	T5 - African studies

	
	
	T6 - Modern Middle Eastern studies

	
	
	T0 - Eastern, Asiatic, African, American and Australasian Languages, Literature and related subjects

	
	
	T9 - Others in Eastern, Asiatic, African, American and Australasian Languages, Literature and related subjects

	34
	History and Archaeology

 

 

 

 

 
	V1 - History by period

	
	
	V2 - History by area

	
	
	V3 - History by topic

	
	
	V4 - Archaeology

	
	
	V0 - Historical and Philosophical studies

	
	
	V9 - Others in Historical and Philosophical studies

	35
	Philosophy, Theology and Religious studies
	V5 - Philosophy

	
	
	V6 - Theology and Religious studies

	36
	Art and Design

 
	W1 - Fine Art

	
	
	W2 - Design studies

	37
	Performing Arts

 

 
	W3 - Music

	
	
	W4 - Drama

	
	
	W5 - Dance

	38
	Other Creative Arts

 

 

 

 
	W6 - Cinematics and Photography

	
	
	W8 - Imaginative Writing

	
	
	W0 - Creative Arts and  design

	
	
	W7 - Crafts

	
	
	W9 - Others in Creative Arts and Design

	39
	Initial Teacher Training
	X1 - Training Teachers

	40
	Education studies
	X2 - Research and Study Skills in Education

	
	
	X3 - Academic studies in Education

	
	
	X0 – Education

	
	
	X9 - Others in Education

	41
	Combined
	Y - Combined


Form A5b

Notification of course combination(s) closure

This will ensure that the University is notified of the requirement to close down Key Information Set XE "Key Information Set:KIS"  (KIS) records for course combinations that are no longer recruiting
	Name of Faculty submitting notification
	

	Key contact in Faculty 
	


	Details of combination(s) being closed
	

	Date of last intake:
	

	Number of current students:
	

	Estimated date of completion:
	

	Action plan for remaining students:


	


	SIGNATURES

	Signature of Dean of sponsoring Faculty:
	

	Signature of Dean(s) of contributing Faculty(ies):
	


Guidance AG(i)

Guidance for completing the A2 Annex XE "A2 Annex"  document

SECTION 1 Funding and delivery details

1. In Section 1 FUNDING AND DELIVERY DETAILS section of the A2  there are two subject related questions:

· What is/are the principle JACS code(s) for the programme?

· Please indicate the approximate split of teaching between departments, cost centres and price groups

2. The Joint Academic Coding System (JACS) was developed by the Higher Education Statistics Agency XE "Higher Education Statistics Agency:HESA"  (HESA) and Universities & Colleges Admissions Service (UCAS).

Guidance on completing questions 1.3 & 1.4 

	What is/are the principle JACS code(s) for the programme?
	JACS 1
	JACS 2
	JACS 3

	Subject split 

(please circle)
	Blank (=100) or 50/50 or 67/33 or 33/33/33
	
	
	


3. Course JACS codes broadly describe the subject content of the course.   A course can have between one and three JACS codes although most courses will have a single JACS code e.g. Mechanical Engineering would have JACS code H300 Mechanical Engineering.  Joint honours courses will likely have two JACS codes e.g. Psychology with Spanish would have JACS codes C800 Psychology and R410 Spanish language.  Some single honours courses may require more than one JACS code e.g. Accounting and Finance could have N400 Accounting and N300 Finance.  

4. HESA requires us to use the most specific JACS code we can.  For example, BSc Automotive Engineering should be coded H330 Automotive Engineering and not the more general code H300 Mechanical Engineering.

5. The latest version of subject codes is JACS3.0.  JACS is an hierarchical system consisting of a letter followed by three digits.  The letter indicates the generic subject area, and the numbers enable a progressively more detailed coding of the topics within the generic subject, for example:

N - BUSINESS AND ADMINISTRATIVE STUDIES

	N200
	Management studies
	The study of managing organisations

	N210
	Management techniques
	The specific techniques for managing an organisation

	N214
	Change management
	The specific techniques involved in the planning and management of change within an organisation.


6. Where more than one subject is identified please select from the following subject splits available:

Blank = 100, 50/50, 67/33, 33/33/33

For readers familiar with the SITS system this data is stored in the PWY screen.

Where programme/course subject JACS codes are used

7. JACS codes are used by UCAS to code undergraduate courses for admission.  HESA data is collected on behalf of various government agencies such as the Department for Business, Innovation and Skills (BIS), the Higher Education Funding Council for England XE "Higher Education Funding Council for England:HEFCE"  (HEFCE), the Training and Development Agency (TDA), Department of Health; Research Councils etc.  

· HESA also releases statistics and datasets of students by subject of study based on the course subject in a variety of ways depending on the user and publication, such as:

· The Unistats website (http://www.unistats.com) which provides information to help prospective student select higher education courses.

· The National Student Survey XE "National Student Survey:NSS"  (NSS) targets populations and results.

· Newspaper League Tables counts students into their bespoke subject headings for scale of activity and metrics such as average tariff score or proportions of 1st and 2:1 degrees awarded.

· HEFCE as a statutory customer of HESA data use student data by subject to identify courses eligible for particular funding treatment e.g. Strategically Important and Vulnerable Subjects (SIVS).

8. See:

· JACS3.0 for the full four digit listing.

· Appendix I of this document for the mapping used by Hefce and HESA for Kingston University of subjects to cost centres and price groups.

· Appendix 2 for the groupings of subjects used by HESA reference publications and in the Higher Education Information Database for Institutions (HEIDI) data catalogue.

· Appendix 3 for a mapping of the three levels of subject groupings used by Unistats and the National Student Survey XE "National Student Survey:NSS"  (NSS) results.

· Appendix 4 for mappings for the Time and Guardian newspaper league table subject headings.

Guidance on completing question 1.5

	Please indicate the approximate split of teaching between departments, cost centres and price groups

	Teaching  department
	JACS Subject
	Cost centre
	Price group
	Proportion %

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	


9. This part of the Annex  is used to describe a profile how the programme will be taught.  It will be an approximate match to the mix of modules taken by students on the programme/course/field proposed (see paragraph about modules below).   There should be a correspondence between the JACS codes and cost centres of modules taken and the JACS codes and cost centres shown here for the course/field/programme.   If modules taken will have more than one cost centre the same cost centres should be used here.  Similarly, if modules taken have more than one subject (at the level of subject area i.e. the first letter and first number digit) those subject areas should be used here.  Typically one to three combinations would adequately describe the majority of programme/course/fields but up to six combinations can used for this description.

10. For example the course Psychology BSc (Hons) as a single honours course has a profile:

	Teaching  department
	JACS Subject
	Cost centre
	Price group
	Proportion %

	HSS
	C800 Psychology
	7
	C
	80

	HSS
	L300 Sociology
	29
	D
	20


11. This profile is reflected in the modules taken in the two most recent HESA returns which indicated a split across the price groups of:

	20010/1
	FTE
	2009/0
	FTE

	C4**/10/B
	0.5
	C4**/10/B
	0.4

	
	
	B1**/10/B
	0.1

	
	
	C1**/10/B
	0.1

	C8**/7/C
	269.7
	C8**/7/C
	237.8

	C6**/38/C
	1.1
	C6**/38/C
	0.8

	N1**/27/D
	0.3
	N1**/27/D
	0.5

	N5**/27/D
	1.6
	N5**/27/D
	1.2

	L3**/29/D
	44.3
	L3**/29/D
	50.7

	Q3**/31/D
	2.3
	Q3**/31/D
	0.4

	R9**/31/D
	0.8
	R9**/31/D
	1.1

	V3**/31/D
	14.3
	V3**/31/D
	15.5

	
	
	W8**/31/D
	0.5

	B
	0.15%
	B
	0.20%

	C
	81%
	C
	77%

	D
	19%
	D
	23%


12. For readers familiar with the SITS system the profile data is stored in the PSD screen.  A description of each field is below:

	Teaching department
	School or partner responsible for teaching, please indicate either the name or three/four character code in SITS table DPT

	Subject
	JACS code and/or description

	Cost centre
	This can be mapped from JACS code within SITS but is usually specified to clarify any non-normal mappings

	Price group
	This can be mapped from JACS code within SITS but is usually specified to clarify any non-normal mappings

	Proportion %
	A value between >0 and 100


Where programme/course teaching department, subject, cost centre and price groups are used

13. It is used internally by the University as an essential programme/course/field profile.  It is used to assign student numbers into price groups for funding purposes.  This takes place mid-way through the academic year in the 1 December census data (i.e. before all module takings are known) for the Higher Education Students Early Statistics Survey for the Higher Education Funding Council for England XE "Higher Education Funding Council for England:HEFCE"  (Hefce).  It should also indicate an approximate description of the mix of internal School or partner organisation (teaching department) delivering the field, although it is not currently used directly in internal budget setting processes unless no other information is available.

14. The profile is also used in student data sent to HESA to represent a module for some students when their activity spans more than one academic year and an FTE needs to be reported but all the specific modules were reported in the previous year (a small proportion of overall FTE reported).

Other subject information:  modules

15. Module subject details are not collected at an A2 proposal stage.  Modules subject, cost centre and price group will need to be consistent with the information collected in this Annex.  Programme specification documents are required at the time of validation XE "validation"  and will be used as part of data collection for module setup on SITS.  Module information is returned to HESA with subject, cost centre, proportion (where more than one subject is involved) and partner where one is involved in teaching the module.   It is an HESA principle that the HESA cost centre of the member of staff teaching the module determines the cost centre of the module.  HESA and the Funding council will expect the majority of provision to follow the normal mapping of subjects within cost centres and cost centres within price groups (see mapping list Appendix I).  It is possible to assign exception modules with non-normal subject and cost centre combinations where, for example, an Engineering lecturer (cost centre 21) teaches mathematics to engineering students, the subject would be G100 which would usually map to cost centre 24 Mathematics and price group C, but the module would show the subject as G100 and cost centre 21 in price group B.

Where module subject, cost centre and price groups are used

16. Module cost centres are used to apportion student FTE in the HESA return which is used to calculate student Staff ratios (SSR) by HESA cost centre supplied to newspaper league tables.

17. Internally module takings data is used to create a pattern that can be applied to the student number planning model to represent a teaching load for income distribution and budget setting.

Guidance for completing question 1.8

18. This mode of study question is consistent with the HEFCE definition of full-time study, and will help to avoid confusion by providing a more formal definition for internal decision making.  

19. This applies to all courses, not just undergraduate courses.  

20. The University’s interpretation of the HEFCE guidance on ‘attendance’ is that this includes private study as well as institutional lectures, tutorials, seminars etc because otherwise in some subjects very few students would have more than 21 timetabled hours per week.  

21. The full HEFCE guidance is: “The student is normally required to attend the institution, or elsewhere, for periods amounting to at least 24 weeks within the year of instance and, during that time, they are normally expected to undertake periods of study, tuition, learning in the workplace or sandwich work placement that does not meet the criteria to be sandwich year-out, which amount to an average of at least 21 hours per week.”

Guidance for completing question 1.9

22. This length of year of programme question is consistent with the HEFCE definition of a long year, which might attract a funding premium.  

23. Most typical undergraduate courses, where each year runs between Sept and June, would not involve more than 45 weeks study per year.  

24. Most taught Masters and research courses would involve more than 45 weeks study because students are expected to study over the summer period

SECTION 2 Guide to collaborative terminology  

25. The University needs to have sufficient checks and balances in place in order to ensure that data/information pertaining to students studying with its collaborative partners are accurately reflected in all returns to external bodies.  External bodies could include HEFCE for the annual HESES and HESA returns, although data may also be used by the University in relation to the National Student Survey XE "National Student Survey:NSS"  (NSS) or league table information.  Given the complexity of establishing collaborative arrangements it is important to ensure that they are, from the outset, set-up and accurately recorded on the University’s systems.

26. The first source of information for seeking approval, monitoring and operation of collaborative provision is Section B of the Academic Quality & Standards (AQS) Handbook.

27. The AQS Handbook uses terminology specifically for quality assurance purposes. There is however, similar terminology but with different meanings used by HEFCE in identifying different types of collaborative provision. 

Guidance for completing questions 4.2  & 4.4

28. Questions 4.2 and 4.4 of the Annex refer to HESES circular Annex F paragraph 7 of HEFCE 2011/27. In summary, the fee arrangements and how students are included in returns to HEFCE identifies whether the student will be included in the University’s Student Number Control XE "Student Number Control:SNC"  (SNC) population. 

29. Please note that HEU students not included within the University’s Student Number Control XE "Student Number Control:SNC"  (SNC) population and who may also be paying a differential fee will not be eligible for the Kingston University National Scholarship Programme. Up to date information about the University’s scholarship programmes can be here.

UKBA and Sponsorship of International Students
30. It is necessary for the University to ensure that partner institutions are responsible for accepting international students onto its courses.  The UKBA has advised that the Tier4 sponsor should be the organisation that is best placed to monitor the student’s engagement with the programme and this would ‘normally’ be the collaborative partner.    In addition, the sponsor should also be responsible for the admission of students and tuition fees should be payable to the sponsor.  Where a partner does not already have its own Tier4 licence, it should refer to QAA Guidance about educational oversight reviews.
31. However please note that the University retains overall responsibility for the admission of students.

32. Responsibility for international students is accurately reflected in the Institutional Agreement XE "Institutional Agreement"  contract between Kingston University and the collaborative partner (see Form B8 )

APPENDIX 1 HESA JACS to Cost Centre to Price Group mapping 
	Subject
	Cost Centre
	CC description
	Price Group

	A1
	1
	Clinical medicine
	B

	A2
	2
	Clinical dentistry
	B

	A3
	1
	Clinical medicine
	B

	A4
	2
	Clinical dentistry
	B

	A9
	5
	Nursing and paramedical studies
	C

	B1
	10
	Biosciences
	B

	B2
	8
	Pharmacy and pharmacology
	B

	B3
	5
	Nursing and paramedical studies
	C

	B4
	10
	Biosciences
	B

	B5
	4
	Anatomy and physiology
	B

	B6
	5
	Nursing and paramedical studies
	C

	B7
	5
	Nursing and paramedical studies
	C

	B8
	5
	Nursing and paramedical studies
	C

	B9
	5
	Nursing and paramedical studies
	C

	C1
	10
	Biosciences
	B

	C2
	10
	Biosciences
	B

	C3
	10
	Biosciences
	B

	C4
	10
	Biosciences
	B

	C5
	10
	Biosciences
	B

	C6
	38
	Sports science and leisure studies
	C

	C7
	10
	Biosciences
	B

	C8
	7
	Psychology and behavioural sciences
	C

	C9
	10
	Biosciences
	B

	D1
	3
	Veterinary science
	B

	D2
	3
	Veterinary science
	B

	D3
	13
	Agriculture and forestry
	B

	D4
	13
	Agriculture and forestry
	B

	D5
	13
	Agriculture and forestry
	B

	D6
	10
	Biosciences
	B

	D7
	13
	Agriculture and forestry
	B

	D9
	13
	Agriculture and forestry
	B

	F1
	11
	Chemistry
	B

	F2
	18
	Mineral, metallurgy and materials engineering
	B

	F3
	12
	Physics
	B

	F4
	10
	Biosciences
	B

	F5
	12
	Physics
	B

	F6
	14
	Earth, marine and environmental sciences
	B

	F7
	14
	Earth, marine and environmental sciences
	B

	F8
	28
	Geography
	C

	F9
	14
	Earth, marine and environmental sciences
	B

	G01
	25
	IT and systems sciences and computer software engineering
	C

	G02
	25
	IT and systems sciences and computer software engineering
	C

	G1
	24
	Mathematics
	C

	G2
	24
	Mathematics
	C

	G3
	24
	Mathematics
	C

	G4
	25
	IT and systems sciences and computer software engineering
	C

	G5
	25
	IT and systems sciences and computer software engineering
	C

	G6
	25
	IT and systems sciences and computer software engineering
	C

	G7
	25
	IT and systems sciences and computer software engineering
	C

	G91
	25
	IT and systems sciences and computer software engineering
	C

	G92
	25
	IT and systems sciences and computer software engineering
	C

	H1
	16
	General engineering
	B

	H2
	19
	Civil engineering
	B

	H3
	21
	Mechanical, aero and production engineering
	B

	H4
	21
	Mechanical, aero and production engineering
	B

	H5
	16
	General engineering
	B

	H6
	20
	Electrical, electronic and computer engineering
	B

	H7
	21
	Mechanical, aero and production engineering
	B

	H8
	17
	Chemical engineering
	B

	H9
	21
	Mechanical, aero and production engineering
	B

	J1
	18
	Mineral, metallurgy and materials engineering
	B

	J2
	18
	Mineral, metallurgy and materials engineering
	B

	J3
	18
	Mineral, metallurgy and materials engineering
	B

	J4
	18
	Mineral, metallurgy and materials engineering
	B

	J5
	18
	Mineral, metallurgy and materials engineering
	B

	J6
	21
	Mechanical, aero and production engineering
	B

	J7
	10
	Biosciences
	B

	J9
	20
	Electrical, electronic and computer engineering
	B

	K1
	23
	Architecture, built environment and planning
	C

	K2
	23
	Architecture, built environment and planning
	C

	K3
	23
	Architecture, built environment and planning
	C

	K4
	23
	Architecture, built environment and planning
	C

	K9
	23
	Architecture, built environment and planning
	C

	L1
	29
	Social studies
	D

	L2
	29
	Social studies
	D

	L3
	29
	Social studies
	D

	L4
	29
	Social studies
	D

	L5
	6
	Health and community studies
	C

	L6
	29
	Social studies
	D

	L7
	28
	Geography
	C

	L9
	29
	Social studies
	D

	M1
	29
	Social studies
	D

	M2
	29
	Social studies
	D

	M9
	29
	Social studies
	D

	N1
	27
	Business and management studies
	D

	N2
	27
	Business and management studies
	D

	N3
	27
	Business and management studies
	D

	N4
	27
	Business and management studies
	D

	N5
	27
	Business and management studies
	D

	N6
	27
	Business and management studies
	D

	N7
	30
	Media studies
	M

	N8
	27
	Business and management studies
	D

	N9
	27
	Business and management studies
	D

	P1
	25
	IT and systems sciences and computer software engineering
	C

	P2
	30
	Media studies
	M

	P3
	30
	Media studies
	M

	P4
	30
	Media studies
	M

	P5
	30
	Media studies
	M

	P9
	30
	Media studies
	M

	Q1
	31
	Humanities and language based studies
	D

	Q2
	31
	Humanities and language based studies
	D

	Q3
	31
	Humanities and language based studies
	D

	Q4
	31
	Humanities and language based studies
	D

	Q5
	31
	Humanities and language based studies
	D

	Q6
	31
	Humanities and language based studies
	D

	Q7
	31
	Humanities and language based studies
	D

	Q8
	31
	Humanities and language based studies
	D

	Q9
	35
	Modern languages
	C

	R1
	35
	Modern languages
	C

	R2
	35
	Modern languages
	C

	R3
	35
	Modern languages
	C

	R4
	35
	Modern languages
	C

	R5
	35
	Modern languages
	C

	R6
	35
	Modern languages
	C

	R7
	35
	Modern languages
	C

	R8
	35
	Modern languages
	C

	R9
	35
	Modern languages
	C

	T1
	35
	Modern languages
	C

	T2
	35
	Modern languages
	C

	T3
	35
	Modern languages
	C

	T4
	35
	Modern languages
	C

	T5
	31
	Humanities and language based studies
	D

	T6
	35
	Modern languages
	C

	T7
	31
	Humanities and language based studies
	D

	T8
	29
	Social studies
	D

	T9
	35
	Modern languages
	C

	V1
	31
	Humanities and language based studies
	D

	V2
	31
	Humanities and language based studies
	D

	V3
	31
	Humanities and language based studies
	D

	V4
	37
	Archaeology 
	C

	V5
	31
	Humanities and language based studies
	D

	V6
	31
	Humanities and language based studies
	D

	V9
	31
	Humanities and language based studies
	D

	W1
	33
	Design and creative arts
	C

	W2
	33
	Design and creative arts
	C

	W3
	33
	Design and creative arts
	C

	W4
	33
	Design and creative arts
	C

	W5
	33
	Design and creative arts
	C

	W6
	33
	Design and creative arts
	C

	W7
	33
	Design and creative arts
	C

	W8
	31
	Humanities and language based studies
	D

	W9
	33
	Design and creative arts
	C

	X1
	34
	Education
	D

	X2
	34
	Education
	D

	X3
	34
	Education
	D

	X9
	34
	Education
	D


APPENDIX 2 Extract from the Definitions in the HESA Publication Students in Higher Education 2009/10
Subject Areas 

HESA has defined 19 subject areas in terms of JACS codes for reporting information broken down by subject to present a useful broad-brush picture. The Subject areas do not overlap, and cover the entire range of JACS Principle subjects. Apart from the need to separate the Mathematical science and Computer science elements of Principle subject G0 and G9, they are expressed entirely in terms of JACS Principle subjects, and correspond closely to JACS Subject groups. 

Since Initial teacher training data is presented on a count of instance basis rather than an apportioned basis, the figures are not directly comparable with the apportioned figures in the Education subject area, and are tabulated separately to reduce the risk of misinterpretation. 

	
	Subject areas
	JACS code

	(1)
	Medicine & dentistry
	A

	(2)
	Subjects allied to medicine
	B

	(3)
	Biological sciences
	C

	(4)
	Veterinary science
	D1/2

	(5)
	Agriculture & related subjects
	D0/3/4/5/6/7/9

	(6)
	Physical sciences
	F

	(7)
	Mathematical sciences
	G00/01/1/2/3/90/91

	(8)
	Computer science
	G02/4/5/6/7/92

	(9)
	Engineering & technology
	H, J

	(A)
	Architecture, building & planning
	K

	(B)
	Social studies
	L

	(C)
	Law
	M

	(D)
	Business & administrative studies
	N

	(E)
	Mass communications & documentation
	P

	(F)
	Languages
	Q, R, T

	(G)
	Historical & philosophical studies
	V

	(H)
	Creative arts & design
	W

	(I)
	Education
	X

	(J)
	Combined
	Y


APPENDIX 3 UNISTATS AND NSS Hierarchy of subjects
	Level 1
	Level 2
	Level 3
	Principle subjects

	Medicine and Dentistry
	Medicine and Dentistry
	Medicine
	A0 - Medicine and dentistry

	 
	 
	 
	A1 - Pre-clinical Medicine

	 
	 
	 
	A3 - Clinical Medicine

	 
	 
	 
	A9 - Others in Medicine and Dentistry

	 
	 
	Dentistry
	A2 - Pre-clinical Dentistry

	 
	 
	 
	A4 - Clinical Dentistry

	Subjects allied to Medicine
	Medical Science and Pharmacy
	Anatomy, Physiology and Pathology
	B1 - Anatomy, Physiology and Pathology

	 
	 
	Pharmacology, Toxicology and Pharmacy
	B2 - Pharmacology, Toxicology and Pharmacy

	 
	Nursing
	Nursing
	B7 - Nursing

	 
	Other subjects allied to Medicine
	Complementary Medicine
	B3 - Complementary Medicine

	 
	 
	Nutrition
	B4 - Nutrition

	 
	 
	Ophthalmics
	B5 - Ophthalmics

	 
	 
	Aural and Oral Sciences
	B6 - Aural and Oral Sciences

	 
	 
	Medical Technology
	B8 - Medical Technology

	 
	 
	Others in Subjects allied to Medicine
	B0 - Subjects allied to medicine

	 
	 
	 
	B9 - Others in Subjects allied to Medicine

	Biological Sciences
	Biology and related Sciences 
	Biology
	C1 - Biology

	 
	 
	Zoology
	C3 - Zoology

	 
	 
	Genetics
	C4 - Genetics

	 
	 
	Microbiology
	C5 - Microbiology

	 
	 
	Molecular Biology, Biophysics and Biochemistry
	C7 - Molecular Biology, Biophysics and Biochemistry

	 
	 
	Others in Biological Sciences 
	C0 - Biological sciences

	 
	 
	 
	C2 - Botany

	 
	 
	 
	C9 - Others in Biological Sciences

	 
	Sports Science
	Sports Science
	C6 - Sports Science

	 
	Psychology
	Psychology
	C8 - Psychology

	Veterinary Sciences
	Veterinary Sciences
	Veterinary Sciences
	D1 - Pre-clinical Veterinary Medicine

	 
	 
	 
	D2 - Clinical Veterinary Medicine and Dentistry

	Agriculture and related subjects
	Agriculture and related subjects
	Animal Science
	D3 - Animal Science

	 
	 
	Forestry
	D5 - Forestry

	 
	 
	Food and Beverage studies
	D6 - Food and Beverage studies

	 
	 
	Agriculture and others in Veterinary Sciences, Agriculture and related subjects
	D0 - Veterinary Sciences, Agriculture and related subjects

	 
	 
	 
	D4 - Agriculture

	 
	 
	 
	D7 - Agricultural Sciences

	 
	 
	 
	D9 - Others in Veterinary Sciences, Agriculture and related subjects

	Physical Sciences
	Physical Science
	Chemistry
	F1 - Chemistry

	 
	 
	Physics and Astronomy
	F3 - Physics

	 
	 
	 
	F5 - Astronomy

	 
	 
	Forensic and Archaeological Science
	F4 - Forensic and Archaeological Science

	 
	 
	Geology
	F6 - Geology

	 
	 
	Ocean Sciences
	F7 - Ocean Sciences

	 
	 
	Others in Physical  Sciences
	F0 - Physical  sciences

	 
	 
	 
	F2 - Materials Science

	 
	 
	 
	F9 - Others in Physical Sciences

	Geographical studies
	Physical Geography and Environmental Science 
	Physical Geography and Environmental Science
	F8 - Physical and Terrestrial Geographical and Environmental Sciences

	
	Human and Social Geography
	Human and Social Geography
	L7 - Human and Social Geography

	Mathematical Sciences
	Mathematical Sciences
	Mathematics and Statistics
	G1 - Mathematics

	 
	 
	 
	G3 - Statistics

	 
	 
	 
	G91 - Others in Mathematical Sciences

	 
	 
	Operational Research
	G2 - Operational Research

	 
	 
	Others in Mathematical and Computer Sciences
	G0 - Mathematical and Computer Sciences

	 
	 
	 
	G90 - Others in Mathematical and Computing Sciences

	 
	 
	 
	G99 - Mathematical and Computing Sciences not elsewhere classified

	Computer Science
	Computer Science
	Computer Science
	G4 - Computer Science

	 
	 
	 
	G5 - Information Systems

	 
	 
	 
	G6 - Software Engineering

	 
	 
	 
	G7 - Artificial Intelligence

	 
	 
	 
	G92 - Others in Computing Sciences

	Engineering and Technology
	Mechanically-based Engineering
	General Engineering
	H1 - General Engineering

	 
	 
	Mechanical, Production and Manufacturing Engineering
	H3 - Mechanical Engineering

	 
	 
	 
	H7 - Production and Manufacturing Engineering

	 
	 
	Aerospace Engineering
	H4 - Aerospace Engineering

	 
	 
	Naval Architecture
	H5 - Naval Architecture

	 
	Electronic and Electrical Engineering
	Electronic and Electrical Engineering
	H6 - Electronic and Electrical Engineering

	 
	Civil, Chemical and other Engineering 
	Civil Engineering
	H2 - Civil Engineering

	 
	 
	Chemical, Process and Energy Engineering
	H8 - Chemical, Process and Energy Engineering

	 
	 
	Others in Engineering
	H0 - Engineering

	 
	 
	 
	H9 - Others in Engineering

	 
	Technology 
	Materials and Minerals Technology
	J2 - Metallurgy

	 
	 
	 
	J3 - Ceramics and Glasses

	 
	 
	 
	J4 - Polymers and Textiles

	 
	 
	 
	J5 - Materials Technology not otherwise specified

	 
	 
	 
	J1 - Minerals Technology

	 
	 
	Maritime Technology
	J6 - Maritime Technology

	 
	 
	Others in Technology
	J0 - Technologies

	 
	 
	 
	J7 - Industrial Biotechnology

	 
	 
	 
	J9 - Others in Technology

	Architecture, Building and Planning
	Architecture, Building and Planning
	Architecture
	K1 - Architecture

	 
	 
	Building
	K2 - Building

	 
	 
	Landscape Design
	K3 - Landscape Design

	 
	 
	Planning (Urban, Rural and Regional)
	K4 - Planning (Urban, Rural and Regional)

	 
	 
	Others in Architecture, Building and Planning
	K0 - Architecture, Building and Planning

	 
	 
	 
	K9 - Others in Architecture, Building and Planning

	Social studies
	Economics
	Economics
	L1 - Economics

	 
	Politics
	Politics
	L2 - Politics

	 
	Sociology, Social Policy and Anthropology
	Sociology
	L3 - Sociology

	 
	
	Social Policy
	L4 - Social Policy

	 
	
	Anthropology
	L6 - Anthropology

	 
	
	Others in Social studies
	L0 - Social studies

	 
	
	 
	L9 - Others in Social studies

	 
	Social Work
	Social Work
	L5 - Social Work

	Law
	Law
	Law
	M0 - Law

	 
	 
	 
	M1 - Law by area

	 
	 
	 
	M2 - Law by Topic

	 
	 
	 
	M9 - Other in Law

	Business and Administrative studies
	Business
	Business studies
	N1 - Business studies

	
	 
	Marketing
	N5 - Marketing

	
	Management
	Management studies
	N2 - Management studies

	
	 
	Human Resource Management
	N6 - Human Resource Management

	
	Finance and Accounting
	Finance
	N3 - Finance

	
	 
	Accounting
	N4 - Accounting

	
	Tourism, Transport, Travel and others in Business and Administrative studies 
	Tourism, Transport and Travel
	N8 - Tourism, Transport and Travel

	
	 
	Others in Business and Administrative studies
	N0 - Business and Administrative studies

	
	 
	 
	N7 - Office skills

	
	 
	 
	N9 - Others in Business and Administrative studies

	Mass Communications and Documentation
	Media studies
	Media studies
	P3 - Media studies

	
	Communications and Information studies 
	Information Services
	P1 - Information Services

	
	
	Publicity studies
	P2 - Publicity studies

	
	
	Publishing
	P4 - Publishing

	
	
	Journalism
	P5 - Journalism

	
	
	Others in Mass Communications and Documentation
	P0 - Mass Communications and Documentation

	
	
	 
	P9 - Others in Mass Communications and Documentation

	Languages
	English-based studies
	English studies
	Q3 - English studies

	 
	 
	American and Australasian studies
	T7 - American studies

	 
	 
	 
	T8 - Australasian studies

	 
	European Languages and Area studies
	Celtic studies
	Q5 - Celtic studies

	 
	
	Classics
	Q6 - Latin studies

	 
	
	 
	Q7 - Classical Greek studies

	 
	
	 
	Q8 - Classical studies

	 
	
	French studies
	R1 - French studies

	 
	
	German and Scandanavian studies
	R2 - German studies

	 
	
	 
	R6 - Scandinavian studies

	 
	
	Italian studies
	R3 - Italian studies

	 
	
	Iberian studies
	R4 - Spanish studies

	 
	
	 
	R5 - Portuguese studies

	 
	
	Others in European Languages and Area studies 
	R0 - European Languages, Literature and related subjects

	 
	
	 
	R7 - Russian and East European studies

	 
	
	 
	R9 - Others in European Languages, Literature and related subjects

	 
	Other Languages and Area studies 
	Linguistics
	Q1 - Linguistics

	 
	
	Comparative Literary studies
	Q2 - Comparative Literary studies

	 
	
	Others in Linguistics, Classics and related subjects
	Q0 - Linguistics, Classics and related subjects

	 
	
	 
	Q4 - Ancient Language studies

	 
	
	 
	Q9 - Others in Linguistics, Classics and related subjects

	 
	
	Asian studies
	T1 - Chinese studies

	 
	
	 
	T2 - Japanese studies

	 
	
	 
	T3 - South Asian studies

	 
	
	 
	T4 - Other Asian studies

	 
	
	African and Modern Middle Eastern studies
	T5 - African studies

	 
	
	 
	T6 - Modern Middle Eastern studies

	 
	
	Others in Eastern, Asian and African Languages and Area studies 
	T0 - Eastern, Asiatic, African, American and Australasian Languages, Literature and related subjects

	 
	
	 
	T9 - Others in Eastern, Asiatic, African, American and Australasian Languages, Literature and related subjects

	Historical and Philosophical studies
	History and Archaeology
	History
	V1 - History by period

	
	 
	 
	V2 - History by area

	
	 
	 
	V3 - History by topic

	
	 
	Archaeology
	V4 - Archaeology

	
	 
	Others in Historical and Philosophical studies
	V0 - Historical and Philosophical studies

	
	 
	 
	V9 - Others in Historical and Philosophical studies

	
	Philosophy, Theology and Religious studies
	Philosophy
	V5 - Philosophy

	
	
	Theology and Religious studies
	V6 - Theology and Religious studies

	Creative Arts and Design
	Art and Design
	Fine Art
	W1 - Fine Art

	 
	 
	Design studies
	W2 - Design studies

	 
	Performing Arts
	Music
	W3 - Music

	 
	 
	Drama
	W4 - Drama

	 
	 
	Dance
	W5 - Dance

	 
	Other Creative Arts
	Cinematics and Photography
	W6 - Cinematics and Photography

	 
	 
	Imaginative Writing
	W8 - Imaginative Writing

	 
	 
	Others in Creative Arts and Design
	W0 - Creative Arts and  design

	 
	 
	 
	W7 - Crafts

	 
	 
	 
	W9 - Others in Creative Arts and Design

	Initial Teacher Training
	Initial Teacher Training
	 
	X1 - Training Teachers

	Education
	Education studies
	Research and Study Skills in Education
	X2 - Research and Study Skills in Education

	 
	
	Academic studies in Education
	X3 - Academic studies in Education

	 
	
	Others in Education
	X0 – Education

	 
	
	 
	X9 - Others in Education

	Combined 
	Combined
	Combined
	Y - Combined


	APPENDIX 4 JACS Subjects default mapping HESA supplied data for Times Good University Guide And Guardian Subject 2009/10

	JACS codes with a mapping specific to Kingston University (not default)
	
	

	JACS_2
	JACS_3
	JACS
	JACS Name
	GSG Number
	Guardian Subject Group
	TGUG Number
	TGUG Subject Group

	A1
	A1
	A1
	Pre-clinical Medicine
	01
	Medicine
	45
	Medicine

	A2
	A2
	A2
	Pre-clinical Dentistry
	02
	Dentistry
	20
	Dentistry

	A3
	A3
	A3
	Clinical Medicine
	01
	Medicine
	45
	Medicine

	A4
	A4
	A4
	Clinical Dentistry
	02
	Dentistry
	20
	Dentistry

	A9
	A9
	A9
	Others in Medicine and Dentistry
	X 
	No Default
	45
	Medicine

	B0
	B0
	B0
	Broadly-based programmes within subjects allied to medicine
	X 
	No Default
	49
	Other Subjects Allied to Medicine

	B1
	B1
	B1
	Anatomy, Physiology and Pathology
	04
	Anatomy and physiology
	5
	Anatomy & Physiology

	B1
	B12
	B120
	Physiology
	04
	Anatomy and physiology
	5
	Anatomy & Physiology

	B1
	B16
	B160
	Physiotherapy
	04
	Anatomy and physiology
	49
	Other Subjects Allied to Medicine

	B2
	B2
	B2
	Pharmacology, Toxicology and Pharmacy
	08
	Pharmacy and pharmacology
	50
	Pharmacology & Pharmacy

	B2
	B21
	B210
	Pharmacology
	08
	Pharmacy and pharmacology
	50
	Pharmacology & Pharmacy

	B2
	B23
	B230
	Pharmacy
	08
	Pharmacy and pharmacology
	50
	Pharmacology & Pharmacy

	B3
	B3
	B3
	Complementary Medicine
	X 
	No Default
	49
	Other Subjects Allied to Medicine

	B4
	B4
	B4
	Nutrition
	09
	Biosciences
	27
	Food Science

	B5
	B5
	B5
	Ophthalmics
	04
	Anatomy and physiology
	49
	Other Subjects Allied to Medicine

	B6
	B6
	B6
	Aural and Oral Sciences
	04
	Anatomy and physiology
	49
	Other Subjects Allied to Medicine

	B7
	B7
	B7
	Nursing
	05
	Nursing and paramedical studies
	48
	Nursing

	B7
	B72
	B720
	Midwifery
	05
	Nursing and paramedical studies
	48
	Nursing

	B7
	B73
	B730
	Paediatric nursing
	05
	Nursing and paramedical studies
	48
	Nursing

	B7
	B74
	B740
	Adult nursing
	05
	Nursing and paramedical studies
	48
	Nursing

	B7
	B76
	B760
	Mental health nursing
	05
	Nursing and paramedical studies
	48
	Nursing

	B8
	B8
	B8
	Medical Technology
	05
	Nursing and paramedical studies
	49
	Other Subjects Allied to Medicine

	B8
	B82
	B820
	Radiology
	05
	Nursing and paramedical studies
	49
	Other Subjects Allied to Medicine

	B8
	B82
	B821
	Radiography, diagnostic
	05
	Nursing and paramedical studies
	49
	Other Subjects Allied to Medicine

	B8
	B82
	B822
	Radiography, therapeutic
	05
	Nursing and paramedical studies
	49
	Other Subjects Allied to Medicine

	B9
	B9
	B9
	Others in Subjects allied to Medicine
	05
	Nursing and paramedical studies
	49
	Other Subjects Allied to Medicine

	B9
	B93
	B930
	Occupational therapy
	05
	Nursing and paramedical studies
	49
	Other Subjects Allied to Medicine

	C0
	C0
	C0
	Broadly-based programmes within biological sciences
	09
	Biosciences
	10
	Biological Sciences

	C1
	C1
	C1
	Biology
	09
	Biosciences
	10
	Biological Sciences

	C2
	C2
	C2
	Botany
	09
	Biosciences
	10
	Biological Sciences

	C3
	C3
	C3
	Zoology
	09
	Biosciences
	10
	Biological Sciences

	C4
	C4
	C4
	Genetics
	09
	Biosciences
	10
	Biological Sciences

	C5
	C5
	C5
	Microbiology
	09
	Biosciences
	10
	Biological Sciences

	C6
	C6
	C6
	Sports Science
	46
	Sports science
	62
	Sport Science

	C7
	C7
	C7
	Molecular Biology, Biophysics and Biochemistry
	09
	Biosciences
	10
	Biological Sciences

	C8
	C8
	C8
	Psychology
	07
	Psychology
	54
	Psychology

	C9
	C9
	C9
	Others in Biological Sciences
	09
	Biosciences
	10
	Biological Sciences

	D0
	D0
	D0
	Broadly-based programmes within Veterinary Sciences, Agriculture and related subjects
	12
	Agriculture, forestry and food
	3
	Agriculture and Forestry

	D1
	D1
	D1
	Pre-clinical Veterinary Medicine
	03
	Veterinary science
	61
	Veterinary Medicine

	D2
	D2
	D2
	Clinical Veterinary Medicine and Dentistry
	03
	Veterinary science
	61
	Veterinary Medicine

	D3
	D3
	D3
	Animal Science
	X 
	No Default
	X 
	No Default

	D4
	D4
	D4
	Agriculture
	12
	Agriculture, forestry and food
	3
	Agriculture and Forestry

	D5
	D5
	D5
	Forestry
	12
	Agriculture, forestry and food
	3
	Agriculture and Forestry

	D6
	D6
	D6
	Food and Beverage studies
	12
	Agriculture, forestry and food
	27
	Food Science

	D7
	D7
	D7
	Agricultural Sciences
	12
	Agriculture, forestry and food
	3
	Agriculture and Forestry

	D9
	D9
	D9
	Others in Veterinary Sciences, Agriculture and related subjects
	12
	Agriculture, forestry and food
	3
	Agriculture and Forestry

	F0
	F0
	F0
	Broadly-based programmes within physical sciences
	X 
	No Default
	X 
	No Default

	F1
	F1
	F1
	Chemistry
	10
	Chemistry
	15
	Chemistry

	F2
	F2
	F2
	Materials Science
	16
	Engineering: materials and mineral 
	X 
	No Default

	F3
	F3
	F3
	Physics
	21
	Computer sciences and IT
	19
	Computer Science

	F4
	F4
	F4
	Forensic and Archaeological Science
	31
	Archaeology
	10
	Biological Sciences

	F4
	F41
	F410
	Forensic science
	09
	Biosciences
	10
	Biological Sciences

	F5
	F5
	F5
	Astronomy
	11
	Physics
	52
	Physics & Astronomy

	F6
	F6
	F6
	Geology
	13
	Earth and marine sciences
	31
	Geology

	F7
	F7
	F7
	Science of aquatic and terrestrial environments
	13
	Earth and marine sciences
	30
	Geography & Environmental Sciences

	F7
	F75
	F751
	Applied environmental sciences
	13
	Earth and marine sciences
	30
	Geography & Environmental Sciences

	F8
	F8
	F8
	Physical geographical sciences
	24
	Geography and environmental studies
	30
	Geography & Environmental Sciences

	F9
	F9
	F9
	Others in Physical Sciences
	X 
	No Default
	X 
	No Default

	G0
	G0
	G0
	Broadly-based programmes within mathematical sciences
	20
	Mathematics
	X 
	No Default

	G1
	G1
	G1
	Mathematics
	20
	Mathematics
	43
	Mathematics

	G2
	G2
	G2
	Operational Research
	20
	Mathematics
	43
	Mathematics

	G3
	G3
	G3
	Statistics
	20
	Mathematics
	43
	Mathematics

	G4
	G4
	G4
	Computer Science
	21
	Computer sciences and IT
	19
	Computer Science

	G4
	G42
	G420
	Networks & communications
	21
	Computer sciences and IT
	19
	Computer Science

	G4
	G45
	G450
	Multimedia computing science
	21
	Computer sciences and IT
	19
	Computer Science

	G5
	G5
	G5
	Information Systems
	21
	Computer sciences and IT
	19
	Computer Science

	G6
	G6
	G6
	Software Engineering
	21
	Computer sciences and IT
	19
	Computer Science

	G7
	G7
	G7
	Artificial Intelligence
	21
	Computer sciences and IT
	19
	Computer Science

	G9
	G9
	G9
	Others in mathematical and computer sciences
	20
	Mathematics
	X 
	No Default

	G9
	G91
	G91
	Others in mathematical sciences
	20
	Mathematics
	43
	Mathematics

	G9
	G92
	G92
	Others in computing sciences
	21
	Computer sciences and IT
	19
	Computer Science

	H0
	H0
	H0
	Broadly-based programmes within engineering & technology
	X 
	No Default
	X 
	No Default

	H1
	H1
	H1
	General Engineering
	14
	Engineering: general 
	29
	General Engineering

	H2
	H2
	H2
	Civil Engineering
	17
	Engineering: civil 
	16
	Civil Engineering

	H3
	H3
	H3
	Mechanical Engineering
	19
	Engineering: mechanical 
	44
	Mechanical Engineering

	H3
	H33
	H330
	Automotive engineering
	19
	Engineering: mechanical 
	44
	Mechanical Engineering

	H4
	H4
	H4
	Aerospace Engineering
	19
	Engineering: mechanical 
	2
	Aeronautical and Manufacturing Engineering

	H5
	H5
	H5
	Naval Architecture
	19
	Engineering: mechanical 
	X 
	No Default

	H6
	H6
	H6
	Electronic and Electrical Engineering
	18
	Engineering: electronic and electrical
	25
	Electrical and Electronic Engineering

	H6
	H61
	H610
	Electronic engineering
	18
	Engineering: electronic and electrical
	25
	Electrical and Electronic Engineering

	H6
	H67
	H673
	Bioengineering
	18
	Engineering: electronic and electrical
	25
	Electrical and Electronic Engineering

	H7
	H7
	H7
	Production and Manufacturing Engineering
	19
	Engineering: mechanical 
	2
	Aeronautical and Manufacturing Engineering

	H8
	H8
	H8
	Chemical, Process and Energy Engineering
	15
	Engineering: chemical
	14
	Chemical Engineering

	H8
	H81
	H810
	Chemical engineering
	15
	Engineering: chemical
	14
	Chemical Engineering

	H9
	H9
	H9
	Others in Engineering
	14
	Engineering: general 
	X 
	No Default

	J1
	J1
	J1
	Minerals Technology
	16
	Engineering: materials and mineral 
	42
	Materials Technology

	J2
	J2
	J2
	Metallurgy
	16
	Engineering: materials and mineral 
	42
	Materials Technology

	J3
	J3
	J3
	Ceramics and Glasses
	16
	Engineering: materials and mineral 
	42
	Materials Technology

	J4
	J4
	J4
	Polymers and Textiles
	16
	Engineering: materials and mineral 
	42
	Materials Technology

	J5
	J5
	J5
	Materials Technology not otherwise specified
	16
	Engineering: materials and mineral 
	42
	Materials Technology

	J6
	J6
	J6
	Maritime Technology
	19
	Engineering: mechanical 
	X 
	No Default

	J7
	J7
	J7
	Biotechnology
	X 
	No Default
	10
	Biological Sciences

	J9
	J9
	J9
	Others in Technology
	X 
	No Default
	X 
	No Default

	J9
	J93
	J930
	Audio technology
	X 
	No Default
	X 
	No Default

	K0
	K0
	K0
	Broadly-based programmes within Architecture, Building and Planning
	47
	Building and town and country planning
	X 
	No Default

	K1
	K1
	K1
	Architecture
	40
	Architecture
	8
	Architecture

	K2
	K2
	K2
	Building
	47
	Building and town and country planning
	11
	Building

	K2
	K22
	K220
	Construction management
	47
	Building and town and country planning
	11
	Building

	K2
	K23
	K230
	Building surveying
	47
	Building and town and country planning
	11
	Building

	K2
	K24
	K240
	Quantity surveying
	47
	Building and town and country planning
	11
	Building

	K3
	K3
	K3
	Landscape Design
	47
	Building and town and country planning
	60
	Town and Country Planning and Landscape

	K4
	K4
	K4
	Planning (Urban, Rural and Regional)
	47
	Building and town and country planning
	60
	Town and Country Planning and Landscape

	K9
	K9
	K9
	Others in Architecture, Building and Planning
	47
	Building and town and country planning
	X 
	No Default

	L0
	L0
	L0
	Broadly-based programmes within social studies
	X 
	No Default
	X 
	No Default

	L1
	L1
	L1
	Economics
	35
	Economics
	23
	Economics

	L2
	L2
	L2
	Politics
	34
	Politics
	53
	Politics

	L2
	L25
	L250
	International relations
	34
	Politics
	53
	Politics

	L3
	L3
	L3
	Sociology
	33
	Sociology
	58
	Sociology

	L4
	L4
	L4
	Social Policy
	25
	Social policy and administration
	56
	Social Policy

	L5
	L5
	L5
	Social Work
	06
	Social work
	57
	Social Work

	L6
	L6
	L6
	Anthropology
	26
	Anthropology
	6
	Anthropology

	L7
	L7
	L7
	Human and Social Geography
	24
	Geography and environmental studies
	30
	Geography & Environmental Sciences

	L9
	L9
	L9
	Others in Social studies
	X 
	No Default
	X 
	No Default

	M0
	M0
	M0
	Broadly-based programmes within law
	32
	Law
	39
	Law

	M1
	M1
	M1
	Law by area
	32
	Law
	39
	Law

	M1
	M11
	M110
	Uk legal systems
	32
	Law
	39
	Law

	M2
	M2
	M2
	Law by Topic
	32
	Law
	39
	Law

	M2
	M21
	M210
	Public law
	32
	Law
	39
	Law

	M9
	M9
	M9
	Other in Law
	32
	Law
	39
	Law

	N0
	N0
	N0
	Broadly-based programmes within business & administrative studies
	22
	Business and management studies
	X 
	No Default

	N1
	N1
	N1
	Business studies
	22
	Business and management studies
	12
	Business Studies

	N1
	N11
	N110
	European business studies
	X 
	No Default
	12
	Business Studies

	N1
	N12
	N120
	International business studies
	22
	Business and management studies
	12
	Business Studies

	N2
	N2
	N2
	Management studies
	22
	Business and management studies
	12
	Business Studies

	N2
	N22
	N220
	Institutional management
	22
	Business and management studies
	35
	Hospitality, Leisure, Recreation & Tourism

	N2
	N24
	N240
	Retail management
	22
	Business and management studies
	12
	Business Studies

	N3
	N3
	N3
	Finance
	22
	Business and management studies
	1
	Accounting & Finance

	N4
	N4
	N4
	Accounting
	22
	Business and management studies
	1
	Accounting & Finance

	N5
	N5
	N5
	Marketing
	22
	Business and management studies
	12
	Business Studies

	N5
	N56
	N560
	Promotion & advertising
	22
	Business and management studies
	12
	Business Studies

	N6
	N6
	N6
	Human Resource Management
	22
	Business and management studies
	12
	Business Studies

	N7
	N7
	N7
	Office skills
	X 
	No Default
	X 
	No Default

	N8
	N8
	N8
	Hospitality, leisure, tourism and transport
	23
	Tourism, transport and travel
	35
	Hospitality, Leisure, Recreation & Tourism

	N8
	N82
	N820
	Event management
	23
	Tourism, transport and travel
	35
	Hospitality, Leisure, Recreation & Tourism

	N8
	N87
	N870
	Recreation, sport & leisure studies
	23
	Tourism, transport and travel
	35
	Hospitality, Leisure, Recreation & Tourism

	N9
	N9
	N9
	Others in Business and Administrative studies
	22
	Business and management studies
	12
	Business Studies

	P0
	P0
	P0
	Broadly-based programmes within Mass Communications and Documentation
	27
	Media studies, communications and librarianship
	X 
	No Default

	P1
	P1
	P1
	Information Services
	27
	Media studies, communications and librarianship
	40
	Librarianship & Information Management

	P2
	P2
	P2
	Publicity studies
	27
	Media studies, communications and librarianship
	18
	Communication and Media Studies

	P3
	P3
	P3
	Media studies
	27
	Media studies, communications and librarianship
	18
	Communication and Media Studies

	P3
	P30
	P303
	Film studies
	27
	Media studies, communications and librarianship
	18
	Communication and Media Studies

	P3
	P31
	P310
	Media production
	27
	Media studies, communications and librarianship
	18
	Communication and Media Studies

	P4
	P4
	P4
	Publishing
	27
	Media studies, communications and librarianship
	18
	Communication and Media Studies

	P5
	P5
	P5
	Journalism
	27
	Media studies, communications and librarianship
	18
	Communication and Media Studies

	P9
	P9
	P9
	Others in Mass Communications and Documentation
	27
	Media studies, communications and librarianship
	X 
	No Default

	Q0
	Q0
	Q0
	Broadly-based programmes within languages
	29
	Modern languages
	X 
	No Default

	Q1
	Q1
	Q1
	Linguistics
	29
	Modern languages
	41
	Linguistics

	Q2
	Q2
	Q2
	Comparative Literary studies
	X 
	No Default
	X 
	No Default

	Q3
	Q3
	Q3
	English studies
	36
	English
	26
	English

	Q3
	Q31
	Q310
	English language
	36
	English
	26
	English

	Q3
	Q32
	Q320
	English literature
	36
	English
	26
	English

	Q3
	Q33
	Q330
	English as a second language
	36
	English
	26
	English

	Q4
	Q4
	Q4
	Ancient Language studies
	X 
	No Default
	X 
	No Default

	Q5
	Q5
	Q5
	Celtic studies
	X 
	No Default
	13
	Celtic Studies

	Q6
	Q6
	Q6
	Latin studies
	42
	Classics
	17
	Classics & Ancient History

	Q7
	Q7
	Q7
	Classical Greek studies
	42
	Classics
	17
	Classics & Ancient History

	Q8
	Q8
	Q8
	Classical studies
	42
	Classics
	17
	Classics & Ancient History

	Q9
	Q9
	Q9
	Others in Linguistics, Classics and related subjects
	X 
	No Default
	X 
	No Default

	R1
	R1
	R1
	French studies
	29
	Modern languages
	28
	French

	R2
	R2
	R2
	German studies
	29
	Modern languages
	32
	German

	R3
	R3
	R3
	Italian studies
	29
	Modern languages
	37
	Italian

	R4
	R4
	R4
	Spanish studies
	29
	Modern languages
	36
	Iberian Languages

	R5
	R5
	R5
	Portuguese studies
	29
	Modern languages
	36
	Iberian Languages

	R6
	R6
	R6
	Scandinavian studies
	29
	Modern languages
	X 
	No Default

	R7
	R7
	R7
	Russian and East European studies
	29
	Modern languages
	55
	Russian

	R8
	R8
	R8
	European studies
	29
	Modern languages
	X 
	No Default

	R9
	R9
	R9
	Others in European Languages, Literature and related subjects
	29
	Modern languages
	X 
	No Default

	T1
	T1
	T1
	Chinese studies
	29
	Modern languages
	22
	East and South Asian Studies

	T2
	T2
	T2
	Japanese studies
	29
	Modern languages
	22
	East and South Asian Studies

	T3
	T3
	T3
	South Asian studies
	29
	Modern languages
	22
	East and South Asian Studies

	T4
	T4
	T4
	Other Asian studies
	29
	Modern languages
	22
	East and South Asian Studies

	T5
	T5
	T5
	African studies
	29
	Modern languages
	46
	Middle Eastern and African Studies

	T6
	T6
	T6
	Modern Middle Eastern studies
	29
	Modern languages
	46
	Middle Eastern and African Studies

	T7
	T7
	T7
	American studies
	44
	American studies
	4
	American Studies

	T8
	T8
	T8
	Australasian studies
	29
	Modern languages
	X 
	No Default

	T9
	T9
	T9
	Others in Eastern, Asiatic, African, American and Australasian Languages, Literature and related subjects
	29
	Modern languages
	X 
	No Default

	V0
	V0
	V0
	Broadly-based programmes within historical and philosophical studies
	X 
	No Default
	X 
	No Default

	V1
	V1
	V1
	History by period
	45
	History and history of art
	33
	History

	V1
	V11
	V110
	Ancient history
	45
	History and history of art
	33
	History

	V1
	V14
	V140
	Modern history
	45
	History and history of art
	33
	History

	V2
	V2
	V2
	History by area
	45
	History and history of art
	33
	History

	V3
	V3
	V3
	History by topic
	45
	History and history of art
	33
	History

	V3
	V35
	V350
	History of art
	45
	History and history of art
	34
	History of Art, Architecture and Design

	V4
	V4
	V4
	Archaeology
	31
	Archaeology
	7
	Archaeology

	V5
	V5
	V5
	Philosophy
	41
	Philosophy
	51
	Philosophy

	V6
	V6
	V6
	Theology and Religious studies
	43
	Religious studies and theology 
	59
	Theology & Religious Studies

	V9
	V9
	V9
	Others in Historical and Philosophical studies
	X 
	No Default
	X 
	No Default

	W0
	W0
	W0
	Broadly-based programmes within creative arts & design
	37
	Art and design
	X 
	No Default

	W1
	W1
	W1
	Fine Art
	37
	Art and design
	9
	Art & Design

	W2
	W2
	W2
	Design studies
	37
	Art and design
	9
	Art & Design

	W2
	W21
	W210
	Graphic design
	37
	Art and design
	9
	Art & Design

	W2
	W22
	W220
	Illustration
	37
	Art and design
	9
	Art & Design

	W2
	W23
	W230
	Clothing/fashion design
	37
	Art and design
	9
	Art & Design

	W2
	W23
	W231
	Textile design
	37
	Art and design
	9
	Art & Design

	W2
	W24
	W240
	Industrial/product design
	37
	Art and design
	9
	Art & Design

	W2
	W25
	W250
	Interior design
	37
	Art and design
	9
	Art & Design

	W2
	W29
	W290
	Design studies not elsewhere classified
	37
	Art and design
	9
	Art & Design

	W3
	W3
	W3
	Music
	38
	Music
	47
	Music

	W4
	W4
	W4
	Drama
	39
	Drama and dance
	21
	Drama, Dance and Cinematics

	W4
	W41
	W410
	Acting
	39
	Drama and dance
	21
	Drama, Dance and Cinematics

	W4
	W44
	W440
	Theatre studies
	39
	Drama and dance
	21
	Drama, Dance and Cinematics

	W5
	W5
	W5
	Dance
	39
	Drama and dance
	21
	Drama, Dance and Cinematics

	W6
	W6
	W6
	Cinematics and Photography
	39
	Drama and dance
	21
	Drama, Dance and Cinematics

	W6
	W61
	W610
	Moving image techniques
	39
	Drama and dance
	21
	Drama, Dance and Cinematics

	W6
	W61
	W615
	Animation techniques
	39
	Drama and dance
	21
	Drama, Dance and Cinematics

	W6
	W64
	W640
	Photography
	39
	Drama and dance
	21
	Drama, Dance and Cinematics

	W7
	W7
	W7
	Crafts
	37
	Art and design
	X 
	No Default

	W8
	W8
	W8
	Imaginative Writing
	36
	English
	26
	English

	W9
	W9
	W9
	Others in Creative Arts and Design
	37
	Art and design
	X 
	No Default

	X0
	X0
	X0
	Broadly-based programmes within education
	28
	Education
	24
	Education

	X1
	X1
	X1
	Training Teachers
	28
	Education
	24
	Education

	X1
	X12
	X120
	Training teachers - primary
	28
	Education
	24
	Education

	X2
	X2
	X2
	Research and Study Skills in Education
	X 
	No Default
	24
	Education

	X3
	X3
	X3
	Academic studies in Education
	28
	Education
	24
	Education

	X3
	X31
	X310
	Academic studies in nursery education
	28
	Education
	24
	Education

	X9
	X9
	X9
	Others in Education
	28
	Education
	24
	Education

	Y0
	Y0
	Y0
	Combined
	X 
	No Default
	X 
	No Default
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ADC

Academic Development Centre XE "Academic Development Centre:ADC" 
APL

Accreditation of Prior Learning XE "Accreditation of Prior Learning:APL" 
APEL

Accreditation of Prior Experiential Learning XE "Accreditation of Prior Experiential Learning:APEL" 
APCL

Accreditation of Prior Credited Learning
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OFSTED
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Definitions

Collaborative Provision XE "Collaborative Provision"  

1
This is the umbrella term used to cover the different types of arrangements defined below.  The QAA Code of Practice XE "Code of Practice:CoP"  on Collaborative Provision XE "Collaborative Provision"  and Flexible and Distributed Learning defines collaborative provision as “educational provision leading to an award, or to specific credit towards an award, of an awarding institution delivered and/or supported and/or assessed through an arrangement with a partner organisation”.  Therefore any compulsory credit leading to a University award which is delivered/supported/ assessed by a partner is defined by the University as collaborative provision, and will be subject to the processes outlined in this section of the Handbook. 
Validation XE "Validation"  

2
Validation XE "Validation"  is a term describing the process outlined in section C.  It is different from the definition of a “validated field” (see paragraph 3 below).  All new fields that lead to the award of credit go through a process of validation XE "validation" .


Validated field XE "Validated field" 
3
A validated field is designed and delivered by the partner institution but awarded and quality assured by Kingston University.  The field is “unique” to the partner and is not offered by the University or by any other partner institutions.  The University does not normally enter into collaborations with partners in subject areas in which it has no cognisant in-house expertise.  Proposals for such arrangements will be looked at on a case by case basis by Academic Directorate XE "Academic Directorate:AD" .  Particular attention will be paid to ensuring that  arrangements are in place to enable the Faculty to enable it to carry out its responsibilities in respect of quality assurance (for example, moderation of student work).
Franchised field

4
A franchised field is designed and assessed by Kingston University but is delivered by a partner institutuion.  Normally, the field will also be delivered within the University and/or by a number of partners in a network (where this is the case, the partnership is co-ordinated and managed by the University).   Some variation may be permitted to suit local circumstances, but normally the learning outcomes of franchised fields are identical to their “in-house” counterparts and/or to fields offered by the other partners in the franchise XE "franchise" .  Where the first part of the franchised provision is delivered at the partner, and the remainder is delivered at the University, this is designated through the terms “1+2 franchise” or “2+1 franchise” (for example) respectively.
Dual award 

5
A dual award is where separate awards are conferred by more than one institution upon a student upon completion of a single programmeof study.  
Joint award

6
A joint award is where a single award is conferred jointly by more than one institution upon a student upon completion of a single programme of study.

Joint delivery

7
This is where a Kingston University award is jointly delivered by the partner and the University (this should not be confused with a “joint award”, see paragraph 6 above).  For quality assurance purposes, provision which is jointly delivered is treated in the same way as franchised provision.

Articulation Agreement XE "Articulation Agreement"  

8
A formal agreement recognising the credit rating of a named qualification of another institution or organisation creating the opportunity to transfer credit and enable student entry from the named institution or organisation with advanced standing and specific credit to a University award.  Students who achieve the agreed standard have the right to enrol on the articulated programme.  See section H for further details.

Other types of arrangement

9
The following types of arrangement do not fall within the University’s definition of collaborative provision:
Credit Rating

10
The process of assigning to a module (or equivalent unit of learning) a number of credits at a specified level.  See section H for further details.  
Progression Agreements/Compacts/Accords

11
These are arrangements designed to support individual students in the application process to the University.  They can apply to enter at the start of a field or to enter with advanced standing (see paragraph 12 below).  The partners agree to support and facilitate the applications from individual students covered by the agreement.  These agreements often underpin vocational progression pathways, support applications from non-traditional entrants in Widening Participation XE "Widening Participation:WP"  initiatives and offer certain guarantees to students applying from the partner, including support in APEL.  They do not, however, offer a guarantee of entry.
Advanced Standing

12 This is where an individual applicant is entered onto a later year or level or stage of a University award (including exemption of one or more modules), through the use of APL.  See section H for further details.  

Purpose

13
The University may offer programmes leading to its awards in collaboration with other institutions or bodies in the United Kingdom or overseas.  The purpose of the processes described in this section of the handbook are to ensure that the University enters into appropriate collaborations with partners (for example, in relation to their legal, financial and educational standing), and that, once approved, these partnerships continue to operate effectively.  

Criteria

14
In all its collaborative provision, the University is responsible for:

· the academic standards of all of its awards

· the quality and standards of the academic content of the fields concerned

· ensuring that the standards of the awards and of the subject benchmarking with any collaborative arrangements are equivalent to those of comparable awards and fields provided exclusively by the University

· ensuring that there are adequate systems to support the management and administration of the fields  to be franchised or validated, sound and effective quality assurance systems; suitable teaching and learning strategies and access for students to adequate library, computing and other supporting facilities

· ensuring that the student experience is as similar as possible whether students are studying at the University or at the partner institution

Flowchart

15
The flowchart below shows in diagrammatic form the sequence of events covered by the institutional approval, institutional monitoring and institutional re-approval processes.  

At any point after institutional approval, but particularly in response to the outcomes of institutional monitoring/institutional re-approval, the faculty may wish to close the partnership – see paragraphs 41-43.
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Schedule

16
Following initial Institutional Approval XE "Institutional Approval:IA" , each collaborative partnership is subject to annual Institutional Monitoring XE "Institutional Monitoring:IM"  (see paragraphs 31-34) and five-yearly Institutional Re-approval (see paragraphs 35-38).  

Process 

Institutional Approval XE "Institutional Approval:IA"  process

17
This section outlines the procedures for approval of a new collaborative partner which wishes to deliver all, or part, of a University award-bearing field. 

18
As soon as a faculty, or any other part of the University, commences discussions about a new venture with a prospective new collaborative partner, the faculty should submit form B1 to the Clerk to AD.  The form will be considered by AD, which will make a decision as to whether the proposal can proceed to the due diligence stage.

19
Once AD has granted approval to proceed to the due diligence stage, AQS requests the relevant due diligence evidence from the prospective partner – see forms B2-4.  The evidence must be submitted to AQS within 18 months of Academic Directorate XE "Academic Directorate:AD" ’s approval to proceed to due diligence XE "validation" .  Consideration of the supporting evidence and preparation of a due diligence report for AD (see forms B5-7) will then be co-ordinated by AQS, in liaison with the University Secretary’s Department and Central Finance.  The report will normally be produced by AQS within four weeks of receipt of the due diligence evidence.  

20
If, in light of the due diligence report, AD is sufficiently confident about the proposed partnership, it will make a recommendation to AB that the institution is approved as a collaborative partner of the University (see paragraph 24).  Alternatively, where AD perceives there to be a high risk in relation to the proposal, it may require further investigations, and, in some cases, may require an Institutional Approval XE "Institutional Approval:IA"  Visit XE "Institutional Approval Visit:IAV"  (IAV) to the proposed partner to investigate particular issues.   

Institutional Approval XE "Institutional Approval:IA"  Visits (IAVs)
21
Where IAVs are required, these will be undertaken by two members of senior staff drawn from AB or AD.  The Institutional Approval XE "Institutional Approval:IA"  panel will be accompanied by the Dean of the sponsoring faculty and the member of staff responsible for the initial development of the link, as well as a Clerk from AQS.

22
The purpose of the IAV is to assess the suitability of the proposed partner and in particular to discuss any issues arising from the due diligence.  The IAV will normally adopt the following timetable (times are included as exemplars only):


0900 – 0930

Arrive and welcome


0930 – 1000

Private meeting of the IAV panel


1000 – 1030 

Tour of resources


1030 – 1200

Meeting with the Chief Executive and senior staff 

from the partner


1200 – 1245

Private meeting of the IAV panel (if required)

1245


Feedback and close

23
A report of the visit will be written by the Clerk, summarising the panel’s main findings and recommendations.  The report will be confirmed by the Chair of the panel and circulated to the partner in order to correct any factual inaccuracies.  The report will conclude with a recommendation to AD as to whether the institution should be approved as a partner of the University.  

Confirmation of Institutional Approval XE "Institutional Approval:IA"  

24
Once AD (or the IAV panel – see paragraphs 21-23) has recommended that AB should approve the institution as a partner of the University, AQS will write to the partner confirming the recommendation.  Once Institutional Approval XE "Institutional Approval:IA"  has been granted, the faculty can also then submit a request to AD for a new field on form A2 (see section A) which begins the validation XE "validation"  process ( see section C).  The contracts can also be signed (see paragraphs 27-30 below).  The contract must be signed two months before the start of the course, or within 18 months of Academic Directorate XE "Academic Directorate:AD"  confirming Institutional Approval XE "Institutional Approval:IA" , whichever is the sooner.  

Costs of Institutional Approval XE "Institutional Approval:IA" , Validation XE "Validation"  and Internal Subject Review XE "Internal Subject Review:ISR"  
25
The costs of the Institutional Approval XE "Institutional Approval:IA"  process (including the visit, if one is carried out) and the costs of the validation XE "validation"  event will be agreed in advance and recovered from the prospective partner.  50% of the fee will be payable during the planning stage, after Institutional Approval XE "Institutional Approval:IA"  has been confirmed and the proposal has been approved to proceed to validation.  The remaining 50%, plus any other expenses arising from the validation, will be payable after the validation event.  The current fee payable by the partner for Institutional Approval XE "Institutional Approval:IA"  and validation processes is in the Introduction - guidance(iii).  It is usual practice for AQS to bill the faculty proposing the partnership for the required amount, and for the faculty to recover the sum from the partner.

NB: Institutional Approval XE "Institutional Approval:IA" /Validation XE "Validation"  fees are not levied on partners who are HEFCE fundable 

26
Fields offered by/with collaborative partners will additionally be subject to ISR, and any costs arising from ISR events will be recovered from the partner.  The current fee payable by the partner for ISR events is available in Introduction - guidance(iii). It is usual practice for AQS to bill the “host” faculty for the required amount, and for the faculty to recover the sum from the partner. 

NB: ISR fees are not levied on partners who are who are HEFCE fundable
Contractual and funding arrangements

27
Once Institutional Approval XE "Institutional Approval:IA"  has been granted, an Institutional Agreement XE "Institutional Agreement"  (Form B8), or an Articulation Agreement XE "Articulation Agreement"  (see section H) must be signed before the field commences.  Institutional Agreements are established for an agreed period of time, but normally no longer than five years.

28
The same Institutional Agreement XE "Institutional Agreement"  template (Form B8) is used for all partnerships, but some clauses will vary depending on the funding arrangements for the partnership.  In these cases, both options are provided in the template and the relevant clause must be selected.  There are two types of funding arrangements:

(a) Where the course is taught wholly or partly by a collaborative partner and the University receives funding from HEFCE for the students, a proportion of the income is transferred to the partner to support the delivery of the course.  This type of funding tends to relate to partners who are teaching Home/EU students at undergraduate level.  Where it is the University’s intention to subcontract HEFCE funded student numbers to an institution not designated as a publicly funded further education college or higher education institution, approval must be sought from the Funding Council before the Partnership commences.  All partnership arrangements that fall within this category must be undertaken in consultation with the Planning Office.  (Note: HEFCE funding tends to be for Home/EU students at undergraduate level.  Other UK statutory funding may apply to Home/EU students on courses at either undergraduate or postgraduate (taught) level). 

(b) Where the course is taught wholly or partly by a collaborative partner and either:

(i) the University receives a fee from the partner for students.  This type of funding tends to be for international partnership arrangements at undergraduate or postgraduate (taught) level, and for Home/EU courses at postgraduate (taught) level, or,

(ii) the partner receives the HEFCE funding (or funding from another statutory funding source such as the NHS or the TDA) direct for the students.  HEFCE funding tends to be for Home/EU students at undergraduate level.  Other UK statutory funding may apply to Home/EU students on courses at either undergraduate or postgraduate (taught) level.

All partnership arrangements that fall within this category must be  undertaken in consultation with the Finance Office.

29
The Institutional Agreement XE "Institutional Agreement"  includes four schedules:  

· Schedule 1 which lists the courses covered by the Agreement 

· Schedule 2 which deals with administrative arrangements

· Schedule 3 which deals with financial arrangements

· Schedule 4 which deals with Intellectual Property Rights


The responsibility for agreeing the terms of the agreement within the University will rest with the relevant Dean of the faculty in consultation with the Deputy Vice-Chancellor XE "PVC (Academic Support and Student Services)" , the Head of Planning, and the Finance Director.  The detailed financial arrangements for the programmes covered in Schedule 3 will be subject to annual review to agree recruitment targets and other necessary adjustments.   
30
The Planning Office is responsible for co-ordinating Institutional Agreements for partners who are HEFCE fundable.  Signed copies of these Institutional Agreements will be held by the Planning Office, AQS and by the partner.  Where funding for the students comes directly to the University from the partner, AQS will liaise with the partner and the Vice-Chancellor XE "Vice-Chancellor:VC" ’s Office to ensure that the Institutional Agreement XE "Institutional Agreement"  is signed by both parties.  Signed copies of the Institutional Agreement will be held by AQS and by the partner.  

Institutional Monitoring XE "Institutional Monitoring:IM"  

31
All collaborative partner institutions will undergo an annual Institutional Monitoring XE "Institutional Monitoring:IM"  process, enabling the University to review the operation and performance of its collaborative partnerships.

32
In March of each year, AQS will compile an Institutional Monitoring XE "Institutional Monitoring:IM"  report (form B9) on each of the University’s collaborative partnerships.  The report will include a summary of qualitative information in relation to the partner, including key performance indicators such as OFSTED and IQER/RCHE/RCHE reports (for Further Education Colleges) and information produced by the University’s own quality assurance and enhancement processes such as external examiners’ reports and reports of ISRs. 

33
The Institutional Monitoring XE "Institutional Monitoring:IM"  reports will be submitted to QAC, accompanied by an overview paper (form B10) which will comprise a summary of activity in relation to Institutional approval and re-approval, and a summary of the main issues arising from the Institutional Monitoring XE "Institutional Monitoring:IM"  reports.  

34
Following the approval of the reports at QAC, AQS will write to the partners (on behalf of the DVC XE "PVC (Academic Support and Student Services)" ) enclosing a copy of the report for their institution and a letter highlighting whether any action is required.  The letters will indicate either that the report raised no issues and no action is required, or that some minor issues  were raised in the report and action is required by the Faculty in liaison with the partner.  If the Institutional Monitoring XE "Institutional Monitoring:IM"  report gives the University cause for concern about a particular partnership, QAC will agree one of the following courses of action:

· that a letter is sent to the partner and the sponsoring faculty from the Deputy Vice-Chancellor XE "Vice-Chancellor:VC" , seeking a response to the issues of concern

· that an Institutional Re-approval Visit is held (see paragraphs 21-23)

· that the University should terminate the partnership

Any major issues of concern will be noted in the overview report, and an update provided in the overview report for the subsequent academic year.  

Institutional Re-approval

35
Each collaborative partnership will be subject to Institutional Re-approval every five years.  The purpose of Institutional Re-approval is to assess whether the general conditions for the partnership, at an institutional level, are still being met.  

36
AQS will produce an Institutional Re-approval report for each partner (form B11).  This report will be based largely on the evidence provided in the partner’s annual Institutional Monitoring XE "Institutional Monitoring:IM"  reports for the last five years.  In addition, the Institutional Re-approval report will include, for private UK and overseas partners, a section on the financial standing of the partner, and a confirmation from the partner that there have been no major changes to its legal status and/or governance structure which might affect its relationship with the University, and for overseas partners a commentary on any changes to national regulatory or statutory requirements.    AQS will liaise with the partner to collect the necessary re-approval evidence, unless the Faculty notifies AQS in advance that they would prefer to liaise directly with the partner on this.  

37
Whilst it is expected that issues relating to quality and standards in collaborative partnerships will normally be dealt with in routine quality assurance and enhancement procedures (eg. external examining, annual review and development, Institutional Monitoring XE "Institutional Monitoring:IM"  and ISR), if there is a track record of unresolved issues with the partnership these will be brought to the attention of AD in the Institutional Re-approval report.  Where AD considers that the changes in the evidence about the partner or the track record are of concern, the partnership can be terminated or an Institutional Re-approval Visit will be triggered.  The Institutional Re-approval Visit will normally take the form of the initial IAV (see paragraphs 21-23), but will focus specifically on the issues identified by AD. 

38
Once Institutional Re-approval has been confirmed by AD, a renewed Institutional Agreement XE "Institutional Agreement"  can be signed (form B8).

Programmes delivered or assessed in languages other than English

39
There is a general expectation that programmes of study leading to an award of the University will be delivered and assessed in English unless the curriculum is designed to teach a foreign language.  Programmes delivered or assessed in languages other than English pose specific quality assurance issues and a greater challenge to quality management and monitoring.  Exceptionally, where a programme is designed to be delivered and/or assessed, either wholly or in part, in any language other than English, the proposal will require the express approval of AB.  This requirement applies to new programmes and any proposals to change existing programmes.  

40
AB will require a clear justification and details of how the faculty proposes to monitor the academic standards of the programme.  If the proposal involves a partner institution overseas and the latter will be responsible for the delivery and/or assessment of part/all of the programme, AB will require confirmation of the steps being taken to deal with any differences in culture and expectation between the higher education systems. 

The statement for AB should address the following requirements:

a) Documentation and conduct of events

Publicity material, validation XE "validation"  documents, student handbooks, external examiner appointments and reports, and annual review and development reports must be completed in English.  Validations, ISRs, Boards of Study XE "Boards of Study" , SSCCs and Assessment Boards must be conducted and minuted in English.  The provision of adequate resources to allow for the translation of all the necessary documentation to allow the faculty to manage the liaison in accordance with University requirements.  For some programmes extra care will be required to check the accuracy of the translation especially when conveying complex concepts and ideas;
b) External Examining

The external examiner must be conversant in the discipline and fluent in English.  The faculty will need to ensure that there is availability of suitable bilingual or multilingual external examiners (with experience of UK higher education) both at present and for the future duration of the programme; 

c) Assessment

The University will approve and moderate all assessments in a language other than English.  Details of how the faculty proposes to approve and moderate any assessments not done in English should be provided.  This will cover both the normal check that the assessments are appropriate in style, content and standard and moderation of the students’ answers.  In this context it should be noted that any translation from the native language into English or vice versa necessarily includes a form of editing through the translator and would need be done by an independent translator.  The University does not normally approve translation of student work;
d) Cultural differences

The awareness by staff of any cultural differences concerning assessment, which may include a local expectation of what Kingston University would consider inappropriate levels of "coaching" and a potentially different attitude to the use of sources and how these issues will be addressed;

e) Staff

The University will reserve the right to not validate a programme delivered and/or assessed in a language other than English if it has no staff of its own competent in the language of tuition and/or assessment, as well as in the relevant Subject, and judges this to constitute an impediment to the successful quality assurance of the Programme. 

f) Certificate and Diploma Supplement XE "Diploma Supplement"  
The Faculty should confirm that all parties are clear about the final certification provided to graduates.  The name of the partner will be included on the certificate and the language of delivery and/or assessment and location of study on the diploma supplement.  Further information is available from the ‘Awards of the University’ document.
g) Translation

The Faculty should confirm that all parties are clear that translation of material must be done by translators  approved by the University as competent and independent and that the cost will be borne by the partner institution. 

Terminating a partnership XE "Terminating a partnership" 
41
From time to time, it may be necessary to end a collaborative partnership (the notice period will be indicated on the Institutional Agreement XE "Institutional Agreement" ).  In these cases, Form A3 must be completed and sent to AQS for submission to AD.  The DVC, AQS, and the Planning Office should be consulted prior to submitting the form to Academic Directorate XE "Academic Directorate:AD"  to ensure there is a strategic overview of the University’s partnerships.  In the event that the partnership operates across more than one Faculty, further consultation will need to be undertaken with the other faculties concerned prior to submitting the form to Academic Directorate XE "Academic Directorate:AD" .
42
Where there are students remaining on the field, following AD approval of the closure, the Dean of the sponsoring faculty should write to the collaborative partner formalising the end of the partnership, and confirming the arrangements for supporting students who are already enrolled on the field.  

43
Where the whole partnership is being closed (ie: where the closure of the course(s) means that the University will have no other courses running with the partner) the Faculty must also agree with the partner an action plan setting out the arrangements for the termination of the partnership.  Form B12 outlines the issues which must be addressed in this action plan.  In these instances, a Termination Agreement XE "Termination Agreement"  (form B13) must also be signed by the Vice-Chancellor XE "Vice-Chancellor:VC"  and the CEO or equivalent of the partner.  Copies of Form B12 and B13 must be lodged with AQS. 

43
Where there are no students remaining on the field, following AD approval of the closure, AQS will arrange for a letter confirming the end of the partnership to be sent from the Vice-Chancellor XE "Vice-Chancellor:VC"  to the CEO or equivalent of the partner. Copies of this letter will be sent to the Faculty. 
Operation of collaborative partnerships

44
Liaison arrangements for fields offered with collaborative partners must be described in the liaison document which is presented at validation XE "validation" .  Further information on producing liaison documents is provided in guidance BG(ii).

45
The University defines most of its collaborative provision as either “franchised” or “validated”.  In principle, the same quality assurance and enhancement processes should apply equally to validated provision as to franchised provision.  There may, however, be instances where some variations from the University’s quality assurance and enhancement processes are appropriate, as long as the University has judged there to be an equivalent process in place at the collaborative partner.  Any variation to the application of the University’s quality assurance and enhancement processes at a collaborative partner must be articulated in the liaison document and considered at validation XE "validation" . 
46
Paragraphs 47-57 describe the key elements of quality assurance which apply to collaborative provision, and how they might differ for franchised or validated provision.  This guidance is supplementary to the procedures and guidelines laid down elsewhere in the AQSH, and to other regulatory and policy documents such as the Assessment Policy, the UMS and the PCF.  References to “faculty” and “school” in the paragraphs below refer in each case to the faculty/school at Kingston University, not at the partner institution.  

Validation XE "Validation" 
47
Same process applies to franchised and validated provision (see section C).


Internal Subject Review XE "Internal Subject Review:ISR" 


48
The same processes for franchised provision and for overseas/UK validated provision apply (see section D).


Executive Committee XE "Executive Committee" 
49
For franchised and validated provision, an Executive Committee XE "Executive Committee" , as defined in the Institutional Agreement XE "Institutional Agreement" , should be established to review annually the operation of the partnership.  See guidance BG(iii) for Terms of Reference XE "Terms of Reference" , membership and standard agenda items for the Executive Committee meeting.
Boards of Study XE "Boards of Study" 


50
For franchised provision, these should be sub-Boards of the in-house or “parent” Board of Study XE "Board of Study:BoS" .  A faculty representative should attend the sub-Board, and a partner representative should attend the “parent” Board.  For validated provision, these will usually be separate Boards (ie. not reporting into a parent Board at the University), in which case a faculty representative should attend the Board.  

Assessment Boards

51
For franchised and validated provision, these should be attended by module leaders from the partner and Chaired by a senior member of staff from the faculty (normally Head of School XE "Head of School:HoS"  or equivalent). 

Scrutiny of coursework and examinations

52
For franchised and validated provision, (including provision that is delivered and/or assessed in a language other than English), this should normally be carried out by faculty staff.  For certain validated programmes where there is limited subject cognisance within the faculty, the faculty may wish to propose that exam paper scrutiny is carried out by external examiners rather than by faculty staff.  In these instances, a case should be made for this in the liaison document at validation XE "validation" .  On advice from the Chair and Validation XE "Validation"  Officer, the validation panel will have the authority to decide whether the faculty’s proposed variation to the quality assurance processes in this respect is appropriate.

Moderation XE "Moderation"  of student work

53
For franchised provision, this should be carried out by faculty staff.  For validated provision, moderation should be carried out by the University for the first two years of the partnership, after which the Faculty may agree at its quality committee that this may be done by the partner, if there is confidence as a result of external examiners’ reports, annual review and development plans etc.  This two year time period can be reduced at the point of validation XE "validation"  if deemed appropriate by the validation panel.  For certain validated programmes where there is limited subject cognisance within the faculty, the faculty may wish to propose that internal moderation should be carried out by partner staff from the outset.  If the faculty wishes to propose that moderation is carried out by partner staff from the outset, or that moderation should be carried out by the University for less than two years, a case should be made in the Liaison document at validation.  On advice from the Chair and Validation XE "Validation"  Officer, the validation panel will have the authority to decide whether the faculty’s proposed variation to the quality assurance processes in this respect is appropriate.

Annual Review and Development  XE "Module Annual Review and Development Plans:MRPDs" 
54
For franchised and validated provision, MRDPs and Course Summary Reports should normally be written by partner staff, with guidance from faculty staff.  For franchised programmes, partner MRDPs should also feed into a review of the module as a whole which takes into account the performance of different groups of students studying on all occurances of the module in question.  Course Summary Reports for franchised provision should feed into the relevant Board of Study in the faculty.  For validated provision, where there is little subject cognisance, Course Summary Reports should be considered at the BoS at the partner only.  See section F for more information on the process for Annual Review and Development. 
55
External examiner reports

For franchised provision, the external examiner(s) will usually be the same as for the in-house provision and/or the other provision in the network, to enable comparability of standards across the provision.  For validated provision, a dedicated external examiner will usually be be appointed.  All external examiner reports, for franchised and validated provision, should be considered by the Head of School XE "Head of School:HoS"  (or equivalent) and noted at the relevant Board of Study XE "Board of Study:BoS" .  Responses to external examiners’ reports for validated and franchised provision should be written in liaison with the faculty.  See section I.
Subject-level liaison


56
For franchised provision, there should be regular liaison between module leaders and/or liaison officers at Kingston University and their counterparts at the partner institution.  For validated provision where there is subject cognisance, subject- level liaison should be through the Liaison Officer XE "Liaison Officer"  if this individual is a specialist in the relevant subject area.  If the liaison co-ordinator is not a subject specialist, the faculty should nominate an additional representative with expertise in the subject area for the purposes of subject-level liaison.  Further information on the role of the Liaison Officers is provided in guidance BG(i).
57
All staff at collaborative partners who teach or directly support Kingston University students are entitled to a username and password (KP account) for the University network.  This gives access to StaffSpace XE "StaffSpace"  and StudySpace XE "StudySpace" .  Staff may also to be able to access most of the e-resources from Kingston University, dependent on the individual licence.  Each HEFCE fundable partner can also nominate up to 3 staff to use their account to access KUBII allowing analysis of numerical data about students.  Liaison officers should contact their faculty’s Information Services representative for more information about access to e-resources or KUBI.
Back_to_top
Form B1

Request to Proceed to Due Diligence XE "Due Diligence"  for New Collaborative Partnership

	1. THE PROPOSED PARTNER

	Name
	

	Address
	

	Website


	

	If the party with authority to sign the contract is different from the above, please provide here the name and address of the party who will be signing the contract

	


	2. UNIVERSITY FACULTY(S) OR DEPARTMENT(S) SPONSORING THE PROPOSALS

	


	3. UNIVERSITY CONTACT PERSON(S) WITH RESPONSIBILITY FOR PROGRESSING THE PROPOSAL

	Name
	

	Title/Job Function
	


	4. LEAD CONTACT AT THE PARTNER (this will be the person with whom AQS liaises with on the due diligence)

	Name
	

	Title/Job Function
	

	Email
	

	Telephone number
	


	5. INDICATE THE INITIAL AREA(S) FOR COLLABORATION AND LINKS TO EXISTING INITIATIVES

	


	6. IS THE PROPOSED FIELD TO BE DELIVERED AND/OR ASSESSED IN A LANGUAGE OTHER THAN ENGLISH?

	


	7. IS THE PROPOSAL FOR A JOINT OR A DUAL AWARD? (for definitions of Joint and Dual awards, please see paragraphs 5 and 6 of section B)

	


	8. PROVIDE A RATIONALE FOR:

	(a) the benefits and strategic reasons for working with the proposed partner institution.  Why is the institution key in the development of collaborative provision for Kingston? 

	

	(b) the proposed programme or initiative with the partner (eg. income generation, research)

	


	9. KEY INFORMATION ABOUT THE PARTNER

	Size and scope: 
(a) What are the predicted student numbers in relation to this collaboration?

	

	(b) Is there potential for collaborative activity between the proposed partner and any other faculties?

	

	Ability to offer higher education:
(c) How many years has the proposed partner been in operation as an educational establishment, and at what level?

	

	(d) Are appropriate physical and human resources likely to be available in the proposed partner institution to support higher education at the intended level for the proposed programme?

	

	Impact on the wider University:

(e) Are there any possible conflicts of interest with existing collaborative partnerships?

	

	(f) Are there any political or ethical considerations which might arise from this collaboration (see guidance BG(iv))

	

	(g) Any other information that may be relevant to Academic Directorate XE "Academic Directorate:AD" ’s decision as to whether to grant approval to proceed to due diligence. 

	


	10. INTERNATIONAL PARTNERSHIPS

	(a) Provide brief details of the organisation of higher education in the country where the collaboration will be based

	

	(b) Are there any regulatory or statutory requirements of central or regional authorities in the country, including any authorisations, accreditations or licenses which the Institution and/or Kingston University would need to obtain in order to proceed with the collaboration?

	

	(c) Is the University already operating in this country?

	

	(d) Does the proposal align with the University’s priority international markets?  (see http://staff.kingston.ac.uk/C6/C7/Market%20Information/default.aspx) If not, what is the rationale for collaboration in this region?

	


	Signature of Dean of sponsoring Faculty:
	

	Signature of Deputy Vice-Chancellor

	


Form B2

Due Diligence XE "Due Diligence" /Institutional Re-approval evidence request – UK publicly-funded institutions 

Briefing Note

Initial approval

1
The University carries out a due diligence process on all prospective partner institutions.  The due diligence process refers to the task of carefully reviewing and verifying all critical assumptions and facts presented by an institution, to enable the University to be confident that institutions with which it plans to work closely are of appropriate legal, technical and financial standing, and that the intended collaboration does not present the University with any particular difficulties in principle. 

2
Due diligence is an evidence-based process, and as such, prospective partner institutions are required to provide evidence relating to various different aspects of their operation.  The list of evidence can be found below.

Note:  any original documents which are not written in English should be translated prior to being submitted to the University.

3
Based on the evidence provided by the prospective partner institution for the due diligence exercise, the University’s Academic Board XE "Academic Board:AB"  will make a decision on whether it can be approved as a partner institution of the University.  It is important that the due diligence information provided by the institution to the University is accurate and complete and as such a warranty to this effect will be included in any eventual contractual documentation. 

Note:  the due diligence process is concerned with the approval of the collaborative institution in principle, and is thus separate to the validation XE "validation"  process which is concerned with course delivery.  

4
The University will be happy to respond to any reasonable requests for due diligence which prospective partner institutions may wish to undertake on the University. 

Re-approval 

5
Each collaborative partnership will be subject to Institutional Re-approval every five years.  The purpose of Institutional Re-approval is to assess whether the general conditions for the partnership, at an institutional level, are still being met.  The evidence supplied will inform an Institutional Re-approval Report, compiled by Academic Quality and Standards, which will be submitted to the University’s Academic Directorate XE "Academic Directorate:AD"  for approval. 

List of Evidence Required

	Evidence required
	Initial approval
	Re-appproval

	FOR DUAL OR JOINT AWARDS ONLY
: 

· Evidence that the Institution has the legal authority to establish Dual or Joint Award XE "Joint Award"  arrangements and that Dual or Joint awards will be recognised in the Instititution’s country

	√
	√

	Mission and strategic plan

· Copy of the Institution’s mission statement

· Copy of the Institution’s Strategic Plan (or equivalent)


	√
	X

	Quality/inspection reports

· Copies of any recent institutional and/or subject level quality/inspector reports (including reports from Professional, Statutory or Regulatory Bodies) 

	√
	√

	Other partnerships

· Details of partnerships with other Universities/Higher Education Institutions either within or outside the UK (note: where appropriate, Kingston University may contact these institutions)
· List of other significant business interests and links 

	√
	√

	Resources

· Description of the resource infrastructure in place to support higher education 


	√
	X

	Intellectual property

· Confirmation that the Institution owns all intellectual property rights in work done by its staff under their contracts of employment

· Clarification as to who owns the intellectual property rights in work done by its students 


	√
	X

	Bribery XE "Bribery"  Act 2010

· The Institution’s written policy that prohibits bribery (including facilitation payments), and an outline of the disciplinary or other mechanisms the institution would undertake to address suspected cases of bribery/fraud. 


(Note:  Kingston University is required to request this evidence in order to ensure that it complies fully with the UK Bribery XE "Bribery"  Act 2010)

	√
	√

	Compliance with UK Quality Code, Chapter B4: Student support, learning resource and careers education, information advice and guidance  

· Completion of the attached grid (annex 1) indicating the partner’s compliance with the indicators in Section 2 of Chapter B4 which relates to disabled students  XE "Code of Practice:CoP" 

	√
	X


Annex 1

The University is required to ensure that its partner institutions comply with the indicators and expectations of the QAA UK Quality Code in relation to the programmes offered in the name of Kingston University.  Compliance with many of these indicators and expectations is built in to the University’s own procedures, however we do ask that prospective partners complete the following grid indicating compliance with Section 2 of Chapter B4 of the UK Quality Code .

The full UK Quality Code is available at: 

http://www.qaa.ac.uk/assuringstandardsandquality/quality-code/Pages/default.aspx  

	
	Indicator
	Met by partner?

	1
	The educational disadvantage and exclusion faced by many disabled people is not an inevitable result of their impairments or health conditions, but arise from social, attitudinal and environmental barriers. Institutions ensure that in all their policies, procedures and activities, including strategic planning and resource allocation, consideration is given to the removal of such barriers in order to enable disabled students to participate in all aspects of the academic and social life of the institution.


	

	2
	Senior managers, including those at the highest levels, lead their institution's development of inclusive policy and practice in relation to the enhancement of disabled students' experience across the institution.


	

	3
	Information is collected by institutions on disclosure of impairments and is used appropriately to monitor the applications, admissions and academic progress of disabled students.


	

	4
	Institutions operate systems to monitor the effectiveness of provision for disabled students, evaluate progress and identify opportunities for enhancement.


	

	5
	Institutions enable staff to participate in a range of continuing professional development activities in order to enhance their knowledge, reflect upon and develop their practice, and contribute towards a fully inclusive institutional culture.


	

	6
	The institution's publicity, programme details and general information are accessible and include explanations of how the entitlements of disabled students are met.


	

	7
	The operation of admissions processes and application of entry criteria include consideration of the duty to promote disability equality.


	

	8
	Disabled applicants' requirements are identified and assessed in an effective and timely way, taking into account the applicants' views.


	

	9
	Arrangements for enrolment, registration and induction of new entrants meet the entitlements of disabled students.


	

	10
	The design of new programmes and the review and/or revalidation of existing programmes include assessment of the extent to which the programme is inclusive of disabled students.


	

	11
	Both the design and implementation of learning and teaching strategies and related activities, as well as the learning environment, recognise the entitlement of disabled students to participate in all activities provided as part of their programme of study.


	

	12
	Academic assessment practices ensure that disabled students are given the opportunity to demonstrate the achievement of learning outcomes and competence standards.


	

	13
	Academic support and guidance are accessible and appropriate for disabled students.


	

	14
	Institutions have in place the capacity to investigate the range of ways in which disabled students can be aided by ICT and to provide students and staff with the information to enable them to make the best use of assistive technologies.


	

	15
	Disabled students have access to the full range of student services that are provided by the institution.


	

	16
	Institutions ensure that there are sufficient designated members of staff with appropriate skills and experience to provide specialist advice and support to disabled applicants and students, and to the staff who work with them.


	

	17
	Disabled students have access to careers education, information and guidance that supports their progression to employment or further study.


	

	18
	All students are able to access the physical environment in which they will study, learn, live and take part in the social life of their institution.


	

	19
	Institutions ensure that facilities and equipment are as accessible as possible to disabled students.


	

	20
	Institutions ensure that information about all policies and procedures that affect students' ability to complete their studies and assessments is available in accessible formats and communicated to students.


	

	21
	Institutions ensure that policies and procedures are operated in a way which does not lead to disadvantages to disabled students that arise from the nature of an impairment.
	


Form B3

Due Diligence XE "Due Diligence" /Institutional Re-approval evidence request – UK privately funded institutions

Briefing Note

Initial approval

1
The University carries out a due diligence process on all prospective partner institutions.  The due diligence process refers to the task of carefully reviewing and verifying all critical assumptions and facts presented by an institution, to enable the University to be confident that institutions with which it plans to work closely are of appropriate legal, technical and financial standing, and that the intended collaboration does not present the University with any particular difficulties in principle. 

2
Due diligence is an evidence-based process, and as such, prospective partner institutions are required to provide evidence relating to various different aspects of their operation.  For the list of evidence see below.

Note:  any original documents which are not written in English should be translated prior to being submitted to the University.

3
Based on the evidence provided by the prospective partner institution for the due diligence exercise, the University’s Academic Board XE "Academic Board:AB"  will make a decision on whether it can be approved as a partner institution of the University.  It is important that the due diligence information provided by the institution to the University is accurate and complete and as such a warranty to this effect will be included in any eventual contractual documentation. 

Note:  the due diligence process is concerned with the approval of the 

collaborative institution in principle, and is thus separate to the validation XE "validation"  process which is concerned with course delivery.  

4
The University will be happy to respond to any reasonable requests for due diligence which prospective partner institutions may wish to undertake on  the University. 

Re-approval 

5
Each collaborative partnership will be subject to Institutional Re-approval every five years.  The purpose of Institutional Re-approval is to assess whether the general conditions for the partnership, at an institutional level, are still being met.  The evidence supplied will inform an Institutional Re-approval Report, compiled by Academic Quality and Standards, which will be submitted to the University’s Academic Directorate XE "Academic Directorate:AD"  for approval. 

List of evidence required

	Evidence required
	Initial approval
	Re-appproval

	Legal status and governance structure 
· Name, trade name (if different) and 

principal address

· A copy of the constitutional documents for the Institution (incorporating any amendments which have been made)

· Evidence that the Institution has power to enter into the proposed collaboration (unless evident from above)

· FOR DUAL OR JOINT AWARDS
: Evidence that the Institution has the legal authority to establish Dual or Joint Award XE "Joint Award"  arrangements and that Dual or Joint awards will be recognised in the Institution’s country

· Description of the ownership and governance structure of the Institution 

· Details about how the Institution is funded


	√
	√ if there have been any changes since initial Institutional Approval XE "Institutional Approval:IA" . 

If not, please state that there have been no changes.

	Disputes

· Details of any of the following which is current, or which is known to be pending, threatened or possible in relation to the Institution or the proposed collaboration:
· Any litigation or arbitration proceedings (whether as claimant or defendant);
· Any prosecution; and 
· Any investigation or inquiry by a governmental or official body

	√
	√

	Mission and strategic plan

· Copy of the Institution’s mission statement

· Copy of the Institution’s Strategic Plan (or equivalent)


	√
	X

	Finance

· The audited accounts or equivalent records of the Institution for the last three years

	√
	√

	Quality/inspection reports

· Copies of any recent institutional and/or subject level quality/inspection reports (including reports from Professional, Regulatory or Statutory Bodies) 

	√
	√

	Other partnerships

· Details of partnerships with other Universities/Higher Education Institutions either within or outside the UK (note: where appropriate, Kingston University may contact these institutions)
· List of other significant business interests and links 

	√
	√

	Resources

· Description of the resource infrastructure in place to support higher education 


	√
	X

	Intellectual property

· Confirmation that the Institution owns all intellectual property rights in work done by its staff under their contracts of employment

· Clarification as to who owns the intellectual property rights in work done by its students 


	√
	X

	Bribery XE "Bribery"  Act 2010

· The Institution’s written policy that prohibits bribery (including facilitation payments), and an outline of the disciplinary or other mechanisms the institution would undertake to address suspected cases of bribery/fraud. 


(Note: Kingston University is required to request this evidence in order to ensure that it complies fully with the UK Bribery XE "Bribery"  Act 2010)


	√
	√

	Compliance with UK Quality Code, Chapter B4: Student support, learning resource and careers education, information advice and guidance  

· Completion of the attached grid (annex 1) indicating the partner’s compliance with the indicators in Section 2 of Chapter B4 which relates to disabled students  XE "Code of Practice:CoP" 

	√
	X

	Compliance with the UK Quality Code, Chapter B4: Student support, learning resource and careers education, information advice and guidance 

· Completion of the attached grid (annex 2) indicating the partner’s compliance with the indicators Section 1 of Chapter B4 which relates to careers information, advice and guidance  XE "Code of Practice:CoP" 
	√
	X


Annex 1

The University is required to ensure that its partner institutions comply with the indicators and expectations of the QAA UK Quality Code in relation to the programmes offered in the name of Kingston University.  Compliance with many of these indicators and expectations is built in to the University’s own procedures, however we do ask that prospective partners complete the following grid indicating compliance with Section 2 of Chapter B4 of the UK Quality Code .

The full UK Quality Code is available at: 

http://www.qaa.ac.uk/assuringstandardsandquality/quality-code/Pages/default.aspx  
	
	Indicator 
	Met by partner?

	1
	The educational disadvantage and exclusion faced by many disabled people is not an inevitable result of their impairments or health conditions, but arise from social, attitudinal and environmental barriers.  Institutions ensure that in all their policies, procedures and activities, including strategic planning and resource allocation, consideration is given to the removal of such barriers in order to enable disabled students to participate in all aspects of the academic and social life of the institution.


	

	2
	Senior managers, including those at the highest levels, lead their institution's development of inclusive policy and practice in relation to the enhancement of disabled students' experience across the institution.


	

	3
	Information is collected by institutions on disclosure of impairments and is used appropriately to monitor the applications, admissions and academic progress of disabled students.


	

	4
	Institutions operate systems to monitor the effectiveness of provision for disabled students, evaluate progress and identify opportunities for enhancement.


	

	5
	Institutions enable staff to participate in a range of continuing professional development activities in order to enhance their knowledge, reflect upon and develop their practice, and contribute towards a fully inclusive institutional culture.
	

	6
	The institution's publicity, programme details and general information are accessible and include explanations of how the entitlements of disabled students are met.


	

	7
	The operation of admissions processes and application of entry criteria include consideration of the duty to promote disability equality.


	

	8
	Disabled applicants' requirements are identified and assessed in an effective and timely way, taking into account the applicants' views.


	

	9
	Arrangements for enrolment, registration and induction of new entrants meet the entitlements of disabled students.


	

	10
	The design of new programmes and the review and/or revalidation of existing programmes include assessment of the extent to which the programme is inclusive of disabled students.


	

	11
	Both the design and implementation of learning and teaching strategies and related activities, as well as the learning environment, recognise the entitlement of disabled students to participate in all activities provided as part of their programme of study.


	

	12
	Academic assessment practices ensure that disabled students are given the opportunity to demonstrate the achievement of learning outcomes and competence standards.


	

	13
	Academic support and guidance are accessible and appropriate for 
disabled students.


	

	14
	Institutions have in place the capacity to investigate the range of ways in which disabled students can be aided by ICT and to provide students and staff with the information to enable them to make the best use of assistive technologies.


	

	15
	Disabled students have access to the full range of student services that are provided by the institution.


	

	16
	Institutions ensure that there are sufficient designated members of staff with appropriate skills and experience to provide specialist advice and support to disabled applicants and students, and to the staff who work with them.


	

	17
	Disabled students have access to careers education, information and guidance that supports their progression to employment or further study.


	

	18
	All students are able to access the physical environment in which they will study, learn, live and take part in the social life of their institution.


	

	19
	Institutions ensure that facilities and equipment are as accessible as possible to disabled students.


	

	20
	Institutions ensure that information about all policies and procedures that affect students' ability to complete their studies and assessments is available in accessible formats and communicated to students.


	

	21
	Institutions ensure that policies and procedures are operated in a way which does not lead to disadvantages to disabled students that arise from the nature of an impairment.
	


Annex 2

The University is required to ensure that its partner institutions comply with the indicators and expectations of the QAA UK Quality Code in relation to the programmes offered in the name of Kingston University.  Compliance with many of these indicators and expectations is built in to the University’s own procedures, however we do ask that prospective partners complete the following grid indicating compliance with Section 1 of Chapter B4 of the UK Quality Code .

The full UK Quality Code is available at: 

http://www.qaa.ac.uk/assuringstandardsandquality/quality-code/Pages/default.aspx  

	
	Indicator 
	Met by partner?

	1
	Institutions ensure that career education, information, advice and guidance (CEIAG) interests contribute to their approaches to strategic planning.


	

	2
	Institutions are responsible for ensuring that CEIAG is provided and have in place policies and procedures where their responsibilities are clearly defined and met.


	

	3
	CEIAG provision is guided by a commitment to impartiality and the needs of individual students.


	

	4
	Where career education is embedded in the curriculum, awarding institutions ensure that intended learning outcomes: 

· contribute to the aims and objectives of the programme 

· clearly identify knowledge, understanding and skills 

·  are assessed appropriately.


	

	5
	Institutions promote internal collaboration and understanding of individual responsibilities in order to encourage student engagement in CEIAG.


	

	6
	Institutions provide students with information about the extent and range of CEIAG services available to them before, during and after their time registered at the institution.


	

	7
	Institutions make it clear to prospective and current students how the knowledge, understanding and skills acquired during study are intended to be of use to them in the development of their future academic or career progression routes.


	

	8
	Institutions promote and practise close collaboration between a range of external bodies and CEIAG providers to improve the academic and career development of students.


	

	9
	CEIAG provision is responsive to and guided by developments and trends in the UK and global employment market.


	

	10
	Institutions ensure that all members of staff across the institution involved with providing CEIAG are appropriately supported and resourced to fulfil the CEIAG elements of their roles.


	

	11
	Awarding institutions ensure that CEIAG provision forms part of the institution's quality assurance and enhancement processes.


	

	12
	Providers of CEIAG account formally and regularly for the quality and standards of their services with the objective of promoting continuous improvement.


	

	13
	Awarding institutions use relevant data and information to inform its CEIAG provision.


	


Form B4

Due Diligence XE "Due Diligence" /Institutional Re-approval evidence request – overseas institutions

Briefing Note

Initial approval

1
The University carries out a due diligence process on all prospective partner institutions.  The due diligence process refers to the task of carefully reviewing and verifying all critical assumptions and facts presented by an institution, to enable the University to be confident that institutions with which it plans to work closely are of appropriate legal, technical and financial standing, and that the intended collaboration does not present the University with any particular difficulties in principle. 

2
Due diligence is an evidence-based process, and as such, prospective partner institutions are required to provide evidence relating to various different aspects of their operation.  For the list of evidence see below.


Note:  any original documents which are not written in English should be translated prior to being submitted to the University.

3
Based on the evidence provided by the prospective partner institution for the due diligence exercise, the University’s Academic Board XE "Academic Board:AB"  will make a decision on whether it can be approved as a partner institution of the University.  It is important that the due diligence information provided by the institution to the University is accurate and complete and as such a warranty to this effect will be included in any eventual contractual documentation. 

Note:  the due diligence process is concerned with the approval of the collaborative institution in principle, and is thus separate to the validation XE "validation"  process which is concerned with course delivery.  
4
The University will be happy to respond to any reasonable requests for due diligence which prospective partner institutions may wish to undertake on the University. 

Re-approval

5
Each collaborative partnership will be subject to Institutional Re-approval every five years.  The purpose of Institutional Re-approval is to assess whether the general conditions for the partnership, at an institutional level, are still being met.  The evidence supplied will inform an Institutional Re-approval Report, compiled by Academic Quality and Standards, which will be submitted to the University’s Academic Directorate XE "Academic Directorate:AD"  for approval. 

List of evidence required

	Evidence required
	Initial approval
	Re-appproval

	Legal status and governance structure 
· Name, trade name (if different) and principal address

· A copy of the constitutional documents for the Institution (incorporating  any amendments which have been made)

· Evidence that the Institution has power to enter into the proposed collaboration (unless evident from above)

· FOR DUAL OR JOINT AWARDS
: Evidence that the Institution has the legal authority to establish Dual or Joint Award XE "Joint Award"  arrangements and that Dual or Joint awards will be recognised in the Institution’s country

· Description of the ownership and governance structure of the Institution

· Details about how the Institution is funded


	√
	√ if there have been any changes since initial Institutional Approval XE "Institutional Approval:IA" .

If not, please state that there have been no changes. 

	Disputes

· Details of any of the following which is current, or which is known to be pending, threatened or possible in relation to the Institution or the proposed collaboration:
· Any litigation or arbitration proceedings (whether as claimant or defendant);
· Any prosecution; and 
· Any investigation or inquiry by a governmental or official body

	√
	√

	Mission and strategic plan

· Copy of the Institution’s mission statement

· Copy of the Institution’s Strategic Plan (or equivalent)


	√
	X

	Finance

· The audited accounts or equivalent records of the Institution for the last three years

	√
	√

	Quality/inspection reports

· Copies of any recent institutional and/or subject level quality/inspector reports (including reports from Professional, Regualtory or Statutory Bodies) 

	√
	√

	Other partnerships

· Details of partnerships with other Universities/Higher Education Institutions either within or outside the UK (Note:  where appropriate, Kingston University may contact these institutions)
· List of other significant business interests and links 

	√
	√

	National statutory or regulatory conditions

· Details of the organisation of higher education in the country where the collaboration will be based;

· Details of any regulatory or statutory requirements of central or regional authorities in the country, including any authorisations, accreditations or licenses which the Institution and/or Kingston University would need to obtain in order to proceed with the collaboration


	√
	√ if any changes since initial approval.  

If not, please state that there have been no changes.

	Resources

· Description of the resource infrastructure in place to support higher education 


	√
	X

	Intellectual property

· Confirmation that the Institution owns all intellectual property rights in work done by its staff under their contracts of employment

· Clarification as to who owns the intellectual property rights in work done by its students


	√
	X

	Bribery XE "Bribery"  Act 2010

· The Institution’s written policy that prohibits bribery (including facilitation payments), and an outline of the disciplinary or other mechanisms the institution would undertake to address suspected cases of bribery/fraud. 


(Note: Kingston University is required to request this evidence in order to ensure that it complies fully with the UK Bribery XE "Bribery"  Act 2010)


	√
	√

	Compliance with UK Quality Code, Chapter B4: Student support, learning resource and careers education, information advice and guidance  

· Completion of the attached grid (annex 1) indicating the partner’s compliance with the indicators in Section 2 of Chapter B4 which relates to disabled students  XE "Code of Practice:CoP" 

	√
	X

	Compliance with the UK Quality Code, Chapter B4: Student support, learning resource and careers education, information advice and guidance 

· Completion of the attached grid (annex 2) indicating the partner’s compliance with the indicators Section 1 of Chapter B4 which relates to careers information, advice and guidance  XE "Code of Practice:CoP" 
	√
	X


Annex 1

The University is required to ensure that its partner institutions comply with the indicators and expectations of the QAA UK Quality Code in relation to the programmes offered in the name of Kingston University.  Compliance with many of these indicators and expectations is built in to the University’s own procedures, however we do ask that prospective partners complete the following grid indicating compliance with Section 2 of Chapter B4 of the UK Quality Code .

The full UK Quality Code is available at: 

http://www.qaa.ac.uk/assuringstandardsandquality/quality-code/Pages/default.aspx  
	
	Indicator
	Met by partner?

	1
	The educational disadvantage and exclusion faced by many disabled people is not an inevitable result of their impairments or health conditions, but arise from social, attitudinal and environmental barriers. Institutions ensure that in all their policies, procedures and activities, including strategic planning and resource allocation, consideration is given to the removal of such barriers in order to enable disabled students to participate in all aspects of the academic and social life of the institution.


	

	2
	Senior managers, including those at the highest levels, lead their institution's development of inclusive policy and practice in relation to the enhancement of disabled students' experience across the institution.


	

	3
	Information is collected by institutions on disclosure of impairments and is used appropriately to monitor the applications, admissions and academic progress of disabled students.


	

	4
	Institutions operate systems to monitor the effectiveness of provision for disabled students, evaluate progress and identify opportunities for enhancement.


	

	5
	Institutions enable staff to participate in a range of continuing professional development activities in order to enhance their knowledge, reflect upon and develop their practice, and contribute towards a fully inclusive institutional culture.
	

	6
	The institution's publicity, programme details and general information are accessible and include explanations of how the entitlements of disabled students are met.


	

	7
	The operation of admissions processes and application of entry criteria include consideration of the duty to promote disability equality.


	

	8
	Disabled applicants' requirements are identified and assessed in an effective and timely way, taking into account the applicants' views.


	

	9
	Arrangements for enrolment, registration and induction of new entrants meet the entitlements of disabled students.


	

	10
	The design of new programmes and the review and/or revalidation of existing programmes include assessment of the extent to which the programme is inclusive of disabled students.


	

	11
	Both the design and implementation of learning and teaching strategies and related activities, as well as the learning environment, recognise the entitlement of disabled students to participate in all activities provided as part of their programme of study.


	

	12
	Academic assessment practices ensure that disabled students are given the opportunity to demonstrate the achievement of learning outcomes and competence standards.


	

	13
	Academic support and guidance are accessible and appropriate for disabled students.


	

	14
	Institutions have in place the capacity to investigate the range of ways in which disabled students can be aided by ICT and to provide students and staff with the information to enable them to make the best use of assistive technologies.


	

	15
	Disabled students have access to the full range of student services that are provided by the institution.


	

	16
	Institutions ensure that there are sufficient designated members of staff with appropriate skills and experience to provide specialist advice and support to disabled applicants and students, and to the staff who work with them.


	

	17
	Disabled students have access to careers education, information and guidance that supports their progression to employment or further study.


	

	18
	All students are able to access the physical environment in which they will study, learn, live and take part in the social life of their institution.


	

	19
	Institutions ensure that facilities and equipment are as accessible as possible to disabled students.


	

	20
	Institutions ensure that information about all policies and procedures that affect students' ability to complete their studies and assessments is available in accessible formats and communicated to students.


	

	21
	Institutions ensure that policies and procedures are operated in a way which does not lead to disadvantages to disabled students that arise from the nature of an impairment.
	


Annex 2

The University is required to ensure that its partner institutions comply with the indicators and expectations of the QAA UK Quality Code in relation to the programmes offered in the name of Kingston University.  Compliance with many of these indicators and expectations is built in to the University’s own procedures, however we do ask that prospective partners complete the following grid indicating compliance with Section 1 of Chapter B4 of the UK Quality Code .

The full UK Quality Code is available at: 

http://www.qaa.ac.uk/assuringstandardsandquality/quality-code/Pages/default.aspx
	
	Indicator 
	Met by partner?

	1
	Institutions ensure that career education, information, advice and guidance (CEIAG) interests contribute to their approaches to strategic planning.


	

	2
	Institutions are responsible for ensuring that CEIAG is provided and have in place policies and procedures where their responsibilities are clearly defined and met.


	

	3
	CEIAG provision is guided by a commitment to impartiality and the needs of individual students.


	

	4
	Where career education is embedded in the curriculum, awarding institutions ensure that intended learning outcomes: 

· contribute to the aims and objectives of the programme 

· clearly identify knowledge, understanding and skills 

· are assessed appropriately.


	

	5
	Institutions promote internal collaboration and understanding of individual responsibilities in order to encourage student engagement in CEIAG.


	

	6
	Institutions provide students with information about the extent and range of CEIAG services available to them before, during and after their time registered at the institution.


	

	7
	Institutions make it clear to prospective and current students how the knowledge, understanding and skills acquired during study are intended to be of use to them in the development of their future academic or career progression routes.


	

	8
	Institutions promote and practise close collaboration between a range of external bodies and CEIAG providers to improve the academic and career development of students.


	

	9
	CEIAG provision is responsive to and guided by developments and trends in the UK and global employment market.


	

	10
	Institutions ensure that all members of staff across the institution involved with providing CEIAG are appropriately supported and resourced to fulfil the CEIAG elements of their roles.


	

	11
	Awarding institutions ensure that CEIAG provision forms part of the institution's quality assurance and enhancement processes.


	

	12
	Providers of CEIAG account formally and regularly for the quality and standards of their services with the objective of promoting continuous improvement.


	

	13
	Awarding institutions use relevant data and information to inform its CEIAG provision.


	


Form B5

Due Diligence XE "Due Diligence"  report template - UK publicly funded institutions

	Name: 

	

	Address: 

	

	Proposed collaboration:


	

	Sponsoring Faculty(ies): 


	

	Context/background information about the institution (including brief details of any exploratory visits carried out by the Faculty):

	

	Form B1 approval by Academic Directorate XE "Academic Directorate:AD"  (date and commentary, if relevant):



	


	Overall summary/issues for particular consideration by AD:

	


	EVIDENCE:
	1) Mission and Strategic Plan



	COMMENTARY PROVIDED BY:
	Academic Quality and Standards



	COMMENTARY:
	


	EVIDENCE:
	2) Recent institutional and/or subject level quality/inspection reports (including any recent Professional and Statutory Body reports)



	COMMENTARY PROVIDED BY:
	Academic Quality and Standards



	COMMENTARY:
	


	EVIDENCE:
	3) Details of partnerships with other Universities/HEIs both within and outside the UK 

	COMMENTARY PROVIDED BY:
	Academic Quality and Standards



	COMMENTARY:


	


	EVIDENCE:
	4) Resource information

	COMMENTARY PROVIDED BY:
	Academic Quality and Standards



	COMMENTARY:
	


	EVIDENCE:
	5) Compliance with the Bribery XE "Bribery"  Act 2010

	COMMENTARY PROVIDED BY:
	University Secretary’s Department



	COMMENTARY:
	


	EVIDENCE:
	6) Compliance with QAA UK Quality Code, Chapter B4, Sections 1 and 2

	COMMENTARY PROVIDED BY:
	Academic Quality and Standards



	COMMENTARY:
	


Form B6

Due Diligence XE "Due Diligence"  report template - UK privately funded institutions 

	Name: 


	

	Address: 

	

	Proposed collaboration:


	

	Sponsoring Faculty(ies): 


	

	Context/background information about the institution (including brief details of any exploratory visits carried out by the Faculty):

	

	Form B1 approval by Academic Directorate XE "Academic Directorate:AD"  (date and commentary, if relevant): 



	


	Overall summary/issues for particular consideration by AD:

	


	EVIDENCE:
	1. Legal status and governance structure

including consideration of compliance with the Bribery XE "Bribery"  Act 2010

	COMMENTARY PROVIDED BY:
	University Secretary’s Department



	COMMENTARY:
	


	EVIDENCE:
	2. Mission and Strategic Plan



	COMMENTARY PROVIDED BY:
	Academic Quality and Standards



	COMMENTARY:
	


	EVIDENCE:
	3. Finance Report/Audited Accounts, including Dunn and Bradstreet report (where appropriate)

	COMMENTARY PROVIDED BY:
	Finance



	COMMENTARY:
	


	EVIDENCE:
	4. Quality/inspection reports 



	COMMENTARY PROVIDED BY:
	Academic Quality and Standards



	COMMENTARY:
	


	EVIDENCE:
	5. Details of partnerships with other Universities/HEIs both within and outside the UK 

	COMMENTARY PROVIDED BY:
	Academic Quality and Standards



	COMMENTARY:


	


	EVIDENCE:
	6. Resource information

	COMMENTARY PROVIDED BY:
	Academic Quality and Standards



	COMMENTARY:
	


	EVIDENCE:
	7. Compliance with QAA UK Quality Code, Chapter B4, Sections 1 and 2

	COMMENTARY PROVIDED BY:
	Academic Quality and Standards



	COMMENTARY:
	


	EVIDENCE:
	8. Political and ethical considerations

	COMMENTARY PROVIDED BY:
	Academic Quality and Standards

	COMMENTARY:


	


Form B7

Due Diligence XE "Due Diligence"  Report - Overseas Institutions

	Name: 


	

	Address: 

	

	Proposed collaboration:


	

	Sponsoring Faculty(ies): 


	

	Context/background information about the institution (including brief details of any exploratory visits carried out by the Faculty/International Office):

	

	Form B1 approval by Academic Directorate XE "Academic Directorate:AD"  (date and commentary, if relevant): 

	


	Overall summary/issues for particular consideration by Academic Directorate XE "Academic Directorate:AD" :

	


	EVIDENCE:
	1. Legal status and governance structure including consideration of compliance with the Bribery XE "Bribery"  Act 2010

	COMMENTARY PROVIDED BY:
	University Secretary’s Department



	COMMENTARY:
	


	EVIDENCE:
	2. Mission and Strategic Plan

	COMMENTARY PROVIDED BY:
	Academic Quality and Standards



	COMMENTARY:
	


	EVIDENCE:
	3. Finance Report/Audited Accounts, including Dunn and Bradstreet report (where appropriate)

	COMMENTARY PROVIDED BY:
	Finance



	COMMENTARY:
	


	EVIDENCE:
	4. Quality/inspection reports 



	COMMENTARY PROVIDED BY:
	Academic Quality and Standards



	COMMENTARY:
	


	EVIDENCE:
	5. Evidence of partnerships with other Universities/HEIs both within and outside the UK 

	COMMENTARY PROVIDED BY:
	Academic Quality and Standards/University Secretary’s Department



	COMMENTARY:


	


	EVIDENCE:
	6.1  Details of the organisation of higher education in the country where the collaboration will be based;

6.2  Details of any regulatory or statutory requirements of central or regional authorities in the country, including any authorisations or licenses which the Institution and/or the University would need to obtain in order to proceed with the collaboration  

	COMMENTARY PROVIDED BY:
	Academic Quality and Standards

	COMMENTARY:
	


	EVIDENCE:
	7. Resource information

	COMMENTARY PROVIDED BY:
	Academic Quality and Standards



	COMMENTARY:
	


	EVIDENCE:
	8. Compliance with QAA UK Quality Code, Chapter B4, Sections 1 and 2

	COMMENTARY PROVIDED BY:
	Academic Quality and Standards



	COMMENTARY:
	


	EVIDENCE:
	9. Political and ethical considerations

	COMMENTARY PROVIDED BY:
	Academic Quality and Standards

	COMMENTARY:


	


Form B8

Institutional Agreement XE "Institutional Agreement"  

INSTITUTIONAL AGREEMENT

BETWEEN

KINGSTON UNIVERSITY HIGHER EDUCATION CORPORATION

AND

[INSERT NAME OF PARTNER]

[INSERT DATE]

THIS AGREEMENT is made the [X] day of [month] BETWEEN

(1)
KINGSTON UNIVERSITY HIGHER EDUCATION CORPORATION of River House, 53 – 57 High Street, Kingston upon Thames, KT1 1LQ (the “University”) and 

(2)
[INSERT NAME AND ADDRESS OF PARTNER]

(“the Associate”)

(Each a ‘Party’ and together the ‘Parties’)
WHEREAS:

(A) 
The Parties have agreed to work together to deliver a Course relating to a University Award, details of which are contained in the Schedules to this Agreement.

NOW IT IS HEREBY AGREED as follows:

1.
Interpretation

1.1
Unless the context admits otherwise, the words and phrases used in the main Agreement and the attached Schedules (as amended from time to time) shall have the following meanings:


‘Administrative Schedule’ shall mean a Schedule covering the administrative arrangements for Courses;

‘Agreement’ shall mean this agreement and all Schedules to it;

‘Award(s)’ shall mean the qualification(s) of the University referred to in this Agreement;

‘Course’ shall mean the programmes of study or modules which are covered by this Agreement and listed in Schedule 1 of this Agreement, and which may be varied from time to time by the University;

‘Chief Executive’ shall mean the [Title] of the [Associate];

[include only for Dual Awards] ‘Dual Award XE "Dual Award" ’ shall mean an arrangement whereby separate awards are conferred by more than one institution upon a student upon completion of a single programme of study.  
‘Executive Committee XE "Executive Committee" ’ shall mean the committee established to annually review the operation of the Agreement (see 9.2).

 
‘Financial Schedule XE "Financial Schedule" ’ shall have the meaning given in Clause 6;

‘Institutional (Re)-Approval’ shall mean the process by which the University (re-) assures itself that it wishes to enter into a contractual arrangement with an Associate for the delivery of a Course. This includes carrying out a due diligence exercise on the Associate

‘Intellectual Property Rights’ means patents, trademarks, service marks, design rights (whether registrable or not), applications for any of those rights, copyright, database rights, trade or business names and other similar rights or obligations, and all applications for registration thereof, whether registrable or not, in any country, including but not limited to, the United Kingdom;

[include only for Joint Awards]: ‘Joint Award XE "Joint Award" ’ shall mean an arrangement whereby a single award is conferred jointly by more than one institution upon a student upon completion of a single programme of study.
“Programme Specification XE "Programme Specification" ” shall mean the specification for the Course, approved at validation XE "validation"  and revised from time to time under the University’s processes for changes to validated courses 
‘Student’ shall mean a student enrolled by the Associate by the University on the Course.

1.2
In the event of any conflict between any schedule and the provisions of a clause of the main agreement, the provisions of the Schedule shall prevail.

1.3
The interpretation and construction of the Agreement shall be subject to the following provisions: 

1.3.1
a reference to any statute, enactment, order, regulation or similar instrument shall be construed as a reference to the statute, enactment, order, regulation or instrument as subsequently amended or re-enacted; 

1.3.2
the headings in this Agreement are for ease of reference only and shall not affect the interpretation or construction of the Agreement; 

1.3.3
references to "person", where the context allows, includes a corporation or an unincorporated association;

1.3.4
the masculine includes the feminine, and vice versa;

1.3.5
the singular includes the plural, and vice versa.

2.
Terms of Agreement

2.1
The Agreement shall commence on [Insert date] (the ‘Commencement Date’) and will continue until [Date, ending 1 August 5 years after the commencement date] whereupon, subject to earlier termination under the provisions of this Agreement, it will expire and no new enrolments of Students may take place.  If the Parties agree to renew the Agreement, to have effect the new Agreement must be signed by the Associate and returned to the University by [Date, 2 months before the end date].  If the new Agreement is not signed and returned by this date, the University may suspend further recruitment of students to the Courses with immediate effect by giving written notice to the Associate, and the new Agreement will not take effect.

2.2
The Parties shall deliver the Course(s) in accordance with the obligations detailed in the Agreement.

2.3
The Schedules will be reviewed annually by the Executive Committee XE "Executive Committee"  which will advise the University and the senior officer of the Associate.  

2.4
Schedule 2 will be revised in accordance with the University’s quality assurance procedures.

2.5
Schedule 3 will be revised by the University in accordance with clause 6.2 below.

2.6
Amendments to this Agreement may be made only on the written agreement of the University and the Chief Executive (or an authorised senior officer of the Associate). For the avoidance of doubt the University reserves the right to vary the Course as it deems necessary from time to time.

3.
Validation XE "Validation" 
3.1
As part of its quality assurance role the University will evaluate and determine the quality and ability of the Associate to deliver the Course(s).  This is a ‘Validation XE "Validation"  Event’.  The University’s regulations state that the commencement of an institutional contract (such as this Agreement) is effective only when the conditions of the Validation Event are met.

3.2
The University will provide the outcomes of the validation XE "validation" , by means of a report of the event, to the Associate.  The conditions of validation must be met before the University agrees to provide the services and support set out in this Agreement.  In accordance with the University’s regulations, the validation period is ongoing, subject to satisfactory annual monitoring and Internal Subject Review XE "Internal Subject Review:ISR"  carried out according to University procedures as set out in the Academic Quality and Standards Handbook (available on the University’s external website).  At any point deemed necessary by the University, but no later than six years, a ‘periodic’ review, called an Internal Subject Review XE "Internal Subject Review:ISR"  (‘ISR’), will be held. 

3.3
The Validation XE "Validation"  Event and the ISR shall be in the sole discretion of the University, and shall not be subject to the provisions of clauses 11 and 14 of this Agreement as to termination or mediation. 

4.
General Obligations

4.1
Each Party shall provide the Student with the academic and administrative support and services in accordance with this Agreement and achieve the standards for the Course(s) in the manner set out in this Agreement.

4.2
In relation to this Agreement each Party (a) shall ensure that it complies with all relevant legislation from time to time in force (including without limitation in relation to data protection, health and safety, employment, equal opportunities, and bribery) in relation to the provision of education from its premises and the matters outlined in this Agreement and (b) warrants that its governing body (the University) or Board of Directors (the Associate) recognises its accountability for the education provision covered by this Agreement.

4.3
Both Parties shall provide the other, within a reasonable period of receipt thereof, with copies of reports of any external authority or inspector concerning the delivery of the Course(s) and shall, to the extent that it is aware of the same, give the other Party reasonable notice, before any inspection or visits by external agencies, auditors or inspectors.

4.4
Each Party shall fulfil its obligations under this Agreement in such a way as to ensure its activities do not compromise or bring into disrepute either itself or the other Party.

4.5
Each Party shall carry such insurances against all risks and at such levels as is usual and prudent in the education sector in relation to its activities and in relation to the performance of its obligations hereunder and shall, if so requested by the other Party, provide evidence of such insurances.

5.
Obligations Regarding Information

5.1
The University shall, within a reasonable period of the same becoming available, provide the Associate with all relevant information about the Students, their progress, any matters as set out in the Administrative Schedule and such other information as the Associate may reasonably request.

5.2
The Associate shall, at times specified by the University, provide the University with such information as it may reasonably request, including but not limited to the recruitment and enrolment of Students, their progress, any changes to their records, and any withdrawals.  Both Parties shall continuously seek to assure the quality of the data provided. The Associate shall actively monitor the student population and notify the University promptly of changes to student registration at course and module level.

5.3
Each of the Parties shall provide each of the Students with the information referred to in Schedule 2.

6.
Financial Schedule XE "Financial Schedule" 
6.1
Schedule 3 shall contain financial arrangements including details of Student numbers, validation XE "validation"  and any other applicable charges, fees payable and any significant changes in the method of calculation thereof and all due dates for payment.  

6.2
The Associate shall provide any comments it has on the Financial Schedule XE "Financial Schedule"  to the University in writing, within twenty-one (21) days of receipt thereof and the University will consider all reasonable comments or requests of the Associate in connection therewith.

6.3
The Parties shall make all payments due in accordance with Schedule 3.

7.
Publicity

7.1
The University shall retain control of the marketing of the Course, provided always that the Parties shall meet annually to endeavour to agree a marketing strategy and the use of the name or logo of any Party in the agreed publicity material (such name and logo not to be used without the prior written consent of the relevant Party (such consent not to be unreasonably withheld or delayed).

7.2
No Party shall use the name or logo of the other Party in any context other than that to which consent has been given in accordance with Clause 7.1 without the prior written consent of the other Party.

7.3
Marketing material (in all media forms) shall be submitted to the University for approval prior to publication and the Associate shall not use or publish any marketing materials without the written permission of the University.

8.
Assignment

8.1
No Party shall give, bargain, sell, assign, sub-contract or otherwise dispose its obligations under the Agreement without the written permission of the other Party.

8.2
Agreement is given by the Associate for the University to assign its rights and obligations under this Agreement in the event of a merger of Kingston University Higher Education Corporation [and/or St George’s University of London – delete unless joint faculty courses covered] with another higher education institution, provided that the newly formed institution is empowered to enter into an agreement such as this Agreement and has the power and resources to fulfil the relevant obligations of the University hereunder.

9.
Administration and Management

9.1
An Executive Committee XE "Executive Committee"  will manage the operation of the Agreement on behalf of the University, and will report to the Vice-Chancellor XE "Vice-Chancellor:VC"  or his nominee.

9.2
The Executive Committee XE "Executive Committee"  shall be established by the University and the Associate to annually review the operation of the Agreement.  University members of the Executive Committee are as required by the University’s Quality Assurance Regulations XE "Regulations" .  These Regulations dictate that senior officers of the Associate are also members of this committee.

It is anticipated that the Executive Committee XE "Executive Committee"  will include (but not be limited to) the following members:

A senior executive member of staff of the University (who will be appointed Chair)

A senior member of staff of the University responsible for managing the Course at the University

The Administration Manager of the Faculty(s)

The Chief Executive of the Associate

The Liaison Officer XE "Liaison Officer"  appointed by the Associate 

The Liaison Officer XE "Liaison Officer"  appointed by the University

It will advise the University on the physical and human resources required to support the Course including an annual verification of staff and their qualifications and resulting staff development requirements and any other operational issues.  The Parties will keep each other informed of any non-material changes (such as staff movement) during the year.

9.3
The Chief Executive of the Associate (the ‘Chief Executive’) will appoint a senior member of staff as the Partner Liaison Officer XE "Liaison Officer"  to have responsibility for managing the Agreement on behalf of the Associate (and may change such nominee by written notice to the University at any time).

9.5
Changes to the staffing, premises, library or computing support of the Course(s), shall be referred to the Executive Committee XE "Executive Committee"  for approval.

10.
Intellectual Property

10.1
Schedule 4 shall contain provisions relating to Intellectual Property Rights.

11.
Termination of the Agreement

11.1
Subject to earlier termination, each Party may give the other a minimum of one year’s notice in writing to terminate the Agreement.  Termination may relate to one or more of the Courses listed in Schedule 1

11.1.1
Semester 1 starting courses:

In the event of this notice being received in the period from [date of cohort entry point to date 4 months later], no further Students may be admitted to the Courses.  If notice should be given in the period [date 4 months and a day after cohort entry date], a further cohort of Students may be admitted.

11.1.2
Semester 2 starting courses:


In the event of this notice being received in the period from 

11.2
In addition, and without prejudice to whatever other rights it may have to terminate this Agreement or to other available rights or remedies, any Party shall have the right at any time by giving not less than sixty (60) days written notice to the other Parties to terminate this Agreement upon the occurrence of any of the events of default specified in 11.2.1, 11.2.2 or 11.2.3 below, and forthwith upon giving written notice in respect of the events in 11.2.4 below:

11.2.1
if the other Party shall fail to make any payment which it is obligated to make pursuant to the terms of this Agreement and such failure shall continue for a period of thirty (30) days after written notice thereof to the defaulting Party; or
11.2.2
if the other Party shall fail to keep, observe or perform any material covenant, agreement, term or provision of this Agreement (other than an obligation to pay money) to be kept, observed or performed by such Party, and such failure shall continue for a period of thirty (30) days after written notice thereof is given to the defaulting party; PROVIDED THAT, if the nature of the default is such that more than thirty (30) days are reasonably required for its cure, then this Agreement may not be terminated if the defaulting Party commences to cure the said default within the said thirty (30) day period and thereafter diligently prosecutes such cure to completion; or

11.2.3
if the Associate is in breach of the warranty at 15.4.2 below, and such breach is reasonably considered by the University to be material;

11.2.4
if the other Party shall:

(a) enter into liquidation or suffer the appointment of a receiver, administrative receiver or administrator of all or a substantial part of its assets; or 

(b) file a voluntary petition in bankruptcy, or admit in writing its inability to pay its debts as they fall due; or 

(c) make a general assignment for the benefit of creditors or file a petition or an answer seeking reorganisation of arrangement with creditors; or 

(d) take advantage of any insolvency law; or

(e) file an answer admitting the material allegations of a petition filed against it in any bankruptcy, reorganisation or insolvency proceeding; or 

(f) have an order, judgment or decree entered by any Court or competent jurisdiction on the application of a creditor, adjudicating such Party a bankrupt or insolvent or approving a petition seeking reorganisation of such Party and such order, judgment or decree shall continue unstayed and in effect for a period of sixty (60) consecutive days.

11.3
In addition, and without prejudice to whatever other rights it may have to terminate this Agreement or to any other available rights or remedies under this Agreement or otherwise, the University reserves the right to suspend recruitment with immediate effect (and for such period as it sees fit) by giving written notice to the Associate, if the University reasonably believes that it is necessary to do so for regulatory compliance purposes, or if the University has any other reasonable grounds for doing so. 

11.4
Upon termination or expiry of this Agreement for whatever reason:-

11.4.1
each Party shall make available to the other Parties for collection all materials belonging to the other Party and all data of a confidential nature relating to the other Party, subject to the clauses in Schedule 4;

11.4.2
each Party undertakes to fulfil their respective responsibilities for continuing support of the existing Students through to the maximum registration period of their Course, as defined in the Programme Specification XE "Programme Specification" , which will include making any relevant payments ordinarily due during this period.

11.5
Termination shall be without prejudice to any accrued rights.

12.
Confidentiality

12.1
The Parties agree not to disclose any Confidential Information to any third party without the prior written consent of the other Party.  To the extent that it is necessary for either Party to disclose Confidential Information to its staff, agents and sub-contractors, the disclosing Party shall ensure that such staff, agents and sub-contractors are subject to the same obligations as the disclosing Party in respect of all Confidential Information. 
12.2
Condition 12.1 shall not apply to information which: 

(a)
is or becomes public knowledge (otherwise than by breach of is Condition or a breach of an obligation of confidentiality); 

(b)
is in the possession of the disclosing Party, without restriction as to its disclosure, before receiving it from the other Party; 

(c)
is required by law to be disclosed.  

12.3
The obligations contained in this Condition shall continue to apply after the expiry or termination of the Agreement. 

12.4
Except with the prior consent in writing of the other Party, a Party shall not make use of the Agreement or any Confidential Information otherwise than for the purposes of the Agreement.  

12.5
For the purposes of Condition 12.1 and by way of illustration and not limitation information will prima facie be secret and confidential if it relates to:

(i)
raw materials;

(ii)
research and development;

(iii)
inventions and discoveries;

(iv)
formulae and formulations;

(v)
methods of treatment, processing, manufacture or production, process and production controls including quality controls;

(vi)
suppliers and their production and delivery capabilities;

(vii)
clients and details of their particular requirements;

(viii)
costings, profit margins, discounts, rebates and other financial information;

(ix)
marketing strategies and tactics;

(x)
current activities and current and future plans relating to all or any of development, production or sales including the timing of all or any such matters;

(xi)
the development of new products;

(xii)
production or design secrets; or

(xiii)
technical design or specifications of the Party’s products; or

(xiv)
customised computer software.

13.
Force Majeure

13.1
Neither Party shall be responsible to the other for any delay in performance or non-performance of any of their respective obligations hereunder due to any causes beyond the reasonable control of that Party (a ‘Force Majeure Event’) but upon occurrence of any Force Majeure Event the affected Party shall promptly inform the other Party in writing, stating that a Force Majeure Event has delayed or prevented its performance under this Agreement and thereafter the affected Party shall take all action within its power to comply with the terms of this Agreement as fully and promptly as possible.  If, notwithstanding the use of such endeavours the provision of services is not restored to a material degree, either Party may have the right to terminate this Agreement by notice in writing to the other at any time after the expiry of three months during which the Force Majeure Event continues without incurring any liability for breach to the other Party.

14.
Disputes

14.1
It is the intention of the Parties to settle amicably by negotiation all disagreements and differences of opinion on matters of performance, procedure and management arising out of this Agreement.  Accordingly, the Parties agree that the following procedure shall be followed in relation to any matter of dispute between the Parties concerning performance, procedure or management, save for those entitling the Parties to serve notice of termination under clause 11.2.  If a notice has been served under clause 11.2, the procedure under clauses 14.3 and 14.4 should still be followed.

14.2
Initially, the matter under dispute shall be referred to the Executive Committee XE "Executive Committee" .  In the event of a dispute which cannot be resolved by the Executive Committee, the matter will then be referred to the Vice-Chancellor XE "Vice-Chancellor:VC" , Kingston University and the Chief Executive for resolution.

14.3
If any matter under dispute cannot be resolved in accordance with Clause 14.2 the Parties will attempt to resolve it by mediation and determined by a single mediator.

14.4
If the Parties have not settled the dispute by mediation within forty-two (42) days from the initiation of such mediation, the dispute may be referred to the courts of England and Wales.

15.
General

15.1
Notices


Any notice, request, statement, submission, demand, approval, consent, objection or other communication required to be given under this Agreement shall be made in writing and (i) sent to the other Party by certified or registered mail addressed to the Dean or the Chief Executive as appropriate at the address set out above (or to such other addresses as the University or Associate shall designate as the relevant address for the giving of notices) or (ii) delivered personally to such address.  Notices shall be deemed served:

 
15.1.1
in the case of a notice delivered personally, at the time of delivery;


15.1.2
in the case of a notice sent inland by first class pre-paid post, 2 clear working 
days after the date of posting; and 

15.1.3
in the case of notice sent overseas by airmail, 15 working days after the date of dispatch.

15.2
No Waiver of Breach
15.2.1
The failure by either Party to exercise any right or remedy shall not constitute a waiver of that right or remedy. 

15.2.2
No waiver shall be effective unless it is communicated to the other Party in writing. 

15.2.3
A waiver of any right or remedy arising from a breach of the Agreement shall not constitute a waiver of any right or remedy arising from any other breach of the Agreement. 

15.3
Entire Agreement 
  
15.3.1
Save as set out at 15.3.2 below, the Agreement constitutes the entire agreement and understanding between the parties and supersedes all prior written and oral representations, agreements or understandings between them relating to the subject matter of the Agreement, provided that neither party excludes liability for fraudulent misrepresentations upon which the other party has relied, and without prejudice to any rights which have already accrued to either of the parties. 

15.3.2
The Associate warrants that all information it has provided to the University in the course of any due diligence procedure carried out by the University is correct.  Should any such information prove at any stage not to be correct, or to be substantially incomplete, the University will have the right to terminate on 30 days notice to the Associate. 

 

15.4
Governing Law

The performance or interpretation of any provision of this Agreement shall be governed by and construed in accordance with the laws of England.

15.5
Contracts (Rights of Third Parties) Act

No terms of this Agreement shall be enforceable under the Contracts (Rights of Third Parties) Act 1999 by a third party (being any person other than the Parties and their permitted successors and assignees).

15.6
 Data Protection 
15.6.1
In this condition references to "personal data", "data subjects" and "data processor" are to be interpreted as defined in the Data Protection Act 1998 ("the Act").  Both Parties shall comply with all relevant provisions of the Act and do nothing which causes, or may cause, the other to be in breach of its obligations under the Act. In particular, to the extent that the Party acts as a data processor in respect of any personal data pursuant to the Agreement, that Party shall only process such personal data as is necessary to enable it to fulfil its obligations under this Agreement. 

15.6.2
The Parties warrant that they have appropriate technical and organisational measures in place to protect any personal data it is processing on the other's behalf against any unauthorised or unlawful processing and against any accidental loss, destruction or damage and undertakes to maintain such measures during the course of this Agreement.  The Parties shall also take all reasonable steps to ensure the reliability of their staff having access to any such personal data. 

15.6.3
Upon reasonable notice the Parties shall allow the other access to any relevant premises owned or controlled by it to enable the other to inspect its procedures described at Condition 15.6.2 above and will upon the other's request from time to time prepare a report for it on the technical and organisational measures it has in place to protect the personal data it is processing on the other’s behalf. 

15.6.4
The Parties shall at their own cost, at the other's request, assist the other to comply with any requests for access to personal data under Section 7 of the Act and in particular shall respond to any such request promptly to enable the other to comply with its obligations under the Act. When requested by the other, the Party shall at its own cost promptly provide it with any personal data relating to this Agreement. 

15.6.5
The Parties shall indemnify each other against all claims and proceedings, and all costs and expenses incurred in connection therewith, made or brought against the other by any person in respect of the Act or equivalent applicable legislation in any other country which claims would not have arisen but for some act, omission, misrepresentation or negligence on the part of the Party or its sub-contractors and hold it harmless against all costs, losses and liability whatsoever incurred by it arising out of any action or inaction on its part in relation to any of its obligations as set out in this Agreement which results in the other being in breach of its obligations under the Act or equivalent applicable legislation in any other country. 

15.6.6
The Parties warrant that they have submitted, pursuant to Section 18(1) of the Act, a notification to the Information Commissioner and shall keep that notification up to date. 

15.6.7
The Parties shall not transfer any personal data outside the European Economic Area unless authorised in writing to do so by the other Party. 

15.6.8
Upon the termination of this Agreement for whatever reason the Parties shall, unless notified otherwise by the other, or required by law, immediately cease any processing of the personal data on the other's behalf and as requested by the other destroy or provide the other with a copy on suitable media. 

15.6.9
The Parties shall promptly carry out any request from the other requiring it to amend, transfer or delete the personal data or any part of the personal data. 

15.6.10 Where the Party is required to collect any personal data on behalf of the other, it shall ensure that it provides the data subjects from whom the personal data are collected with a data protection notice in a form to be agreed with the other.

15.7
Severability

If any Condition, clause or provision of the Agreement not being of a fundamental nature is held to be unlawful, invalid or unenforceable by a court or tribunal in any proceedings relating to the Agreement, the validity or enforceability of the remainder of the Agreement shall not be affected.  If the court finds invalid a provision so fundamental as to prevent the accomplishment of the purpose of the Agreement, the Parties shall immediately commence negotiations in good faith to remedy the invalidity. 

15.8
The Bribery XE "Bribery"  Act 2010

15.8.1
The Associate shall comply at all times with The Bribery XE "Bribery"  Act 2010 and shall do nothing which constitutes an offence under that Act, or which might put the University in the position of committing an offence under Section 7 of that Act.

15.8.2 The Associate shall indemnify the University against all and any loss, damages or costs sustained by the University arising out of any breach by the Associate of its obligations at Clause 15.8.1. of this Agreement.  

15.8.3 At the request of the University and at the Associate's own expense, it shall provide all reasonable assistance to enable the University to resist any claim, action, prosecution or proceedings brought against the University arising from the subject matter of this Agreement, or the circumstances surrounding the entering into of this Agreement, or of the Associate’s breach of Clause 15.8.1 of this Agreement, or by virtue of the University’s relationship with the Associate.

15.9
Further Assurances

The Parties shall do and execute all such further acts and things as are reasonably required to give full effect to the rights given and the transactions contemplated by this Agreement.

15.10
Relationship of Parties

15.10.1
The relationship of the Parties is that of independent contractors dealing at arm’s length and nothing in this Agreement shall be construed so as to constitute one Party as being an agent for, or an employee of, any other.

15.10.2
Nothing contained in this Agreement shall be deemed to constitute a partnership between the Parties.

16. 
Change of Control 

16.1
 The Associate must notify the University in writing where: 

a)
the Associate is a company or limited liability partnership, the Associate undergoes a “Change in the Ownership of a Company” where that phrase has the meaning given in Section 719 of the Corporation Tax Act 2010; or

b)
the Associate is not a company or limited liability partnership, any party akin to a parent company to which the Associate reports, or body under which it is licensed, undergoes significant change XE "significant change" ; or

c)
the Associate’s legal status changes during the course of the Contract. 

16.2
After receipt of the notice under paragraph 16.1 above or earlier discovery by the University of the occurrence of any of the events described in that paragraph, the University may, by notice in writing to the Associate:

 

a) terminate the Contract with immediate effect without compensation to the Associate and without prejudice to any right or action or remedy which may accrue to the University thereafter if the University reasonably believes that event will impact negatively on its Students or reputation; or

 

b) insist that the Associate be subject to Institutional Approval XE "Institutional Approval:IA"  in respect of its new ownership a new Validation XE "Validation"  Event under clause 3; 

 

c) The University's right to terminate the Contract under Condition 16.2 a) will exist until the end of a period of three months starting from receipt of the notice provided by the Associate pursuant to Condition 16.1. 

IN WITNESS whereof each Party has authorised this Agreement to be signed on their behalf.

	For Kingston University by:

	Name:

	Position:       Vice-Chancellor XE "Vice-Chancellor:VC" 

	Signature:



	For [Associate]  by: 

	Name: 

	Position:   

	Signature:


Schedule 1

The Courses

1.
Courses covered by this Agreement

1.1
The Course(s) / Module(s) [delete as applicable] that are specifically covered by this Agreement and will be delivered at the Associate’s premises are:

	[Insert name of Course/Module]
	[Where there is more than one Financial

 Schedule for the Agreement, specify which 

Financial Schedule XE "Financial Schedule"  relates to which Course] 

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	


[Delete one of the following two statements 1.2]

EITHER:

[Where the programme is a Foundation Degree and the Associate is also delivering a linked Honours top-up degree]:

1.2
Permission for the Associate to deliver the Foundation Degree(s) above is contingent upon the Associate also delivering the Honours top-up degree(s) identified above.

OR:

1.2
[Not used]

1.3 
The specific details of the Courses are set out in the Programme Specification XE "Programme Specification" (s) and Module Descriptor XE "Module Descriptor" (s) as approved at validation XE "validation" .

[Delete one of the following two statements 1.4]

EITHER:

[For arrangements which are part delivered by the University and part delivered by the Associate:]

1.4
The proportion of the teaching undertaken by staff from the University and by staff of the Associate respectively will be agreed annually between the Parties, taking account of the advice of the Board of Study.  

OR:

1.4
All teaching will be undertaken by the Associate 
Schedule 2

Administrative Schedule

A.
This Administrative Schedule is part of the Agreement and the definitions in the Agreement apply to this Schedule.

1.
General Considerations

1.1 The University is responsible for the overall academic control of the Courses listed in Schedule 1.  Executive responsibility for the Courses lies with the Dean of the Faculty of [Insert name of Faculty] (the ‘Faculty’), advised by the Executive Committee XE "Executive Committee" .  For the avoidance of doubt, any change to the form or name of the Faculty shall not impact on this Agreement provided that any newly formed/named Faculty has the power and resources to fulfil the relevant obligations hereunder.

2.
Administrative Management

2.1 The Faculty will be responsible for the overall management and administration of the Courses including maintaining the Students’ records on the University database. 

2.2
Overall responsibility for organising and operating the Courses rests with the Associate working in association with the Faculty.  The Associate will provide adequate administrative support to ensure that the Courses operate in accordance with the procedures set out in the Academic Quality and Standards Handbook and the University’s academic regulations.  This administration will be monitored annually via the Executive Committee XE "Executive Committee" .  

3
Liaison and operational arrangements

3.1
The relevant Liaison Document XE "Liaison Document"  approved at validation XE "validation"  and subsequently updated will describe the liaison arrangements between the University and the Associate.

3.2 A Course Director will be appointed from either the University and/or the Associate.  A member of staff from both the Associate and the University will be appointed as a Liaison Officer XE "Liaison Officer"  (in some cases, one individual may fulfil the role of Course Director and Liaison Officer).  Day-to-day management will take place through the Liaison Officer(s) at the University and their counterparts at the Associate, in accordance with the arrangements set out in the Liaison Document XE "Liaison Document"  and in the Guidance for Liaison Officers (Section B of the Academic Quality and Standards Handbook).

3.3 Membership of the Board(s) of Study for the Courses will include all teaching staff associated with the Courses.  They will ensure co-ordination of the Courses and advise the University, and the relevant senior manager of the Associate, on resource-related matters. Each Party will bear their own costs of attending Boards of Study.

3.4
The Faculty will provide the Associate with dates of Course Management Team meetings.  The Faculty will provide the Associate with documentation such as module handbooks and module leader handbooks to facilitate the effective running of the Course not less than two weeks before the commencement of each intake’s studies.

4 Regulations XE "Regulations"  and quality assurance procedures

4.1
The oversight and maintenance of the academic standards of the Courses, and the quality assurance processes, are the responsibility of the Academic Board XE "Academic Board:AB"  of the University.  Validation XE "Validation" , review, annual monitoring, overall programme organisation, assessment and the appointment of external examiners are all to be conducted in accordance with the University’s procedures for its courses as set out in the Academic Quality and Standards Handbook (as amended from time to time).
5.
Information to be given to Students

5.1
The Faculty shall provide Students who are covered by the Institutional Agreement XE "Institutional Agreement"  with:

· information on the relationships between the University and the Associate;

· information about the academic regulations for their Course;

· information about the complaints and appeals processes;

· information on their rights of access to facilities at the University [delete if students will not have access to University facilities – see Financial Schedule XE "Financial Schedule"  and section 6 below];

· information on the availability of policies of the University including but not limited to  Equality, Data Protection, Free Speech, Race Discrimination and Disability;

· general information and Codes of Conduct that shall apply when they use the University premises or facilities

5.2
The Associate shall provide students with:

· general information about the Associate;

· a Student Handbook for their Course (in liaison with the Faculty);

· health and safety requirements;

· information on facilities available and restrictions (eg. car parking) applying at the Associate’s premises;

· Codes of Conduct and rules for use of facilities (such as libraries) of the Associate;

· Student discipline and complaints process of the Associate.

6.
Recruitment and Admission

6.1
There shall be an agreed marketing strategy between the Parties (see clause 7 of the main Agreement).

6.2
Subject to clause 11, the University retains overall responsibility for the admission of Students. 

6.3 
Where the Associate retains overall responsibility for the admission of international students under Tier4 of the Points Based System, the Associate in consultation with the University shall be responsible for decisions on individual international student admission and for the operation of the admissions process and shall carry these out in accordance with University policies, procedures and course-specific requirements as described in the Programme Specification XE "Programme Specification" .

7.
Enrolment and regulations

7.1
Students shall be enrolled by the University and the Associate.  Students shall be subject to the University’s General Regulations XE "Regulations" , and to the University’s academic regulations, policies and procedures.   

7.2
Students shall be subject to the University’s regulations in relation to attendance, codes of conduct and health and safety while on the University’s premises or while using the University’s facilities.  Any non-compliance with the University Regulations XE "Regulations"  shall be reported to the Associate, and the Associate’s disciplinary procedures may be invoked (see 7.6 below).
7.3
Students shall be subject to the Associate’s regulations in relation to attendance, codes of conduct, discipline and health and safety while on the Associate’s premises or while using the Associate’s facilities.

7.4
Students registered for a programme delivered in part at the Associate and in part at the University will be subject to the attendance requirements of the Associate for those periods when they are taught by the Associate and to the attendance requirements of the University when they are taught by the University.

7.5
If a Student does not meet the attendance requirements set by the Associate, the Faculty shall proceed under Academic Regulation 10: Expulsion on Academic Grounds

7.6
Student disciplinary cases shall be investigated under the Associate’s disciplinary procedures.  The University however reserves the right to take action (e.g: suspension) in the interest of health and safety for incidents occurring on University premises.

7.7
Responsibility for the Students’ detailed record of module registration, assessment and progression shall rest with the Faculty identified in Schedule 1 “The Courses”.

7.8
The relevant Department at the Associate shall be responsible for informing the Faculty of any changes to Students’ status as they occur and as required by the University’s administrative procedures.

7.9
The University shall be responsible for maintaining the Students’ records and completing all necessary returns to the relevant funding bodies or any other national body concerned with funding or qualifications.  

8.
Students’ Access to Facilities

8.1
The Associate shall ensure library, computer and other facilities, in accordance with the requirements of the validation XE "validation"  arrangements, are made available to Students for the term of the Agreement.  Students’ entitlement to University resources is set out in Schedule 3a/3b [delete as applicable].

9.
Assessment

9.1
Students registered on the Course shall be assessed according to the University’s regulations and procedures.

9.2
Assessment and examination arrangements will be the responsibility of the University and will conform to University policies, procedures and guidelines.   Examinations for the Courses delivered by the Associate will be held at the Associate’s premises and administered by staff of the Associate.  The Assessment Board will be a sub-committee of the Academic Board XE "Academic Board:AB"  and will contain representatives as appropriate from the Associate. 

9.3
The University shall confirm that an Award has been conferred on Students achieving the required standard in the Course by the production of a certificate and diploma supplement, recording:

[Delete one of the following two paragraphs:]

EITHER:

i. the name of Kingston University and the Associate sharing responsibility for the Student’s Course;

ii. the language of study, if other than English;

iii. the country of delivery, if other than the United Kingdom

iv. the Student’s name as registered with the University;

v. the Award obtained and any classification;

vi. the approved title of the Course (if any);

vii. any approved endorsement.

OR: 

[where the Vice-Chancellor XE "Vice-Chancellor:VC"  has exceptionally agreed, through Academic Board XE "Academic Board:AB"  that items ii and iii may be recorded on the diploma supplement and not on the certificate, delete the above and replace with the following clause]:

i. the name of Kingston University;

ii. the Student’s name as registered with the University;

iii. the Award obtained and any classification;

iv. the approved title of the Course (if any);

v. any approved endorsement.

The following information will be recorded on the diploma supplement:

-
the name of the Associate sharing responsibility for the Student’s Course;

- 
the language of study, if other than English;

-
the country of delivery, if other than the United Kingdom

9.4
The certificate shall bear the signature of the Vice-Chancellor XE "Vice-Chancellor:VC"  and the 

Chancellor.

[Delete statements 9.5 below as applicable:]

EITHER:

[For Joint Awards]:

9.5
The certificate shall bear the logo and signatory of the University and of the Associate.

OR:

[For Dual Awards]:

9.5
The diploma supplement shall include the following wording:  

“Kingston University has made the award of [insert name of Course] to [insert name of Student] under a ‘dual award arrangement’, as defined by Kingston University Academic Regulations XE "Regulations" , with [insert name of Associate].  Under the dual award arrangement, separate awards may be conferred by Kingston University and [insert name of Associate] upon students upon completion of a single programme of study.  The regulations governing the Kingston University award are the Kingston University Academic Regulations alone”.  

OR:


[For awards which are neither Joint nor Dual]

9.5
[Not used]

9.6
The University shall invite all Students who are entitled to attend to receive their Award to a presentation ceremony and shall invite them to join the University Alumni. 

10 Staff Access to Facilities

10.1
The University will invite all Staff (academic, administrative and learning support) who either deliver or support Kingston University programmes to have access to aspects of the University’s electronic resources.  Staff registered to use the University’s facilities will be required to sign an agreement with the University that the University’s ICT regulations will be upheld.  Staff found to be misusing the University’s e-resources will have their University account deactivated and the individual will be reported to the Associate for any disciplinary action.  

11.
International Students 
11.1
The University will not act as the sponsor for Students who require a visa under Tier4 of the Points Based System in order to study at the Associate.  The Associate shall therefore be responsible for the admission and invoicing of fees for these students.
Schedule 3a

Financial Schedule XE "Financial Schedule"  for Kingston University HEFCE-funded numbers

For the Academic Year 2012-2013

A. This Financial Schedule XE "Financial Schedule"  is part of the Agreement.  The definitions in the main Agreement apply to this Schedule.

B. This section is applicable only for Courses specifically listed in Schedule 1, where the University is sub-contracting HEFCE funded numbers and the Students are registered for a University award or qualification.

C. Arrangements in this Schedule apply only to Courses during the academic year 2012-2013. For each subsequent academic year, details of the financial arrangements will be provided by the University which will vary according to the funding received each year from HEFCE and the associated directions on the use of such funding.

D. This Financial Schedule XE "Financial Schedule"  will be reissued for subsequent academic years.

1. 1. In 2012/13 new funding arrangements have been introduced and new students entering higher education will be funded under the ‘new regime’ and continuing students under the ‘old regime’. Schedules setting out both old and new regime funding for 2012/13 are attached at Annex 1.The University will normally expect to pay the Associate in three equal payments due on 15th December, 1st April and the 1st July.  Payments will continue to be made on the basis of students who are fully and accurately enrolled with the University and returned in the HESES census of 1st December. Students who withdraw or fail to enrol correctly prior to the 1st December will not be included in this Agreement. In addition, payment of fees and funding for students who withdraw after the 1st December census date will be adjusted in line with the Student Loans Company funding methodology. The University will also continue to adjust both the proportion of the fee and HEFCE funding (where provided) to the Associate in line with the agreed administration and management overhead costs. 

2. The Associate will actively monitor the student population and is required to advise the University of students who withdraw from their programme of study as they occur and at times specified by the University and in accordance with guidance from the Student Loans Company. 
3. The University will provide the Associate with a list of students enrolled prior to 1st December census date in order that the Associate can agree and approve an accurate record of students enrolled on each course as set out in Schedule 1 of the Institutional Agreement XE "Institutional Agreement" .

4. For 2012-2013 the University will pay the Associate for all Home/EU students enrolled at 1st December 2012 in accordance with the target (attached at Annex 1) with the following exceptions:

4.1
Where the Associate is responsible for student recruitment, the University will not pay the Associate for any over-recruitment above the agreed Student Number Control XE "Student Number Control:SNC"  (SNC), where this differs from the target. In addition, if HEFCE applies a penalty to the University for over recruitment, the University will pass this penalty onto the Associate;

4.2 The University will not pay the Associate for any under-recruitment up to and including the target, i.e. the University will pay for all students enrolled on 1 December with the exception of 2.1 above.

4.3 The University will not pay the Associate for students who are not included in the 1st December HESES census, whether or not they are counted towards the SNC.

4.4 Adjustments to funding will be made in accordance with the payments received by the University from the Student Loans Company in order to reflect students who are no longer current.

5. It is important for the Associate to recognise that the SNC includes students who withdraw two weeks or more after the commencement of the course and these withdrawn students will count towards the Associate’s SNC target.  However, the withdrawn students will not be included within the 1 December census and will therefore not receive HEFCE funding. 

6. Where Kingston University through its faculties is responsible for managing the applications process, the above will still apply. To emphasise, the student(s) are required to be enrolled by 1st December in order to activate payment up to agreed target levels.

7. The University will review the position in relation to the Student Number Control XE "Student Number Control:SNC"  (SNC) during Confirmation and Clearing and may, at this stage, suspend further recruitment. 

8. Module takings and results should be communicated to the University at times specified by the University to ensure that students are not recorded as non completions due to missing data. The University will in 2012/13 adjust funding for students who withdraw throughout the academic year in line with the Student Loans Company new funding methodology of monitoring student attendance and adjusting payment of student fees for students who are no longer current. 

9.
The University reserves the right to make further adjustments to payments for withdrawals if when the final data is submitted to HESA in October 2013 there is a significantly greater reduction in grant from HEFCE in respect of non completions than had been expected. 

8. The University is responsible for assessing the tuition fees status of all students on University awards.  Assessments made by the University will take precedence over any assessment made by the Associate.
9. The University is responsible for the collection of all tuition fees for students with Home/EU status.  The Associate should not invoice Home/EU students or sponsors directly.

10. The Associate is responsible for the admission, sponsoring and monitoring of international students in 2012/13 under UKBA rules and is responsible for the collection of the fee. The University will proportionally adjust funding to the Associate to include the administration and management overhead costs in relation to international students. 

11. The fee for overseas Students (non-EU) on a 
Band B course 
£11,350







Band C Course
£11,350









Band D Course 
£10,250

A proportion of 20%/30% of the fee is retained by the University for administration and management of overhead costs.

12. Both Parties acknowledge that there is no HEFCE funding in respect of overseas students, but the University will distribute the fees collected from any continuing overseas students under the University’s Tier4 licence arrangements in the same proportion as for Home/EU fees.
13. The Associate acknowledges that the actual sums paid by the University will vary from the above according to the actual numbers of students enrolled on the course and student retention.

Arrangements for Payment

Arrangements for payment by the University to the Associate of the actual income due (as indicated below) are:

14. The University will calculate the actual sum due to the Associate in the months of December, April and July. Student lists derived from the University's student record system will be given to the Associate ahead of these dates for verification and consolidation.  Adjustments will be made to each payment to take account of student withdrawals during each period as set out in paragraphs 6 and 7 above.   A census of fees paid will be undertaken at the end of the year and no payment will be made in respect of unpaid fees for Students who have withdrawn during the year.   The University will absorb the fee debt for those Students who do not apply for a loan through the Student Loans Company and who are still current at year end.
15. After checking these details, the Associate will invoice the University for the sum due and payments will be made by the University to the Associate.  The invoice should be addressed to the Planning Officer (Collaborative Provision XE "Collaborative Provision" ), Planning Office, Kingston University, River House, 53 - 55 High Street, Kingston upon Thames, Surrey, KT1 1LQ.

16. The University will pay the Associate the agreed amount due within thirty (30) days of receipt of the Associate's invoice.

17. All costs are inclusive of Value Added Tax.  The amount invoiced to the University should be gross, i.e. including VAT as appropriate in accordance with the VAT regulations which pertain to the Associate's VAT status.

18. This Financial Schedule XE "Financial Schedule"  should be reviewed annually by the relevant Executive Committee XE "Executive Committee"  and any changes reported to the Deputy Vice-Chancellor XE "Vice-Chancellor:VC" .

It is advisable to indicate that the Financial Schedule XE "Financial Schedule"  will reflect changes to the HEFCE standard unit of resource and the grant funding allocation received annually by the University.
Electronic licence content (library) 
19. Access to electronic resources is authorised by the licensing regulations
21
Students’ access to resources

21.1
Students shall be members of the University and the Kingston University Students Union (‘KUSU’) and entitled to use all the normal facilities and resources of the University.  Where this is not feasible due to physical distance from the University the following shall apply:-

21.1.1. where the University, in its opinion, is able to provide  a facility or resource electronically or by telephone, this will be made available to the Students, providing that no additional costs are incurred by the University in doing so; or

21.1.2. where the University, in its opinion, is not able to provide a facility or resource electronically or by telephone, the Students may personally attend the University premises.

[delete if not applicable]:

22
On the Job training (OJT)

22.1
It is the responsibility of the Associate to manage and pay for “on the job training” (OJT)

Schedule 3b

Financial Schedule XE "Financial Schedule"  for non HEFCE funded student numbers – Guidelines 

This Financial Schedule XE "Financial Schedule"  should be reviewed annually by the relevant Executive Committee XE "Executive Committee"  and any changes reported to the Pro Vice-Chancellor XE "Vice-Chancellor:VC"  (Academic Su XE "Pro Vice-Chancellor (Academic Support and Student Services):PVC (Academic Support and Student Services)" pport and Student Services).

The Associate shall pay the University the agreed sum per Student enrolled on the Course(s) in accordance with this schedule

Note to faculty: it is advisable to indicate that the Financial Schedule XE "Financial Schedule"  will be subject to annual inflationary uplift at the rate of UK CPI

1. Validation XE "Validation" 
A charge will be payable by the partner for each validation XE "validation"  and major review event.

2. Annual Payments


Standard Fees and Charges

2.1
The Associate shall be responsible for obtaining tuition fees and other charges for Students registered on each of the Courses.  Students shall be subject to the financial rules specified by the Associate for these charges.  The Associate should note that the University cannot withhold the issue of certificates to Students as a result of their being in poor financial standing with the Associate however the University recognises that the Associate may wish to take action against a Student in poor financial standing so long as the same is permitted by the Associate’s contractual arrangements with the Student.  

2.2
The Associate shall be responsible for collecting any additional charges resulting from Students’ enrolment on the Associate’s premises and use of the Associate’s facilities.  Students shall be subject to the Associate’s General Regulations XE "Regulations"  for these charges. 

The University will charge an annual per capita fee of £ x

This charge covers student registration on the University award, quality assurance, certification and central administration 

The services provided by the University are generic and faculties may wish to refer explicitly to the provision of, for example, open learning materials and texts.

The Faculty will be responsible for recovering these charges. 

Note to faculty:  the price per student/cohort should be arrived at using the Costing and Pricing policy.  This should be discussed and agreed with the Divisional Financial Analyst.  This is also a requirement for the AD process (A2 and A2a).  Any significant changes to this Schedule ie: apart from the annual CPI uplift mentioned above, should be agreed with the DFA.  Should any change in the operation be required during the term of the agreement resulting in a change in the pricing, this will also require a contract variation to be issued.  A review of pricing will take place at each new contract term.

2.2
Threshold Intake
A minimum number of X Students from the Associate will be registered for the xxx award.  Where less than this number is registered, a minimum fee of X times the annual fee (stipulate if this is HEU or OS or a fixed price) will be charged.

Repeat if required for separately priced stages within a programme, eg PG Certificate, PG Diploma, Masters

[Three] months prior to the beginning of a course/intake both Parties will review the numbers, at which point a decision will be made as to whether the course/intake will be run.  Once it is decided a cohort will run, the minimum threshold payments stipulated will apply.

Other Charges

Any other charges should be specified here.  Any additional services agreed may result in a change to the price.  

When drawing up contracts for overseas partnerships faculties may wish to make explicit reference to the costs associated with translation or the employment of bi-lingual external examiners and to identify responsibility for these costs.

[Delete if not applicable]

4
On the Job training (OJT)

4.1
It is the responsibility of the Associate to manage and pay for “on the job training” (OJT)

5.
Collection of Student Data
5.1
The Associate needs to ensure that students are accurately enrolled with the University in order to be registered for their Award on the University’s student management system. For courses commencing before 31 October students must be enrolled at the University by the 1st December and for courses commencing after this date students must be enrolled at the University within six weeks from commencement of the course. 

5.2
The Associate will actively monitor the student population and is required to advise the University of students who withdraw from their programme of study as they occur and at times specified by the University

6.
Invoice Dates

6.1
The University will invoice the Associate, based on an estimate of the number of students, no later than 4 weeks prior to the commencement of the Students Course, for 50% of the sum payable in this schedule. The remaining 50% will be payable at the commencement of the second semester of study. The payment terms are 14 days from receipt of invoice. No refunds will be made in respect of withdrawals.

Schedule 4

Intellectual Property Rights

1.1. The Parties shall determine by agreement the ownership of all the intellectual property rights (‘IPR’) relating to Course(s) (‘Course Materials’) based on the following guidelines:

1.1.1. The IPR of the Course Materials shall belong to the University;

1.1.2. Nothing in this Agreement shall operate to assign to the Associate any IPR belonging to the University in connection with the Courses.

1.2. The University shall licence to the Associate such rights as may be necessary for it to fulfil its obligations pursuant to this Agreement.  Such licenses shall automatically terminate on the termination of this Agreement unless otherwise agreed in writing, subject to:

1.2.1. all Course Material may be used by either Party to allow Students to complete their Course(s);

1.3. The Associate acknowledges that the terms of the University’s licence with The Copyright Licensing Agency (‘CLA’) in the UK allow specified copyright material to be photocopied and digitally scanned for use only as components of the course materials for students on the University’s (as licence holder) courses when such courses are delivered by the University in the UK or via distance learning and, when the University’s courses are franchised for delivery by third parties, by such third parties subject always to such courses leading to a Kingston University award and the students using such photocopied (or digitally scanned, which must take place in the UK) components of course materials being registered with the University for such awards.

1.4. Both Parties will benefit from any IPR resulting from joint research programmes subject to a separate written agreement.
Form B9

Institutional Monitoring XE "Institutional Monitoring:IM"  Report 

	Academic year:


	

	Partner name:


	

	Field(s) delivered:


	

	Sponsoring Faculty(ies):


	


	Overall summary/analysis of qualitative information on this partner:



	[key points arising from boxes below]




Qualitative information:

	Evidence:
	1) OFSTED reports (Further Education Colleges only)

Grades: 1 is outstanding; 2 is good; 3 is satisfactory; 4 is inadequate


	Date of last inspection


	OFSTED main inspection report scores 


	Effectiveness of provision: 



Capacity to improve: 




Achievements and standards: 

Quality of provision: 




Leadership and management: 


	OFSTED subject report scores
	

	Evidence:
	2) IQER/RCHE/RCHE outcomes (Further Education Colleges only)



	IQER/RCHE Summative Review judgement:

[√ appropriate box]
	Confidence
	Limited

Confidence


	No confidence
	N/A

	IQER/RCHE Summative Review recommendations 
	[cut and paste SR recommendations]

	IQER/RCHE Developmental Engagement recommendations 
	[cut and paste DE recommendations]

	Evidence:
	3) Professional, Statutory or Regulatory Body XE "Professional, Statutory and Regulatory Body:PSRB"  reports

	Outcomes of PSRB visits


	

	Evidence:
	4) Internal Subject Review XE "Internal Subject Review:ISR"  (ISR) reports



	ISR recommendations relating to this partnership 
	[cut and paste relevant ISR recommendations]

	Evidence:
	5) External examiners’ reports

	Have external examiners answered “yes” to the statements in relation to academic standards and procedures?
	[Yes/No]

	(If no): External examiners’ comments in relation to this partnership:
	[cut and paste relevant external examiner report recommendations from EERS / annual assessment report]

	Evidence:
	6) Executive Committee XE "Executive Committee"  minutes

	Have Executive Committee XE "Executive Committee"  minutes identified any issues in relation to the partnership?
	[Yes/No, and summary of relevant issues, if applicable]

	Evidence:
	7) Student complaints and appeals

	Number of complaints received by KU student at this partner:
	[number - and level - of complaints]

	Number of appeals by KU students at this partner:
	[number – and level - of appeals]

	Evidence:
	8) Commentary from International Office (overseas partnerships only)

	Commentary from International Office:


	

	Evidence:
	9) Previous year’s Institutional Monitoring XE "Institutional Monitoring:IM"  report

	Are there any unresolved issues from last year?
	[Yes/No, and summary of relevant issues, if applicable]


Form B10

Overview Report to the Quality Enhancement Committee XE "Quality Enhancement Committee:QEC" 
Report on Institutional Monitoring XE "Institutional Monitoring:IM"  for Academic Year XXXX
	1 Analysis of operation of Institutional Monitoring XE "Institutional Monitoring:IM"  process this year and any proposed changes to the process:


	2 Institutions which were approved as new collaborative partners of the University: [name, sponsoring faculty, and date approved] 


	3 Institutions which were re-approved as collaborative partners of the University: [name, sponsoring faculty, and date re-approved] 


	4 Institutions with which the University terminated its collaboration:

[name, sponsoring faculty, and date terminated] 


	5 Summary of main issues arising from Institutional Monitoring XE "Institutional Monitoring:IM"  reports:




	6 Follow-up of actions identified in last year’s overview report:




Form B11

Institutional Re-Approval Report 

	Partner Name: 


	

	Field(s) delivered currently:


	

	Sponsoring Faculty(ies): 


	


	1
	OUTCOMES OF INSTITUTIONAL MONITORING REPORTS SINCE LAST INSTITUTIONAL (RE)- APPROVAL

	


	2
	Legal status and governance structure (PRIVATE UK AND OVERSEAS PARTNERS ONLY)

	2.1 
	Have there been any changes to the legal status and/or governance structure of the partner institution since last Institutional (re)-Approval which might affect the partner’s relationship with the University?

	[yes/no statement from the partner, plus commentary, if necessary, from the University Secretary’s Department]




	3
	FINANCIAL STANDING (PRIVATE UK AND OVERSEAS PARTNERS ONLY)



	3.1
	Is the partner still in good financial standing?



	[yes/no, plus commentary from the Finance Department]




	4
	NATIONAL REGULATORY AND STATUTORY REQUIREMENTS (OVERSEAS PARTNERS ONLY)

	4.1

	Have there been any changes to regulatory or statutory requirements of central or regional authorities in the country regarding any authorisations or licenses which the Institution and/or the University needs to obtain in order to continue with the collaboration?

	[yes/no, plus commentary from the International Office/European Office if applicable]



	4.2
	Are there any other political or ethical considerations in relation to the partnership which might have arisen since initial Institutional Approval XE "Institutional Approval:IA" /the last Institutional Re-approval?  

	[yes/no, plus commentary from the International Office/European Office if 

applicable]




	5
	PARTNERSHIPS WITH OTHER HIGHER EDUCATION INSTITUTIONS IN THE UK OR ABROAD

	5.1
	Does the partner have any partnerships with other HEIs, and if so which ones?

	[yes/no, plus details as appropriate]




	6
	ANY OTHER ISSUES

	6.1
	Are there any other developments since the previous Institutional Approval XE "Institutional Approval:IA"  which might affect the partner’s relationship with the University?

	[yes/no, plus details as appropriate]




	7


	RECOMMENDATION TO ACADEMIC DIRECTORATE



	Based on the information available, this partner should/should not* be re-approved as a collaborative partner of the University

[*delete as applicable]




Form B12

Terminating a partnership XE "Terminating a partnership" : checklist for completing the action plan

The following notes are for assistance when completing an Action Plan on termination of partnership.  AQS (and, for HEFCE-funded partnerships, the Planning Office) will work closely with faculties in drawing up the Action Plan and will hold definitive copies.

	1.
Nature of collaboration



	Name of partner institution


	

	Faculty


	

	Course(s) run by partner and number of students on each year of course


	

	2.
If KU is terminating the arrangement:



	Date of when formal letter was sent to partner 

Letter must be signed by the Dean (Please refer to paragraphs 41-43 of Section B for information about consulting with other parties prior to formalising the closure)
	

	Date of when the Termination Agreement XE "Termination Agreement"  (Form B13) has been signed by the Vice-Chancellor XE "Vice-Chancellor:VC"  of the University and the CEO or equivalent of the partner
	

	3.
If the partner is terminating the arrangement:



	Date formal letter received from partner?


	

	Date response sent? 
A formal response from KU must be sent by the Vice-Chancellor XE "Vice-Chancellor:VC" 

	

	4.
Termination issues to be addressed



	Provision to be made for students (eg. run out transfer).  If students are to transfer, see section 5 below.


	Have the possibilities been discussed with the partner and do all parties agree?  



	Have the students been notified of the closure and/or any transfer arrangements?


	

	Expected final date of all students completing


	

	External Examiner XE "External Examiner:EE"  appointments


	Will it be necessary to extend an external examiner’s contract to cover the run-out?



	Professional/Statutory body implications?


	If any PSRBs accredit the course then they should be advised of the termination.



	Institutional Agreement XE "Institutional Agreement" 

	If the Institutional Agreement XE "Institutional Agreement"  is due to expire before the students complete then an interim contract may be required to cover the run-out period – including financial arrangements

	5.
If students are transferring to another HEI



	Transfer institution and course?


	If the partner institution is entering into a new partnership with another institution and existing students have agreed to transfer then details of institution and course must be given here



	Mapping of curriculum completed and by whom?


	The new institution should have mapped the relevant KU curriculum onto their own to confirm that the students are able to progress



	Student agreement to transfer?


	Have existing students agreed to the transfer?  Evidence of this?



	Arrangements for transfer of student data


	Student records will need to be passed on to the new institution.  

	Agreement signed with transfer institution?  Date and signatory


	

	6.
Additional information and comments



	Plan drawn up by


	

	Date 


	


Template B13

Termination Agreement XE "Termination Agreement"  Template

Supplementary Agreement to the Institutional Agreement XE "Institutional Agreement"  between Kingston University and [NAME OF ASSOCIATE] in relation to the [COURSE] dated [DATE]

The effective date of this Agreement is the [DATE] and when signed shall become a Supplementary Agreement to the Institutional Agreement XE "Institutional Agreement"  between the Parties dated [DATE].

General Consideration

A. The University and the Associate have agreed to terminate their partnership in respect of the [COURSE] in accordance with clause 11 of the Institutional Agreement XE "Institutional Agreement" .

B. This Agreement confirms the arrangements in place to ensure that all existing students are given every possible opportunity to complete their studies in a suitable environment and to enable them to qualify for either the University’s award or similar award of another institution.

C. Overall responsibility for organising and operating the course(s) remains with the University working in association with the Associate.

1. Location and Resources

1.1 Location and resources remain as defined in the Institutional Agreement XE "Institutional Agreement" .  In addition extraordinary meetings will be convened with senior representatives of both Parties at the discretion of the University to ensure that requirements and expectations of this Agreement continue to be met.

2. Academic Control and Management

2.1 Academic Control and Management remain as defined in the Institutional Agreement XE "Institutional Agreement" .  There will be no further recruitment to the Programme from [DATE].

3. Information Given to Students

3.1 In addition to the information specified in Schedule 2 the Associate and the University will jointly be responsible for informally advising all students that the Agreement is being terminated and explaining what arrangements are in place to enable students to complete their programme of study.  The University will write formally to each Student to confirm the information provided informally by the Associate.  Both activities will be completed by [DATE].

4. Entitlements of Students

4.1 Students enrolled on the [COURSE] in [ACADEMIC YEAR] will be entitled to complete their programme at [ASSOCIATE] in accordance with the requirements of the Programme Specification XE "Programme Specification" , Module Directory, Liaison Document XE "Liaison Document"  and Institutional Agreement XE "Institutional Agreement" .

5. Maximum Period of Registration

5.1
The maximum period of registration for students registered for the [COURSE] is [X YEARS].  The Associate is obligated to provide learning opportunities, including the provision of appropriate modules, to allow all eligible Students to complete within the maximum registration period.  For Students registered in the first year in [ACADEMIC YEAR] this will be [ACADEMIC YEAR] and those Students registered on the second year in [ACADEMIC YEAR] this will be [ACADEMIC YEAR].  For clarity, the arrangements in Schedule 3, Financial Schedule XE "Financial Schedule" , will continue to be updated annually for the life of the Agreement.

6. Oversight of the Termination Agreement XE "Termination Agreement" 
6.1
Each Party will appoint a member of staff to oversee this Agreement.  All relevant correspondence must be copied to [EITHER the Planning Officer (Collaborative Provision XE "Collaborative Provision" ), for HEFCE-funded provision, OR The Deputy Academic Registrar, for non-HEFCE funded provision] at the University who will advise the Deputy Vice-Chancellor XE "Vice-Chancellor:VC"  as to the implementation of this Agreement.

7.
Review of the Termination Agreement XE "Termination Agreement" 
7.1
This Agreement will be reviewed annually.  The review will be carried out by the Executive Committee XE "Executive Committee"  advising the Deputy Vice-Chancellor XE "Vice-Chancellor:VC"  and the [TITLE] of the Associate.

7.2
Amendments can be made only on the written agreement of the Deputy Vice-Chancellor XE "Vice-Chancellor:VC"  and the Chief Executive (or an authorised senior officer of the Associate).

8
Confidentiality

8.1
Each Party undertakes to keep confidential all information (written and oral) of a confidential nature relating to the termination of the Institutional Agreement XE "Institutional Agreement"  with the exception of information to Students.

	For the University by
	For the Associate by

	Name
	
	Name
	

	Position
	
	Position
	

	Signature
	
	Signature
	

	Date
	
	Date
	


Guidance BG(i)
Guidance on the role of the Liaison Officer XE "Liaison Officer" 
The Liaison Officer XE "Liaison Officer"  has responsibility for the day-to-day, course-level liaison with the collaborative partner for a particular collaborative arrangement.  For every collaborative arrangement, there will normally be a Kingston University Liaison Officer (ULO) and a Partner Liaison Officer (PLO) who will work closely together on the operation of the collaborative arrangement. 

The University Liaison Officer XE "Liaison Officer"  plays a key role in assuring the quality, standards and academic coherence of the University’s awards delivered by collaborative partners, and in ensuring the quality of the student experience on programmes delivered by partner institutions.  Liaison Officers need to have a good understanding of University regulations and quality assurance processes, and appropriate subject expertise in relation to the course delivered by the partner institution.  The Liaison Officer’s principal role is to have an overview of the programme, to act as the first point of contact within the University in relation to the collaboration, and to liaise with the Partner Liaison Officer on day-to-day matters to ensure the smooth running of the collaborative course.   For more detail, see the checklist overleaf. 

The Partner Liaison Officer XE "Liaison Officer"  has day to day responsibility on behalf of the partner institution to ensure that the academic quality and standards of the awards validated by the University are maintained to the standard required by the University.  The PLO is the main point of contact for the University Liaison Officer and as such plays a key role in ensuring that the University Liaison Officer is kept informed of issues relating to the course.  The PLO also plays an important role in ensuring that necessary information is made available to the ULO (for example, enrolment information, samples of student work, assessment marks etc., and for ensuring in general that the partnership runs smoothly. 
The “Checklist for Liaison Officers”, below, lists some of the key responsibilities associated with this role.  Collaborative partnerships vary in their size and complexity, and therefore the list below is not meant to be exhaustive and should not preclude additional responsibilities being laid down in the Liaison Document XE "Liaison Document"  (see ASQH Guidance BG (ii)) for the particular partnership.  It should, however, give an indication as to the types of responsibilities required by the role, and act as a useful aide memoire for Liaison Officers in managing collaborative partnerships.  

It is also noted that in some instances, particularly where large and complex collaborative arrangements are involved, it is beneficial to have a dedicated administrative member of staff to assist the Liaison Officer XE "Liaison Officer"  with certain administrative tasks.  In practice, therefore, some of the items on the checklist may be delegated to other staff. 

Further information

For more information about the University’s quality assurance processes, please refer to the Academic Quality and Standards Handbook http://staff.kingston.ac.uk/C3/QAPH/default.aspx or contact Academic Quality and Standards 

CHECKLIST FOR LIAISION OFFICERS

At the start of the academic year:

· Have you met with the Partner Liaison Officer XE "Liaison Officer" (s) to discuss operational issues for the coming year, to clarify roles and responsibilities for different areas and to agree attendance at meetings relating to the collaboration?
· Does the Partner Liaison Officer XE "Liaison Officer"  have access to StaffSpace XE "StaffSpace"  and StudySpace XE "StudySpace" ? (see paragraph 57, Section B)

· Are induction arrangements in place for new entrants to the course?
· Have you made any necessary changes to the Liaison Document XE "Liaison Document"  to reflect how the collaboration will operate in the forthcoming year?
· Ensure that the partner has received and understands the changes in University-level regulations and QA policies which will have been communicated to the partner via Academic Registry 
· Have admission procedures been carried out according to the relevant policies and procedures?

· Have students have been provided with key documentation such as their timetable, student handbook XE "Student Handbook:student handbook" , programme specification, module guides etc?

· Have students have been registered with the University and have access to StudySpace XE "StudySpace" ?

· Have course representatives been identified and have they been offered the opportunity to participate in training organised by KUSU?
At the end of each module:

· Have Module Review and Development Plans been completed?

· Has student feedback been collected (eg: via the Module Evaluation Questionnaire XE "Module Evaluation Questionnaire:MEQ" )?

Throughout the year:

Committees and other meetings

· Are you attending the following committees?:

· Executive Committee XE "Executive Committee"  (once a year)

· Boards of Study XE "Boards of Study"  (2-3 times a year)

· Staff-Student Consultative Committee (twice a year)

· Assessment Boards

· Has the scheduling of committees been organised so that issues can be raised at higher level committees as appropriate (eg: do Staff-Student Consultative Committees feed into the Boards of Study XE "Board of Study:BoS" ?)

· Is there an effective flow of information between Boards of Study XE "Boards of Study"  at the partner and any parent Boards at the University (if applicable)?

Course review and development 

· Are module mid-point reviews taking place?

· Have you forwarded any proposals for changes to the course / to modules to the Faculty Quality Committee XE "Faculty Quality Committee:FQC" , or, if required, to the University? (see section G of the AQSH )

Assessment and external examining

· Are appropriate arrangements for examinations in place?

· Are appropriate arrangements for assessment boards in place?

· Are arrangements in place to enusre that draft assessments can be considered by the EEs?

· Is assessment of an appropriate nature, quality and standard, and is it presented in the correct format ?  

· If this is a consortium arrangement, are the same assessments used across the consortium?  Is student performance comparable across the consortium?

· Has appropriate moderation of student work taken place?

· If this is a consortium arrangement, are the standards of student work comparable across the consortium?

· Have external examiners’ reports been forwarded to the partner, and has the Faculty provided a response to the external examiners?

Staff development and staff changes

· Have you forwarded CVs of any new partner staff teaching on the course to the Faculty for approval at the Executive Committee XE "Executive Committee" 
· Are there any staff development needs that you have identified at the partner, and have you made the necessary arrangements for this?

Documentary

· Have the module boxes been kept up to date?

· Have you checked and approved the publicity material relating to the course?
OPERATIONAL CALENDAR 
The following list shows some (but not necessarily all) of the key events which Liaison Officers may wish to include in an Operational Calendar.  The Calendar should be updated prior to the start of each academic year. 

It may be helpful to differentiate between tasks that must be completed annually, or each semester. 

· staff development events 

· applications and interviews

· enrolment and registration

· induction and teaching weeks

· setting, marking and local moderation of assessment

· submission of assessed work for KU moderation

· Boards of Study XE "Boards of Study" , Executive Committees, Staff-Student Consultative Committees etc.

· completion of Module Review and Development Plans 

· examinations

· transmission of marks to KU

· assessment boards

Example:

	DATE
	ACTIVITY
	RESPONSIBILITY
	NOTES

	
	Staff Development
	
	

	
	Interviews
	
	

	
	Induction
	
	

	
	Board of Study XE "Board of Study:BoS"   1
	
	

	
	Staff-student Consultative Committee 1
	
	

	
	Moderation XE "Moderation"  of assessment 
	
	

	
	
	
	


Guidance BG(ii)

Liaison Document XE "Liaison Document"  Guidelines

Faculty of [  ]

[Field]

[Collaborative partner]

LIAISON DOCUMENT
[Validation XE "Validation"  date]

1
Introduction

Brief paragraph providing background to the collaboration and setting out the purpose of the liaison document

2
Liaison roles
List of the key individuals involved in the collaboration, including the Field Leader/Liaison Officer XE "Liaison Officer"  at KU and corresponding Field Leader/Liaison Officer at the partner, and outline of their main responsibilities in relation to the collaborative partnership.  


For franchised provision, there should be regular liaison between module leaders at Kingston University and their counterparts at the partner institution.  For validated provision where there is subject cognisance, subject- level liaison should be through the Liaison Officer XE "Liaison Officer"  if this individual is a specialist in the relevant subject area.  If the Liaison Officer is not a subject specialist, the faculty should nominate an additional representative with expertise in the subject area for the purposes of subject-level liaison.  Guidance on the role of the Liaison Officers is provided in guidance BG(i).

3
Liaison bodies

Description of the committees and groups which will relate to the collaboration, including Boards of Study XE "Boards of Study" , Staff-Student Consultative Committees, Assessment Boards, Executive Committees and other groups as appropriate.  The membership, role, frequency of meetings and reporting lines of each group should be noted.

Executive Committee XE "Executive Committee" :


For franchised and validated provision, an Executive Committee XE "Executive Committee" , as defined in the Institutional Agreement XE "Institutional Agreement" , should be established to review annually the operation of the partnership.  See guidance BG(iii) for Terms of Reference XE "Terms of Reference" , membership and standard agenda items for Executive Committees
Boards of Study XE "Boards of Study" :



For franchised provision, these should be sub-boards of the in-house or “parent” Board of Study XE "Board of Study:BoS" .  A faculty representative should attend the sub-board, and a partner representative should attend the “parent” board.  For validated provision, these should be separate boards (ie: not reporting into a parent board at the University), but a faculty representative should attend the board.  

Assessment Boards:


For franchised and validated provision, these should be attended by module leaders from the partner and Chaired by a senior member of staff from the faculty (normally Head of School XE "Head of School:HoS"  or equivalent). 

4
 Learning and teaching

Description of the ways in which learning and teaching strategies will support comparability of standards and student experience between the collaborative provision and that offered on-site by the University.

5
Annual monitoring

Description of how annual monitoring will operate in relation to the collaborative provision. 

Annual Review and Development Plans:



For franchised and validated provision, MRDPs and Course Summary Reports should normally be written by partner staff, with guidance from faculty staff.  For franchised programmes, partner MRDPs should also feed into a review of the module as a whole which takes into account the performance of different groups of students studying on all occurances of the module in question.  Course Summary Reports for franchised provision should feed into the relevant Board of Study in the faculty.  For validated provision, where there is little subject cognisance, Course Summary Reports should be considered at the BoS at the partner only.  The meeting should be attended by a faculty representative (normally the Liaison Officer XE "Liaison Officer"  or equivalent).  See section F for more information on the process for Annual Review and Development. 
The Liaison Document XE "Liaison Document"  should identify who at the partner is responsible for writing the MRDP and Course Summary Report, and who at is responsible for reviewing these in relation to institution-level issues such as resources.  
6
Assessment

Description of the ways in which assessment arrangements, including the setting and moderation of assessed work and examination papers, will support comparability of standards and student experience between the collaborative provision and that offered on-site by the University. 

Scrutiny of coursework and examinations:



For franchised and validated provision, (including provision that is delivered and/or assessed in a language other than English), this should normally be carried out by faculty staff.  For certain validated programmes where there is limited subject cognisance within the faculty, the faculty may wish to propose that exam paper scrutiny is carried out by external examiners rather than by faculty staff.  In these instances, a case should be made for this in the Liaison Document XE "Liaison Document"  at validation XE "validation" .  On advice from the Chair and Validation XE "Validation"  Officer, the validation panel will have the authority to decide whether the faculty’s proposed variation to the quality assurance processes in this respect is appropriate. 

Timing of examinations

For franchised collaborative provision, Liaison Documents should include an explicit statement that examinations must take place on a date and time specified by the University. 
Moderation XE "Moderation"  of student work:


For franchised provision, this should be carried out by faculty staff.  For validated provision, moderation should be carried out by the University for the first two years of the partnership, after which the Faculty may agree at its quality committee that this may be done by the partner, if there is confidence as a result of external examiners’ reports, annual review and development plans etc.  This two year time period can be reduced at the point of validation XE "validation"  if deemed appropriate by the validation panel.  For certain validated programmes where there is limited subject cognisance within the faculty, the faculty may wish to propose that internal moderation should be carried out by partner staff from the outset.  If the faculty wishes to propose that moderation is carried out by partner staff from the outset, or that moderation should be carried out by the University for less than two years, a case should be made in the Liaison Document XE "Liaison Document"  at validation.  On advice from the Chair and Validation XE "Validation"  Officer, the validation panel will have the authority to decide whether the faculty’s proposed variation to the quality assurance processes in this respect is appropriate.

7
External examiner arrangements

Description of the arrangements for external examination and assessment boards.  Where a course is a franchised one, ie. the same course as that offered on-site at the University, it is expected that at least one of the external examiner(s) will be the same to ensure comparability of standards.  

Details regarding external examiners’ visits to collaborative partners should be  articulated here.  Note that external examiners are required to attend assessment boards.  

External examiner reports: 


All external examiner reports, for franchised and validated provision, should be considered by the Head of School XE "Head of School:HoS"  (or equivalent) and noted at the relevant Board of Study.  Responses to external examiners’ reports for validated and franchised provision should be written in liaison with the faculty.  See section I for further information on external examiner reports.

8
Staff development

This section should include a staff development plan which describes how the team intends to foster a mutual understanding of standards and quality of the student experience and understanding of the University’s requirements and procedures.  It should cover the following topics:

· [Where partner staff have little or no prior experience of teaching and assessing at the level of the award]:  Strategy for ensuring that delivery and assessment of the field is at an appropriate level (for example, give details of plans for partner staff shadowing/observing University staff; sharing examples of assessed work; joint double marking; moderation etc)

· Indication of how partner staff will be inducted into the University’s academic and quality assurance and enhancement processes, including assessment boards, boards of study, staff-student consultative committees, the external examining process and the annual review and development process (particularly completion of MRDPs and Course Summary Reports)

· Indication of how partner staff will be made aware of the national higher education quality assurance framework, specifically the UK Quality Code, including the Framework for Higher Education Qualifications XE "Framework for Higher Education Qualifications:FHEQ" , Programme Specifications, Subject Benchmark Statements XE "Subject Benchmark Statements:SBS"  XE "Code of Practice:CoP"  etc.
· Strategy for involving partner staff in StudySpace training, teaching and learning events, and, where appropriate, enrolment on the Postgraduate Certificate in Learning and Teaching in Higher Education (this may be done in conjunction with the Academic Development Centre XE "Academic Development Centre:ADC" 
· Any other planned staff development activities for the partnership
9
Administrative liaison

Description of the ways in which administrative arrangements will support liaison between the partners.  

10
Pastoral support including Personal Tutoring
Description of welfare, counselling and other support available to students at the collaborative partner.

11
Student opinions and feedback 

Description of the mechanisms for the collection of student opinions

12
Publicity information 

Clarification of who is responsible for checking the accuracy of publicity information in relation to the course.  (Guidance on promotional materials for collaborative provision can be found in guidance BG (vi)). 

13 
Admission 
Clarify in this section whether KU or the partner is responsible for making admissions decisions. 

14
Operational Calendar (optional)

The following list shows some (but not necessarily all) of the key events which Liaison Officers may wish to include in an Operational Calendar.  The Calendar should be updated prior to the start of each academic year. 
It may be helpful to differentiate between tasks that must be completed annually, or each semester. 

· staff development events 

· applications and interviews

· enrolment and registration

· induction and teaching weeks

· setting, marking and local moderation of assessment

· submission of assessed work for KU moderation

· Boards of Study XE "Boards of Study" , Executive Committees, Staff-Student Consultative Committees etc.

· completion of Module Review and Development Plans 

· examinations

· transmission of marks to KU

· assessment boards

Example:

	DATE
	ACTIVITY
	RESPONSIBILITY
	NOTES

	
	Staff Development
	
	

	
	Interviews
	
	

	
	Induction
	
	

	
	Board of Study XE "Board of Study:BoS"   1
	
	

	
	Staff-student Consultative Committee 1
	
	

	
	Moderation XE "Moderation"  of assessment 
	
	


Guidance BG(iii)

Terms of Reference and Standard Agenda Items for  XE "Terms of Reference" the Executive Committee XE "Executive Committee" 
MEETING NAME:

Executive Committee XE "Executive Committee" 
Nature:
Forum for consideration of strategic management issues relating to specific collaborative partnerships 

Report line:


Faculty Board 
Timing:


Meets annually

 

TERMS OF REFERENCE/FUNCTIONS:

1 To manage the operation of the Institutional Agreement XE "Institutional Agreement"  on behalf of the University.

2 To review the physical and human resources, required to deliver the fields included in the Institutional Agreement XE "Institutional Agreement" , taking account of any specified additional costs such as resources that may be provided by the University and any teaching and additional charges for administration, materials etc.  
3 To approve changes to the staffing, premises, library or computing support of the field(s) delivered with the partner.

4 To review staff development undertaken and agree future staff development requirements in relation to the field(s) delivered with the partner.

5 To consider as appropriate any academic matters relating to the field(s) delivered with the partner, for example progression and achievement information.

6 To consider the Institutional Monitoring XE "Institutional Monitoring:IM"  report relating to the partnership.

7 To consider as appropriate any matters relating to recruitment and marketing of the field(s) delivered with the partner. 

8 Other functions as required by the sponsoring Faculty.

MEMBERSHIP

It is anticipated that the Executive Committee XE "Executive Committee"  will include (but not be limited to) the following members:

· A senior executive member of staff of the University, normally the Dean of the sponsoring Faculty (Chair)

· A senior member of staff of the partner

· A senior member of staff of the University responsible for managing the Course at the University

· The Administration Manager of the Faculty(ies) if appropriate

· The Liaison Officer XE "Liaison Officer"  appointed by the partner

· The Liaison Officer XE "Liaison Officer"  appointed by the University

NOTES 

1. Normally there will be an Executive Committee XE "Executive Committee"  for each field delivered by a partner.  However, where the Institutional Agreement XE "Institutional Agreement"  covers a number of fields, these may be combined into one or more Executive Committee(s) as deemed appropriate by the sponsoring Faculty(ies).  
2. A formal record will be taken of the Executive Committee which will be approved by the chair in consultation with the University and Partner Liaison Officers.
3. A copy of these minutes must be sent to AQS for consideration as part of the Institutional Monitoring process.
STANDARD AGENDA

Agenda for Kingston University/[Partner] Executive Committee XE "Executive Committee"  Meeting 

[Course(s)] delivered at [Partner]

To be held on [date] at [location]
Attendees: 

Kingston University:



Partner:




Agenda:
1. Welcome, introductions and apologies for absence 

2. Minutes of the last meeting

3. Matters arising from the minutes 

4. Review of course operation and liaison (including, but not limited to the following areas):

(a)
Course liaison issues

(b) 
Assessment issues

(c)
Progression and completion rates

(d)
Quality Assurance issues

(e)
Issues arising from course evaluation at the Board of Study XE "Board of Study:BoS" 
(f) 
Liaison Document XE "Liaison Document" : any updates required

5. Resources:

(a)
Library

(b) 
Computing

(c)
Equipment

(d)
Accommodation

(e)
Verification of teaching staff, and qualifications

(f) 
Curriculum, delivery and assessment issues

(g)
Student support 

6. Recruitment and marketing

(a) Approval of any new marketing material 

(b) Review of KIS record(s)

7. Staff Development: 

(a) Taken place

(b) Needed

(c) Planned

8. Contractual issues:

(a) Financial arrangements

(b) Any other issues relating to the Institutional Agreement XE "Institutional Agreement" 
9. Institutional Monitoring XE "Institutional Monitoring:IM"  report

10. Future developments

11. Any other business

12. Date of next meeting

Guidance BG(iv)

Guidelines on the application of regulations and procedures in different types of collaborative partnerships

The table below indicates whether KU’s, or the partner’s, regulations and procedures apply in the case of validated or franchised collaborative partnerships, or jointly delivered provision.

· A validated field is one that leads to an award of the University and is delivered wholly or in part by a partner.  The field is “unique” to the partner and is not offered by the University (normally, the University has expertise in the subject area of the validated course in order to be able to assure standards and quality).

· A franchised field is one leading to an award of the University that is delivered wholly or in part by a partner and is also delivered within the University (some variation may be permitted to suit local circumstances, but normally the learning outcomes are identical).  In some instances the same field is franchised to a number of partners and may not actually be delivered within the University, but the partnership will be co-ordinated and managed by the University.
· Joint delivery is where a Kingston University award is jointly delivered by the partner and the University (this should not be confused with a “joint award”).  For quality assurance purposes, provision which is jointly delivered is treated in the same way as franchised provision.
 

	Regulations XE "Regulations" /procedures
	Validated provision
	Franchised provision
	Joint delivery

	Kingston University General Regulations XE "Regulations" 
(note:  this covers items such as registration, tuition fees, use of premises, equipment and resources etc.)
	KU regulations apply
	KU regulations apply
	KU regulations apply

	Regulations XE "Regulations" /procedures relating to conduct on specific premises
	KU regulations apply if it relates to issues such as health and safety, attendance, codes of conduct, etc. on the University’s premises

Partner regulations apply if it relates to issues such as health and safety, attendance, codes of conduct, etc. on the partner’s premises
	KU regulations apply if it relates to issues such as health and safety, attendance, codes of conduct, etc. on the University’s premises

Partner regulations apply if it relates to issues such as health and safety, attendance, codes of conduct, etc. on the partner’s premises
	KU regulations apply if it relates to issues such as health and safety, attendance, codes of conduct, etc. on the University’s premises

Partner regulations apply if it relates to issues such as health and safety, attendance, codes of conduct, etc. on the partner’s premises

	Academic Misconduct Procedures
	KU regulations apply
	KU regulations apply
	KU regulations apply

	Expulsion of Students on Academic Grounds
	KU regulations apply
	KU regulations apply
	KU regulations apply

	Mitigating Circumstances and Student Assessment
	KU regulations apply
	KU regulations apply
	KU regulations apply

	Postgraduate Credit Framework XE "Postgraduate Credit Framework:PCF" 
	KU regulations apply
	KU regulations apply
	KU regulations apply

	Undergraduate Modular Scheme XE "Undergraduate Modular Scheme:UMS" 
	KU regulations apply
	KU regulations apply
	KU regulations apply

	Plagiarism
	KU regulations apply
	KU regulations apply
	KU regulations apply

	Student Appeals (Taught Programmes)
	KU regulations apply
	KU regulations apply
	KU regulations apply

	Student Complaints Procedures
	Joint KU/partner investigation at stage 1.  KU procedures apply from Stage 2 onwards.


	Joint KU/partner investigation at stage 1.  KU procedures apply from Stage 2 onwards.


	Joint KU/partner investigation at stage 1.  KU procedures apply from Stage 2 onwards.



	Student Disciplinary Procedures
	Where the misconduct takes place on KU premises, a discussion will take place between KU and the partner to decide whose procedures should apply. 

Where the misconduct takes place on partner premises, the partner institution’s disciplinary procedures will normally apply. 
 
KU to be notified of the outcome in case of major or gross misconduct.
	Where the misconduct takes place on KU premises, a discussion will take place between KU and the partner to decide whose procedures should apply. 

Where the misconduct takes place on partner premises, the partner institution’s disciplinary procedures will normally apply. 
 
KU to be notified of the outcome in case of major or gross misconduct.


	Where the misconduct takes place on KU premises, a discussion will take place between KU and the partner to decide whose procedures should apply. 

Where the misconduct takes place on partner premises, the partner institution’s disciplinary procedures will normally apply. 
 
KU to be notified of the outcome in case of major or gross misconduct.



	Validation XE "Validation"  provided by
	KU
	KU
	KU

	Quality Assurance
	KU 
	KU 
	KU 

	Programme day-to-day operation
	Partner
	Partner
	Partner and KU

	Students enrolled with 
	KU and partner
	KU and partner
	KU and partner

	Students registered for qualification with
	KU
	KU
	KU

	KUSU student membership
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Transcript provided by
	KU
	KU
	KU

	Certificate provided by
	KU
	KU
	KU


 
Guidance BG(v)

Promoting and marketing collaborative programmes
Introduction

1
The University must reassure itself that all forms of promotional material for programmes leading to qualifications of the University are not in any way misleading.  

Accuracy in promotional materials

2
Particular attention should be paid to prospectuses, web sites and advertising and should ensure that the following are all correctly stated:

· the name of the programme and qualification to which it leads

· the normal length of the programme

· the nature of the relationship with the University (eg. validated, joint, franchised – please note that in general the University validates courses, but does not accredit them)

· any progression links.

3
Please ensure the correct name is used for the University.  It is Kingston University, not University of Kingston or Kingston University London.

4
The University logo must be used in accordance with University guidelines. You must use clean copy of the logo downloaded from these guidelines (never scan in or attempt to redraw the signature (logo)).  Promotional leaflets and advertising of all Kingston University qualifications must carry the University logo.

5
There is also a University crest which has very limited use and may only be used with the permission of the Chancellor or Vice-Chancellor XE "Vice-Chancellor:VC" .  Normally the crest will only be used when the Chancellor or his delegate is leading a ceremonial occasion.  Graduations are an obvious example.  Guidelines on University crest can be found on the partner staff website.

6
Guidelines on the use of the logo can be found on the partner staff website in the Marketing, Communications and Outreach section, where you can also find Corporate Guidelines offering advice on producing publication and a Style Guide.  

7
If you are in any doubt about the use of the logo, or if you wish to ask for permission to use the crest, please contact, in the first instance the Design and Print Manager.
Ensuring there are no misleading or exaggerated claims

8
To ensure appropriate and accurate descriptions are used when describing the University, or faculty or school, please use the information and language published in University publications, in particular the Kingston University website and our prospectuses.  Standard descriptions of the University and its faculties can be found on the partner staff website in the Marketing, Communications and Outreach section.  
The process for ensuring the accuracy of promotional materials

9
The appropriate Kingston University Academic Liaison Officer XE "Liaison Officer"  is responsible for ensuring the publicity, advertising and promotional material relating to the collaborative programme is accurate, up to date and follows these guidelines.  All such material produced by the collaborative partner should be signed off by the Kingston University Academic Liaison Officer.  Any changes to the marketing material should be approved by the Executive Committee XE "Executive Committee"  for the partnership. 

10
Kingston University Academic Liaison Officers will do an annual check of all promotional material to ensure all programme details are up to date and alert the appropriate Kingston University’s Faculty Marketing Manager and webteam@kingston.ac.uk of any changes that need to be made.  The University’s Central Marketing Department will do an annual spot check of partner institutions’ websites. 

Disclaimers

11
A disclaimer should be carried in all publications, including the website.  See suggestion below:


(Name of organisation) makes every effort to ensure that the contents of and statements made in this publication are fair and accurate, but it cannot accept any responsibility for omissions, errors or subsequent changes that may occur.  Programmes or modules may be revised, altered or withdrawn without notice, and assessment arrangements may be changed.  It should be noted that information on entry requirements for courses and modules is for guidance only.  The conditions attached to offers may vary from year to year and from applicant to applicant.
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Abbreviations in this section 
	AB
	Academic Board XE "Academic Board:AB" 


	ADC
	Academic Development Centre XE "Academic Development Centre:ADC" 


	AQSRG


	Academic Quality and Standards Review Group XE "Academic Quality and Standards Review Group:AQSRG" 

	ARC
	Academic Regulations XE "Regulations"  Committee XE "Academic Regulations Committee:ARC" 


	CAMS
	Credit Accumulation System component of SITS 



	ISR
	Internal Subject Review XE "Internal Subject Review:ISR" 
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	Joint Academic Coding System
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	Learning and Teaching
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	Memorandum of co-operation



	NSS
	National Student Survey XE "National Student Survey:NSS" 


	PCF
	Postgraduate Credit Framework XE "Postgraduate Credit Framework:PCF" 


	PDP
	Personal Development Planning XE "Personal Development Planning:PDP" 


	PSRB
	Professional/Statutory Body



	QAA
	Quality Assurance Agency XE "Quality Assurance Agency:QAA" 
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	RAF
	Revised Academic Framework (formally known as the Review of the Academic Framework)
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	Strategic Information Technology Services XE "Strategic Information Technology Services:SITS" 


	SSCC
	Staff-Student Consultative Committee



	UMS
	Undergraduate Modular Scheme XE "Undergraduate Modular Scheme:UMS" 


	WP
	Widening Participation XE "Widening Participation:WP" 



Definition


Validation XE "Validation" 
1. The University reserves the term ‘validation XE "validation" ’ for its procedures for approval of a new field (full, major, half or minor) leading to an award of the University and with an approved field title.  Validation XE "Validation"  is triggered by planning approval (see section A).  Subsequent changes to a field in validation are then made through the approval of change procedures (see section G).  See section H for further details relating to the validation of Masters Awards by Learning Agreements.

Purpose
2. Validation XE "Validation"  is an academic procedure.  The overall aim of validation XE "validation"  is to ensure that proposed new fields are likely to be delivered to appropriate standards and quality, within the University’s approved regulations and underpinned by adequate physical and human resources.  Validation also ensures that the quality of the student experience potentially is as good as possible.  Some of the key issues addressed by validation include:

· determining that aims and learning outcomes are set at levels appropriate for the standards of the award(s) concerned

· ensuring that the curriculum is appropriate for the identified market for the course and builds upon the prior experience of likely entrants

· ensuring coherence and currency of the curriculum

· checking that appropriate resources (including human resources) are available to support delivery of the curriculum

· ensuring that learning and teaching and assessment strategies are appropriate and fit with the University’s LTA Strategy, and that good practice in the subject(s) concerned is being built upon

· ensuring that national guidelines such as subject benchmark standards, UK Quality Code, etc are appropriately considered

· where appropriate, ensuring compliance with PSRB requirements

· ensuring the curriculum and delivery takes full account of a wide range of University policies and strategies (eg. Widening Participation XE "Widening Participation:WP" , Admissions, Fairness in Assessment, Equal Opportunities, Disabilities, Personal Development Planning XE "Personal Development Planning:PDP" ) 

· ensuring fields fit within academic regulations and testing the validity of any variations from standard regulations (Regulations" Academic Regulations and procedures
)

· ensuring that an accurate programme specification is in place

Principles of Validation XE "Validation" 
3. Validation XE "Validation"  is intended to focus on academic issues related to a new field rather than matters of structure and regulations.  Of particular interest will be the way in which the field is constructed to provide coherence, up to date and appropriate curriculum content, offer appropriate choices, reach clearly stated standards, prepare students for employment/meet the needs of employers (including key skills development) and provide an appropriate quality of student experience (including resources, student support and guidance, etc).

4. In most cases, proposers of new fields will present documentation in standard formats.  In those few instances where proposers of new fields consider it justifiable to seek approval for variations in, or additions to, standard regulations and arrangements, the validation XE "validation"  should test whether these are essential (final approval of such variations will be by ARC).  Any such variations are likely to be to meet external requirements, for example, to seek accreditation by PSRBs.  In the case of faculty level validation, faculties should take full responsibility for ensuring compliance with University requirements, and if in doubt consult Academic Registry before final field validation.  In the case of University level validations faculties should consult Academic Registry prior to the submission of documents for validation, particularly if there are proposals for variations/additions to the standard regulations.

Criteria

Faculty and University Level Validation XE "Validation"  Criteria

5. The University has two levels of validation XE "validation"  – University level and faculty level. These two levels are based on a risk assessment. 

6. Decisions relating to whether new field proposals meet the criteria for a University or faculty level validation XE "validation"  are made on a case by case basis by AD who will make recommendations to AB accordingly.  Proposers of new fields are therefore required to provide a rationale on form A2 in relation to whether their proposal meets the requirements of a University or faculty level validation, taking into account the suggested criteria for higher risk proposals which are listed below.

7. High risk proposals will be approved by AD for validation XE "validation"  at University level.  These could include:

· new fields proposed by UK and overseas collaborating partners

· new qualifications within the University (eg. the first Foundation Degree in a faculty)

· new subjects within the University (for example a field in a new JACS code or one with 50% or more new modules)

· additions of new modes of delivery to an existing fields such as flexible and distributed learning (FDL)

· developments which represent a new subject at a new level of study

· significant cross-faculty developments

8. If significant changes are being made to an existing field which the faculty believes warrants University level approval, form A2 must be submitted to AD.  For further information regarding what constitutes significant and minor changes to fields, see section G.  

9. Low risk proposals will be approved by AD for validation XE "validation"  at faculty level.  These could include: 

· developments in existing subject areas where fields are constructed of less than 50% new modules
· developments where new fields are being proposed by existing UK public sector partners who already offer other Kingston courses in related subject areas

· developments with collaborative partners where the majority of the modules are already in existence

· additions of new modes of delivery to an existing field such as part-time and sandwich modes

10. The definition of a ‘new’ module requires careful interpretation in the validation XE "validation"  planning process.  New module codes and titles can be triggered by relatively small changes in a module and some PSRBs may require separate identification of modules the same as, or similar to, those in other fields.  

Criteria for the Validation XE "Validation"  of New Fields

11. All validations should be considered against core criteria which is provided on the RAF Toolkit website.  Additional criteria will apply to University level validations of new subjects and of fields offered by collaborating partners or by flexible and distributed learning (FDL).  The most up to date guidance notes and templates relating to validation XE "validation"  paperwork must be used to ensure that all core validation criteria is considered during the validation process.

12. Also provided on the RAF Toolkit website is a set of questions for chairs of faculty quality assurance committees and University validation XE "validation"  panel members to use to guide them in their analysis of proposals for validation, and to assist them in making judgements on validation outcomes.  University validation panels should use the list of questions to formulate their agenda for discussion with the field providers.  Even if the papers presented provide satisfactory evidence to answer the questions it does no harm to ask them regardless and hear the proposing team’s exposition.

The Revised Academic Framework XE "Revised Academic Framework:RAF"  Toolkit Website

13. The Revised Academic Framework:RAF" Revised Academic Framework (RAF) Toolkit
 provides advice and practical suggestions based on best practice at Kingston University and elsewhere has been produced to aid course teams in the development of new courses for validation XE "validation" .  
14. The Toolkit covers the key features of Kingston University’s Revised Academic Framework XE "Revised Academic Framework:RAF"  (RAF) including: advice on how to design course level assessment; how to get the most out of learnining technologies; how to embed academic and employability skills in the curriculum; how to meet the minimum expectations of the Kingston University Personal Tutor Scheme XE "Personal Tutor Scheme:PTS" ; and how to engage students in formative feedback.
15. The Toolkit is a dynamic resource which wil be updated as new pedagogies and ideas emerge.  
16. All course teams invovled in validation XE "validation"  or re-validation of their courses should reference the RAF Toolkit to access these resources: https://blogs.kingston.ac.uk/raf/ 
Flowchart
17. The following flowchart illustrates the sequence of events in relation to the validation XE "validation"  of new fields (not including Masters Awards by Learning Agreements – see section H).
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Schedule

18. When planning new courses, faculties should allow sufficient time:

· to fully develop the proposal

· to receive approval from AD to proceed to validation XE "validation" 
· to produce the documentation required for validation XE "validation" 
· to make all the arrangements relating to the validation XE "validation"  event (ie. agree the date, panel, etc)

· to meet any conditions of validation XE "validation"  (all conditions must be fulfilled by the specified deadline before a field can be approved and the course can commence)

· to sufficiently market the new course

19. AD meets regularly throughout the academic year.  Proposals can be submitted to AD at any point during the academic year, but the usual expectation is that they are submitted at least six months in advance of the planned start date such that the appropriate planning, validation XE "validation"  and marketing activities can take place in good time (see section A).  There must be three clear months between the date of validation and the proposed start date of the development.

Process

Validation XE "Validation"  planning meeting

20. If a University level validation XE "validation"  is approved by AD, AQS will schedule a planning meeting.  

Purpose of validation XE "validation"  planning meeting
21. The validation XE "validation"  planning meeting is designed to plan the major features of the validation event, including the timing of stages in the process.   

Nomination of the validation XE "validation"  panel chair 

22. AQS maintains a list of trained chairs from which panel chairs for specific events are chosen.  AQS will identify the panel chair, seek their agreement to participate and invite them to the validation XE "validation"  planning meeting.  Periodically, AQS runs training events for validation panel chairs, and Deans are requested to nominate members of staff from their faculty for training.  Typically, staff nominated for training will:

· be at an appropriate level of seniority - probably principal lecturer or above - with an ability to demonstrate leadership, assertiveness and diplomacy (these skills are particularly important if any difficulties arise at the validation XE "validation" )

· be familiar with University quality assurance process

· have experience of chairing formal meetings

· have experience of serving on University and/or faculty level committees

Shadow chairs

23. Trainee chairs will be required to shadow a more experienced validation XE "validation"  chair on a validation event, prior to being added to the list of approved validation chairs 

24. At events where a shadow chair attends, the following good practice should be observed:

· The shadow chair should be invited to attend the validation XE "validation"  planning meeting 

· the shadow chair should receive and read all advance paperwork, referencing the relevant guidance CG(ii) for validations

· the shadow chair should be invited to attend the draft agenda setting meeting between the chair and the clerk of the event

· the shadow chair should attend all meetings of the event but will be ‘in attendance’ rather than a member of the panel

· the chair of the event should spend some time after the event with the shadow chair discussing how the event went and to talk through any issues or questions which the shadow chair may have.

Documents and preparation for a validation XE "validation"  planning meeting
25. AQS will circulate the following material prior to the validation XE "validation"  planning meeting:

· form A2 considered by AD

· the extract from the AD minutes that considered the proposal;

Constitution of validation XE "validation"  planning meeting
26. Planning meetings are normally constituted as follows:

· Dean of sponsoring faculty (Chair) or nominee
· Head(s) of School(s)

· Field Leader and any other key members of staff from the field

· Chair of forthcoming validation XE "validation"  event

· Representative of AQS (Clerk)

· Representative(s) of other institutions if collaborative arrangements are envisaged/involved (this should be the member of staff at the partner institution responsible for the link)

· Other appropriate persons, at the discretion of the Chair

27. Meetings will normally be chaired by the Dean or a nominated representative, not from the sponsoring school.

Agenda of validation XE "validation"  planning meetings

28. Validation XE "Validation"  planning meetings should be conducted according to the standard agenda set out in guidance CG(i).
Report of the validation XE "validation"  planning meeting
29. The AQS representative will produce brief notes of the outcome of the meeting which are circulated to members.  The notes are for internal use only.  

Provisional validation XE "validation"  event programme

30. AQS is responsible for circulating the provisional programme for a validation XE "validation"  event to the Dean, Head of School XE "Head of School:HoS"  and Chair of the validation event for final approval.

Validation XE "Validation"  Documentary Requirements

31. The nature and format of the documentation required for a validation XE "validation"  will be agreed at the validation planning meeting for a University event and by the faculty for a delegated event.

32. See guidance CG(viii) for a matrix summarising the core documentation that must be provided by faculties when validating new fields.

33. For University level validation XE "validation"  events, AQS will provide panels with the following additional documentation:

· relevant academic regulations;

· link to the relevant subject benchmark statement(s) (see paragraphs 34 and 35 below);

· the AD approval minutes will be provided to the Chair and Validation XE "Validation"  Officer to ensure that any actions have been completed.

Subject Benchmark Statements XE "Subject Benchmark Statements:SBS" 
34. Subject Benchmark Statements XE "Subject Benchmark Statements:SBS"  can be downloaded from the QAA website: http://www.qaa.ac.uk/ASSURINGSTANDARDSANDQUALITY/SUBJECT-GUIDANCE/Pages/Subject-benchmark-statements.aspx 

35. The QAA has worked with the sector to produce a qualification benchmark for Foundation Degrees, which is not specific to any particular discipline but sets out a generic framework for Foundation Degrees that serves as a reference point for use in programme design, delivery and review.  For more information see the QAA website http://www.qaa.ac.uk/Publications/InformationAndGuidance/Pages/Foundation-Degree-qualification-benchmark-May-2010.aspx 
Institutional Agreement XE "Institutional Agreement" 
36. An institutional agreement must be completed for each new collaborative partner (see section B).

Faculty Level Validation XE "Validation" 
Procedures

37. Faculty validation XE "validation"  is a committee based process using existing committees.  The Faculty Board XE "Faculty Board"  will be the authority for approval (or not) of proposals on the delegated authority of AB.  Normally Faculty Boards will delegate the detailed work to the Faculty Board sub-committee, the faculty quality assurance committee or equivalent.  It is intended that the process for faculty validation should be simple and avoid any unnecessary bureaucracy.

38. Faculties should incorporate externality into the consideration of delegated validations by inviting an academic advisor from outside of the University to consider each proposal.  Faculties are required to nominate an appropriate external (using the current criteria, see paragraph 51) and submit the validation XE "validation"  documentation to them in advance of the validation event.  Externals will be asked to comment on the proposal and their feedback will feed into the validation event.  A report template, with a series of questions for the external to answer, has been designed for this purpose (template C9).  If a PSRB representative will be attending the event, it is not necessary to obtain additional external input. 

39. An ‘internal external’ should also be invited to contribute to the discussions about the proposal(s).  This individual could be a faculty or non-faculty representative but must be from outside of the subject team putting forward the proposal.

40. The core documentation requirements for faculty validation XE "validation"  are detailed in guidance CG(viii).  Criteria and checklists to support the faculty decision making process are provided in on the RAF Toolkit website.  
41. Faculty level validations should include a check of the relevant AD minutes to ensure that any actions identified for resolution prior to the validation XE "validation"  or for consideration at the validation itself have been addressed.

42. Faculty committees should if necessary set conditions and make recommendations as a result of their deliberations.  In principle these must be handled in the same way as for University level validations (see paragraph 59).

43. No separate reports of faculty validations are required.  Key discussion points leading to conclusions reached by the approving committee should be contained in committee minutes.  The minutes should clearly record conditions and recommendations.  Conditions should subsequently be followed up at the next committee or in matters arising and recommendations considered through annual monitoring processes.  It is important that committee minutes routinely follow up validation XE "validation"  conditions where approval that conditions have been met has been delegated to the chair and/or a sub-set of committee members.

Validation XE "Validation"  Cycle

44. The workload of faculty committees should be predictable and planned for.  Faculties will be aware of the new fields that may be validated at faculty level through their planning documents and are certainly aware of the timing of validation XE "validation"  planning approval submissions to AD.  Consequently, a faculty validation schedule should be drawn up and regularly updated.

45. The following are good practice guidelines for faculty validations:

· a faculty validation XE "validation"  schedule should be produced and updated regularly

· a timetable of faculty quality assurance committee meetings should be published annually and circulated 

· teams proposing fields for validation XE "validation"  should be made aware of the faculty schedule and timetable of meetings (where appropriate, committee dates should be negotiated with them)

· deadlines should be set, and adhered to, for receipt of validation XE "validation"  documentation (it is suggested that this is at least two weeks prior to the committee meeting to allow time for circulation and reading; Deans and chairs of faculty quality assurance committees should only exceptionally allow late submissions)

· faculty validations should be considered at autumn and spring committee meetings in order to allow follow up and sign off of conditions to occur before the end of June for courses with a September start date.  All validations must take place with three clear months between the date of the validation XE "validation"  and the proposed start date

· key members of the proposing team should be invited to the committee to discuss their proposal.  The committee may hold an initial discussion before meeting the team members and a final discussion after meeting them

University Level Validation XE "Validation" 
Faculty responsibilities in preparing for University level validations
Panel nominations

46. Validation XE "Validation"  panels should comprise sufficient breadth of experience to cover all parts of the provision under consideration.  Validation panels will normally be constituted as follows:

· chair (nominated by AQS)

· external panel member with industrial/professional expertise relating to the field (see criteria set out in paragraph 51)

· external panel member with relevant academic expertise (see paragraph 51)

· PSRB representative(s) (if appropriate) (note:  if a PSRB representative forms part of the panel, it may not be necessary to have a second, additional panel member with industrial/professional experience)

· faculty panel member from a school unrelated to the provision under consideration

· non-faculty panel member

47. For collaborative validation XE "validation"  events a representative from the collaborative partner can be invited to attend the event for staff development purposes.  This would only be appropriate in situations where a representative who was independent of the subject team could be nominated.  If a collaborative partner representative is nominated they will attend as an observer, rather than as a replacement for one of the other panel members.  

48. If the validation XE "validation"  event is for the franchise XE "franchise"  of an existing course, the panel membership can be reduced.  For these events, only one external representative and one non-faculty representative will be required, together with the validation Chair.

49. Faculties must submit final nominations for internal/external members on form C2 within one month of the planning meeting.  Suggestions for external panel members should be brought to the validation XE "validation"  planning meeting for initial discussion, following which the externals may be approached to determine availability and willingness to participate.  It is recognised that nominations at the validation planning meeting stage are provisional.  Enough information needs to be provided on form C2 for AQS to determine that the necessary expertise will be available.

50. The field leader is responsible for checking the availability of both the internal and external nominees for the event before completing and returning form C2.  Faculties should ensure that the rationale for nomination is articulated as fully as possible in order to determine the appropriateness of the nominee and the balance of expertise across the panel.  If necessary, further confirmatory information should be sought.  The form should be signed by the relevant Head of School XE "Head of School:HoS"  and the Dean of the faculty or nominee.  

51. The Field Leader should bear in mind the following criteria when considering nominations for external members of the panel:

· the experience of panel members should be demonstrably appropriate to evaluate the validation XE "validation"  submission

· for the validation XE "validation"  of fields delivered through work-based learning, panel members should have both work-based learning and subject experience

· a panel member should have experience of UK HE

· a panel member should not, within the last five years, have been a member of staff, governor, student, or near relative of a member of field staff (external panel members only)

· a panel member should not be associated with the design and/or operation of the provision under consideration

· a panel member should not have a close association with the field in a management role

· a panel member should not, within the last five years have been an external examiner at the University (external panel members only)

· a panel member should not have been an external examiner on an associated programme at the University where the time elapsed since the tenure of the external examiner’s appointment is less than five years (external panel members only)

· normally a panel member should not be used more than twice within a three year period (external panel members only)

· a panel member should not be a member of staff from a partner institution

52. AQS is responsible for checking nominated panel members against the criteria for membership.  AQS and/or the validation XE "validation"  panel chair have the right to reject the nomination of a panel member if it does not meet the criteria for membership.

53. AQS is responsible for formally confirming arrangements with approved panel members.  They will also be responsible for providing panel members with guidance material on the process and their role.

54. The University pays a fee to external panel members involved in University-level validations (for details of current fee levels, see Introduction, guidance (iii).
The Faculty Scrutiny

55. Faculties can, if they wish, hold an internal scrutiny of the documents prior to submission to the validation XE "validation"  panel.  The requirement for a faculty scrutiny should be agreed at the validation planning meeting.  Instances where a faculty scrutiny might be held include the creation of a new and inexperienced course team or validation with a collaborative partner.  The faculty scrutiny can be either an event or be conducted by correspondence.

56. If a faculty scrutiny is not held, the validation XE "validation"  planning meeting should identify who in the faculty will be responsible for confirming that the faculty procedures have been completed prior to the documents being released to the University validation panel.

Purpose of the Faculty Scrutiny
57. Where the faculty decides to hold a faculty scrutiny, the purpose of the event is to ensure that draft validation XE "validation"  submissions:

· address the standard validation XE "validation"  criteria (see RAF Toolkit website)
· conform to the format specified at the validation XE "validation"  planning meeting

· conform to an acceptable standard of presentation

· conform to University regulations or that any proposed variations to regulatory norms are clearly identified

· address any issues raised by the validation XE "validation"  planning meeting

58. In addition the faculty scrutiny should:

· confirm which member of staff or body is responsible for checking that amendments required by the faculty scrutiny meeting have been incorporated in the validation XE "validation"  submission

· agree a deadline for submission of the amended validation XE "validation"  submission for checking by the nominated member of staff or body

· ensure that arrangements are in place for the Dean or agreed nominee to sign the faculty documentation check form (form C3)
· confirm the arrangements for producing and checking responses to any conditions imposed by the panel

Report of the Faculty Scrutiny
59. It is not a requirement for the faculty to produce a formal report of the faculty scrutiny.  However, faculties are advised to produce informal notes of the key decisions reached.  The notes will be for internal use only.

Panel Chair’s right of attendance

60. The person who will be chairing the University validation XE "validation"  event has the right to attend the faculty scrutiny.  The faculty should advise AQS if the date of the faculty scrutiny changes from the date agreed at the validation planning meeting.  

Submission of validation XE "validation"  documentation
61. The faculty should ensure that:

· documentation is submitted to AQS by the date agreed at the validation XE "validation"  planning meeting (normally three weeks in advance);

· any amendments required by the faculty scrutiny have been completed;

· the validation XE "validation"  submission is accompanied by a completed faculty documentation check form C3.

62. An extension to the submission deadline will normally only be given in exceptional circumstances.  In instances where documentation is received less than five working days before the event, the advice of the Pro Vice-Chancellor XE "Vice-Chancellor:VC"  (Education) and the chair of the event will be sought and will normally result in the postponement of the event. 

Undertaking meetings and events by video conference 

63. When undertaking events, or meetings within events, by video conference, the good practice contained in guidance CG(ii) should be referenced by all event participants, particularly in relation to drafting the programme, setting up room facilities and chairing the meeting. 
The Validation XE "Validation"  Event – University Level 

Purpose of the validation XE "validation"  event
64. The purpose of the validation XE "validation"  event is to provide opportunities for the panel to consider the proposal of new provision for approval.  The considerations of the panel are based on the material contained in the validation submission documentation and on the responses of field team and senior staff to the questions of panel members.  The questions of the panel will be derived from the validation criteria and checklists contained on the RAF Toolkit website in addition to any other issues of concern identified in the private panel meeting and during the course of the event.  The primary outcome of the validation event is a set of conclusions which will indicate whether the proposed provision is approved, and whether approval is subject to conditions, recommendations, or a combination of both.

Validation XE "Validation"  Panel Agenda

65. The Chair of the panel, in consultation with AQS will normally draw up a draft agenda of issues.  This will take account of any feedback received from the panel members prior to the meeting.  The draft agenda will be circulated to the panel, field team(s), Dean and Head of School XE "Head of School:HoS"  normally 48 hours before the start of the event.

Role of the panel chair

66. At the first private meeting of the panel, the chair should:

· introduce panel members to each other

· outline the purpose of the meeting and whether any professional accreditation is involved

· outline the possible outcomes (see paragraph 69)

· ensure that, as far as possible, there is fair division of time and contribution between all panel members

· remind the panel of any background information on the provision under consideration

· review the draft agenda (ie. the list of key issues which panel members have indicated that they wish to discuss with the team/senior staff).  Additional agenda items can be added at this stage

· agree the ordering of agenda items

· invite individual members to take the lead on their agenda items with senior staff/course team on individual topics

· ensure that provision is made for further private meeting(s) of the panel if felt necessary

67. During the event, the chair should:

· clearly indicate the purpose of the validation XE "validation" , the purpose of each meeting and outline the agenda  

· ensure that all the issues previously identified by the panel or the team are covered, bringing in members as appropriate

· ensure that all represented parties have been given adequate opportunity to contribute to discussions (for example individual module leaders); 

· check in private panel meetings that no important items have been omitted from the discussions

· keep notes for the final conclusion

· guide the panel in reaching conclusions (including commendations, conditions/recommendations and the identification of good practice), clarifying for members the possible alternatives open to them (see paragraph 69)
Role of validation XE "validation"  panel members
68. The panel should evaluate the provision under consideration and the responses of senior staff and the course team in relation to the validation XE "validation"  criteria and checklists contained on the RAF Toolkit website.  A guidance document, prepared by AQS, is sent to internal and external panel members prior to the event and is also available in guidance CG(vii).
Outcomes of Validations (faculty and University level)

69. The possible outcomes of all validation XE "validation"  events are as follows:

· Approval

· Approval with recommendations

· Approval with conditions

· Approval with conditions and recommendations

· Non-approval


Periods of Approval

70. If a field is approved by the faculty committee or University panel it will be in perpetual approval thereafter.  Fields will not be required to be submitted for re-approval, but will be reviewed on a six yearly cycle as part of an overarching subject area (see section D).  However, approval of a new field may be time-limited if there are concerns.  How time limited validations are followed up will depend on the point in the ISR cycle when they will be reviewed.  If appropriate the ISR may be asked to pay particular attention to any concerns that caused the original validation XE "validation"  to be time-limited.  Faculties may decide to re-scrutinise a proposal using their own committee procedure.  At University level, if there is not an appropriate ISR, then a validation panel may be reconvened.  It is anticipated that time-limited validation will be a rarity, stringent conditions on resubmission before validation would be preferable.
Conditions and Recommendations
71. Conditions are issues that the course team is required to address, to the satisfaction of the faculty committee or panel, before the course can commence.  Conditions typically relate to issues that will impact immediately on the students’ learning experience.  Issues of this kind might relate to resources (both physical and human), curriculum and assessment issues for first year modules and organisational aspects of the delivery of the course.  

72. Panels and committees often also make recommendations which are usually aspects of the course or its delivery etc. that need to be reviewed over time or things that the panel suggest that the team consider in order to enhance the programme.  The progress of recommendations is monitored through annual course monitoring.

73. In faculty validations, conditions should be agreed by the committee and clearly recorded in faculty minutes which should be copied to the field proposers.

74. In University level validations, conditions and recommendations should be communicated orally by the Chair to senior staff and the field team in the final meeting of the event (the feedback meeting), as part of the validation XE "validation"  panel’s conclusions.  In formulating and communicating conditions and recommendations of approval, the validation panel should bear in mind the following:

· Conditions and recommendations should be clearly and precisely articulated (contextual information and observations can be included in order to assist understanding) 

· Normally, conditions should be fulfilled well in advance of the start of the proposed provision.  In rare instances, conditions may be set that apply to later parts of courses, in which case the conditions must be met by an appropriate specified date

75. The panel or faculty committee should indicate clear deadlines for the fulfilment of conditions.  This should normally be within six weeks of the validation XE "validation"  event, but may need to be sooner than this (ie: 3-4 weeks) if the validation takes place late in the academic year

76. Exceptionally, the validation XE "validation"  panel or faculty committee may impose conditions which can only be met after the proposed start, but only in cases where the condition concerned does not have a direct bearing on the experience of students.  

77. For validations involving collaborative partners, it should be a condition of the validation XE "validation"  that the Institutional Agreement XE "Institutional Agreement"  (with its accompanying administrative and financial schedules) is formalised and signed prior to the commencement of the field(s).

78. It should be made clear who will be responsible for considering the response to any conditions.  Only in exceptional circumstances or in the case of minor amendment should approval be delegated solely to the Chair of a panel or faculty committee.

79. Recommendations are normally addressed in faculty annual monitoring and are not normally considered by the validation XE "validation"  panel itself.

Non-approval

80. In the event that the validation XE "validation"  panel or faculty committee does not feel able to approve the provision, this should be communicated orally by the Chair to senior staff and the field team in the final meeting of the event (the feedback meeting), as part of the validation panel’s conclusions.  The validation panel should agree the main points to be reported in this respect, which should cover:

· the main reasons for non-approval;

· any suggestions as to how the field team might overcome these shortcomings;

· the recommended timescale for any resubmission;

· recommendations on the way in which a resubmission should be considered (for example, reconvened panel, new panel etc).

81. In the case of a faculty validation XE "validation"  the chair of the faculty committee should convey the decision to the field team and the relevant Head(s) of School as soon as possible after the committee meeting.

Appeal against a validation XE "validation"  decision

82. An appeal against the decision of a validation XE "validation"  panel should be submitted to AQS within one week of the circulation of the conclusions of the validation panel.  Appeals should take the form of a letter from the Dean of the faculty setting out the reasons why an appeal is considered necessary.  Appeals will be considered as soon as possible after their submission.  In the first instance the appeal will be directed to the Chair of the panel.  If a disagreement concerning a validation decision cannot be resolved by further discussion between the validation panel and the faculty, then the appeal will be heard by a body established by AB which does not include those involved in the original decision.  The decision of AB resulting from this process will be final.  A similar process should be implemented at faculty level, Heads of School submitting an appeal to the Dean and the Faculty Board XE "Faculty Board"  being the arbiter.

Reports of Validations (Faculty and University level)

Faculty report of faculty level validation XE "validation" 
83. No separate reports of faculty level validations are required.  Minutes of the relevant committee should contain sufficient information to indicate why the conclusions were reached and also detail the conclusions.

84. The minutes should record:

· the Committee’s decision as to whether the proposed provision is approved

· the basis for this decision

· the date of the first intake for which approval is given

· any PSRB approval

· any areas of commendable practice (demonstrating excellence in its context, without implication that it can be transferred)
· any areas of good practice (which has the capacity to be disseminated)
· any conditions and recommendations attached to approval

· any restrictions to the programme having perpetual approval

· the deadline for fulfilling conditions ie. the date by which a response must be submitted

· who will be responsible for checking the response
85. The conclusions of a faculty validation XE "validation"  should be sent by the committee clerk to the chair for approval within two working days of the committee meeting.  The approved conclusions should then be forwarded to the field team concerned and appropriate Head(s) of School.  The next committee meeting should approve the account of the validation in the committee minutes.

86. Faculties should advise AQS throughout the year as new fields are approved.  Form C5 should be completed and submitted to AQS together with a copy of the relevant committee minutes.
Validation XE "Validation"  conclusions and report for University level events

87. A written record of the conclusions of the event will be forwarded to the Chair for approval two working days after the event, confirming the Chair's verbal report.  

88. The conclusions will contain:

· the Panel's decision as to whether the proposed provision is approved

· the date of the first intake for which approval is given

· any PSRB approval

· any areas of commendable practice (demonstrating excellence in its context, without implication that it can be transferred)
· any areas of good practice (which has the capacity to be disseminated)
· any conditions and recommendations attached to approval

· any restrictions to the programme having perpetual approval

· the deadline for fulfilling conditions ie. the date by which a response must be submitted

· an addendum specifying any amendments required to ensure compliance with current University regulations and procedures.  The Chair and Validation XE "Validation"  Officer will determine the most appropriate way to communicate the required typographical and regulatory changes to the field team.  This may either be an addendum to the report or annotated documents

· the format required for the response to conditions from the course team

· who will be responsible for checking the response (Chair, panel etc.)

89. For University level events AQS will normally forward the conclusions to:

· panel members

· Chair of the Faculty Quality Assurance Committee (or equivalent)

· Dean of the faculty

· Head of School XE "Head of School:HoS" 
· Field Leader

· Collaborating Institution (if appropriate) 

· Faculty Head of Resources and Planning or equivalent

90. The full validation XE "validation"  report will normally be produced within 15 working days and forwarded for approval to the Chair.  The full validation XE "validation"  report will give a summary account of the deliberations of the panel and its discussions with staff.  
91. Once confirmed, the full report will normally be sent to all those who received the conclusions as well as the Chair of the Quality Assurance Committee XE "Quality Enhancement Committee:QEC" , Chair of the University Education Committee and the Director of Academic Development.
92. Reports will constitute documentary evidence of the degree of rigour and comprehensiveness with which the validation XE "validation"  process has been conducted.

Response to Validation XE "Validation"  Conditions (faculty and university level)

93. All conditions must be fulfilled by the specified deadline before a field can be approved and the course can commence.  

94. The only exception to this rule is where validation XE "validation"  panels or faculty committees have imposed a deadline for response beyond the proposed start date.  Should exceptional circumstances arise which mean that a condition or conditions cannot be fulfilled before the proposed start date or next intake, a formal request for the deadline for the condition to be extended should be submitted by the Dean of the faculty to AQS, for consideration by the Pro Vice-Chancellor XE "Deputy Vice Chancellor:DVC"  (Education).  This must be done regardless of whether the validation route has been faculty or University level.

Submitting responses to conditions arising from faculty level validation XE "validation" 
95. The response to validation XE "validation"  conditions should be submitted to the clerk of the faculty committee in advance of the due deadline.  The clerk will arrange for the response to be considered by the next committee meeting or by a sub-group set up by the committee.

96. The clerk of the faculty committee should keep the chair of the committee informed of progress with receipt of responses and follow up of non-submission.

97. The response to conditions should be dealt with in a parallel way to that for University level validations.

Submitting responses to conditions arising from University level validation XE "validation"  events
98. The response to validation XE "validation"  conditions should be prepared and submitted to AQS for forwarding to panel members.  The format and timescale for submission of a response will be specified in the validation report.

99. Responses to conditions of approval must be submitted to AQS by the specified deadline.  

100. When organising follow up work, faculties should ensure that arrangements are in place and that members of staff have been nominated to:

· produce the response to conditions;

· check and approve the response prior to its submission to AQS;

· take action on any further work on the response required by panel members;

101. The response to conditions should consist of:

· a completed form C4

· a covering paper identifying the location and nature of amendments within the body of the response to conditions, cross referred to the relevant conditions;

plus, either: 

· amended extracts from the validation XE "validation"  submission documents

or:

· complete copies of the validation XE "validation"  submission documents, amended in line with conditions

102. In both cases faculties are asked to clearly highlight (in a different colour, for example) any amendments made to the documents as part of the response to conditions.

103. Incomplete responses to conditions and responses to conditions which are not accompanied by the faculty check form and a clearly composed covering paper will be referred to the Chair of the Validation XE "Validation"  Panel by AQS.  The Chair has the right to reject incomplete responses to conditions.  Rejected responses will be returned to the faculty for completion.

104. Field teams should bear in mind that, should validation XE "validation"  panel members conclude that the response to conditions is unsatisfactory in any respect; a revised response will be required.  
105. Approval of the field will only be confirmed once the Chair and/or panel are satisfied with the response to the conditions of approval.  AQS will formally write to the Dean of the faculty to confirm the approval of a field.

Validation XE "Validation"  Follow-Up (faculty and University level)

106. Regardless of the validation XE "validation"  process, the documentation outcomes of validation will be an approved programme specification and new module directory in standard University format.  Bound copies of these should be submitted to AQS.  In addition, an electronic version of the programme specification should be submitted to AQS for loading onto StaffSpace XE "StaffSpace" .

107. It is the responsibility of faculties to liaise with the Student Systems Support & Development (SSSD) department to ensure that new fields and new modules are recorded in SITS/CAMS and that data relating to KIS have been captured.  It is also the responsibility of faculties to ensure that module descriptors are made available in standard format to the rest of their faculty, and partner faculties and institutions, where appropriate.

108. AB will exercise its responsibility for faculty committee-based validation XE "validation"  through receipt of Faculty Board XE "Faculty Board"  minutes.  AB will exercise its responsibility for University-level validation through receipt of QAC minutes. 

Feedback on the Validation XE "Validation"  Process

109. The conclusions from validation XE "validation"  reports are considered by QAC through the receipt of the annual Validation and Review report.  The report identifies trends in the conditions/recommendations at University level events, draws any issues of quality or good practice to the Unviersity’s attention, and also proposes amendments/improvements to the validation procedures.  If there are academic issues relating to teaching, learning or assessment, these will be referred directly to UEC.

110. AQS will issue an evaluation questionnaire to both panel members and the field team following central events.
111. AQS is responsible for analysing the questionnaire.  Findings will be included in the validation XE "validation"  and review report received annually by QAC.
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Form C1

Table of modules contributing to a field for Module Directory 

Modules contributing to: [field title]

Field Leader: [name of field leader]:
	Module Code
	Module Title
	Credit Value
	Sponsoring School/Faculty
	Status of Module (validated/for approval)
	Module Leader
	Other staff teaching on module

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Form C2

Validation XE "Validation" /Internal Subject Review XE "Internal Subject Review:ISR" /Articulation Agreement XE "Articulation Agreement"  Panel Nomination

	FIELD/COURSE:


	

	DATE OF VALIDATION/ISR/ARTICULATION ARRANGEMENT:

	


EXTERNAL PANEL MEMBERS:

	Name of proposed External Panel Member
	Previous Validation XE "Validation"  experience

(if known)
	Relevant Specialist & Subject Expertise
	Address, telephone number & 

e-mail address for correspondence
	Rationale for nomination
	I have confirmed the availability of the nominee

(*delete as appropriate)
	The panel member has confirmed that they would prefer to receive documentation in paper or electronic form (*delete as appropriate)

	
	
	
	
	
	*Yes/No
	*Paper/Electronic

	
	
	
	
	
	*Yes/No
	*Paper/Electronic


Please indicate any previous or current association with the University

I confirm that the above proposed external panel members:

· have not, within the last five years, been members of staff, governors, students or near relatives of a member of staff involved in the provision;

· are not associated with the design and/or operation of the provision under consideration;

· do not have a close association with the provision in a management role;

· have not, within the last five years (two years for ISR panel members), been external examiners at the University;

· have not been external examiners on an associated programme at the University where the time elapsed since the external examiner’s appointment is less than five years;

· are not members of staff from a partner institution;

· have experience of UK Higher Education (and, if relevant, experience of work-based learning)

INTERNAL PANEL MEMBERS: 

	Name of proposed internal panel members
	School and Faculty
	I have confirmed the availability of the nominee (*delete as appropriate)
	The panel member has confirmed that they would prefer to receive documentation in paper or electronic form (*delete as appropriate)

	
	
	*Yes/No
	*Paper/Electronic



	
	
	*Yes/No
	*Paper/Electronic




APPROVED BY:

	Head of School XE "Head of School:HoS" :
	

	Dean of Faculty: 


	


Please ensure that you have referenced the guidance notes on pages 3 and 4 of this document before submitting to Academic Quality and Standards 

GUIDANCE ON THE COMPLETION OF THE PROPOSAL FOR VALIDATION/INTERNAL SUBJECT REVIEW/ARTICULATION AGREEMENT PANEL FORM
1. Faculties should identify people who can contribute effectively to the validation XE "validation" / internal subject review/articulation agreement process.

2. Nominations should be discussed initially at the planning meeting.

3. Where large modular or interfaculty schemes are under scrutiny it is important to maintain a balance between members concerned with the overall structure of the scheme and members with specialist expertise concerned with major subject components.

4. External panel members must have sufficient expertise to cover the major subject components. In the case of validations of work-based learning programmes, panel members should have both work-based learning and subject specific experience.  The number of external subject experts with minimal validation XE "validation"  experience should be limited to one member per panel.

5. Panel members should be drawn from a range of UK institutions of higher education and from relevant industrial, professional or public sector backgrounds.

6. Validation XE "Validation" /internal subject review/articulation agreement panels must be constituted in accordance with the following model:

a. the chair of the event will be nominated by Academic Quality and Standards and will have undergone specialist training for the role.  (Exceptionally, and with approval of the Chair of the Quality Assurance Committee XE "Quality Enhancement Committee:QEC" , a panel may be chaired by another member of the University or by an external member)

b. at least two appropriate independent external specialists one of whom must normally have experience in industry, commerce or a profession

Note:  for franchise XE "franchise"  validation XE "validation"  events only one appropriate independent external specialist is required

Note:  for larger events it may be appropriate to nominate more than two externals to ensure that the panel has the full breadth of subject expertise

c. two members of staff from the University, one of whom would normally come from the same faculty as the course being considered, but not from the same School or subject area and one external to the faculty

Note: for franchise XE "franchise"  validation XE "validation"  events a faculty representative is not required

7. The number and names of the panel must be agreed between the chair of the panel, the dean of the faculty and Academic Quality and Standards 

8. Any previous or current association with the University of any external panel member should be notified to Academic Quality and Standards 

9. The criteria for the nomination of validation XE "validation"  and ISR panel members are articulated in section C (validation of new fields) and section D (ISR). 

10. All sections of the form must be completed, including the column entitled rationale for nomination.  If further space is required, please continue on a separate sheet.

11. The Field Leader is responsible for checking the availability for the event of their nominees, before completing and returning this form.

12. Names of both internal and external panel members normally should be submitted to Academic Quality and Standards one month after the planning meeting. 
13. Fees payable to external panel members for ISR or validation XE "validation"  events are £150 per day (plus expenses). 

Form C3

Faculty documentation check

	Faculty


	

	Field/course


	

	Field Leader


	

	Date of faculty scrutiny (if appropriate)


	

	Date of validation XE "validation" , internal subject review or articulation arrangement event


	


I confirm that all the documentation, as specified at the planning meeting, is submitted with this form.

I confirm that the attached documentation has been approved by the Faculty (either via Faculty scrutiny or other means) as fit for submission to a validation XE "validation" / internal subject review panel.

Dean of Faculty (or nominee)







(add name and status if not Dean)

Date





_______________________________ 

Form C4

Faculty conditions check

Faculty


Field/course


Date of validation XE "validation"  event

I confirm that the attached response to conditions has been checked and approved by the Faculty and I am in agreement that it should be submitted for approval by the panel.

Dean of Faculty (or nominee)







(add name and status if not Dean)

Date





_______________________________ 

Form C5

Notification of Faculty Validation XE "Validation"  Approval to AQS

Please complete all sections of this form and return to Academic Quality and Standards as and when new fields are approved throughout the academic year. 

	Faculty
	

	Date
	

	Name and position of staff member completing form
	


DETAILS OF VALIDATED FIELD

	Field Title
	

	Field Leader
	

	Mode(s) 
	[Please specify full, half, major and/or minor or if by flexible and distributed learning (FDL) or learning agreement] 

[Also please specify if the field has been validated in full time and/or part time modes]

	Collaborative Partner(s) 
	[For collaborative fields only]

	Liaison Officer XE "Liaison Officer"  
	[For collaborative fields only]

	JACS code


	

	Proposed ISR category
	[See page 2]

	Validated start date
	

	Date of Faculty Validation XE "Validation"  


	[Date considered by Faculty Quality Committee XE "Faculty Quality Committee:FQC"  or sub-committee]

	Date conditions signed off 


	[Date conditions signed off by Faculty Quality Committee XE "Faculty Quality Committee:FQC"  or sub-committee]

	Date validated field will be notified to Faculty Board XE "Faculty Board" 
	[All newly validated fields should be reported to the next Faculty Board XE "Faculty Board" ]

	Extract(s) of minutes (you must ensure that you provide the minutes which confirm that all conditions of validation XE "validation"  have been met and that the field has been formally approved by the Faculty) 

	


The following is a list of current Kingston University ISR categories.  Faculties should contact Academic Quality and Standards if they wish to discuss any proposals which do not appear to fit into one of these categories.
1. Aerospace and Aircraft Engineering 

2. Architecture and Landscape

3. Bellerbys (Study Group)

4. Biological Sciences and Subjects Allied to Medicine

5. Business and Administrative Studies

6. Chemistry and Pharmaceutical Sciences

7. Child-centred Inter-professional Practice 

8. Civil Engineering and Construction 

9. Computing 

10. Creative Arts and Design (Art & Design History and Fine Art)

11. Creative Arts and Design (Design)

12. Dance and Drama

13. Economics

14. Education (CPD and Research)

15. Education (Early Years)

16. Education (Initial Teacher Training)

17. Education (Roehampton)

18. European Languages, Literature and Related Subjects

19. Film and Television

20. Finance

21. Geography, Geology and the Environment

22. History

23. Human Resource Management 

24. Journalism and Publishing

25. Law

26. Leadership, HRM and Organisation 

27. Linguistics, Classics and Related Subjects

28. Marketing

29. Mathematics and Statistics

30. Mechanical and Automotive Engineering 

31. Media

32. Music

33. Nursing and Midwifery

34. Philosophy

35. Politics and Social Sciences

36. Psychology

37. Radiography and Physiotherapy

38. Social Work

39. Surveying and Planning

40. Technological Sciences 

Template C6

Programme Specification XE "Programme Specification"  Template (version 2)
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Programme Specification XE "Programme Specification" 
Title of Course:

Date Specification Produced:

Date Specification Last Revised:

This Programme Specification XE "Programme Specification"  is designed for prospective students, current students, academic staff and potential employers.  It provides a concise summary of the main features of the programme and the intended learning outcomes that a typical student might reasonably be expected to achieve and demonstrate if he/she takes full advantage of the learning opportunities that are provided.  More detailed information on the teaching, learning and assessment methods, learning outcomes and content of each module can be found in Student Handbooks and Module Descriptors.

Exemplar programme specifications can be found on the Revised Academic Framework:RAF" Revised Academic Framework (RAF) Toolkit
 webpage. 

SECTION 1:
GENERAL INFORMATION

	Title:
	

	Awarding Institution:


	Kingston University

	Teaching Institution:


	Where the course is delivered by a collaborative partner  - specify

	Location:
	Indicate where the field is delivered



	Programme Accredited by:


	Specify any accrediting bodies


SECTION2: THE PROGRAMME

A. Programme Introduction
This section should provide a broad introduction to the course – its rationale, any distinctive features and philosophy underpinning the course etc.

(approximately 300 words)

B. Aims of the Programme
The aims should be expressed as the broad intentions of the programme.  They can be written as text, as bullet points or numbered.    Aims should be presented separately for full, major, half and minor fields at Undergraduate level.  At Postgraduate level the aims should be presented separately for PgCert, PgDip and Masters if the intermediate awards are to be offered as ones to which students can apply directly.  If, the PgCert/PgDip are only available as exit awards it is not necessary to present the aims separately.

If appropriate, use sub-headings such as:  The aims of the minor field are’, ‘the additional aims of the half field are’ etc. or ‘the aims of the Postgraduate Certificate are’, ‘the additional aims for the Postgraduate Diploma are’ and ‘the additional aims for the full masters are’.

C. Intended Learning Outcomes
The programme provides opportunities for students to develop and demonstrate knowledge and understanding, skills and other attributes in the following areas.  The programme outcomes are referenced to the QAA subject benchmarks for (insert appropriate benchmark(s) here) and the Framework for Higher Education Qualifications XE "Framework for Higher Education Qualifications:FHEQ"  in England, Wales and Northern Ireland (2008), and relate to the typical student.

Indication should be given for those learning outcomes relevant to minor, major, half and full undergraduate fields and for PgCert, PgDip and MSc if the PgCert and PgDip are offered as awards to which students can apply directly.  Learning outcomes XE "Learning outcomes"  for exit awards do not have to be listed separately.

The Key Skills fall within the seven categories defined within the University’s ‘KEYS’ Skills Framework for undergraduate and postgraduate courses.  Courses will normally be expected to incorporate all categories of skills within the programme specification, together with evidence relating to where they are facilitated and how they are to be assessed.  Skills should be progressed as appropriate for the discipline and level of the student.

	Programme Learning Outcomes

	
	Knowledge and Understanding

On completion of the course students will be able to:
	
	Intellectual skills – able to:

On completion of the course students will be able to:
	
	Subject Practical skills 

On completion of the course students will be able to:

	A1
	You are not restricted to 4 outcomes per heading – please add as appropriate.  However, course teams should probably avoid, where possible,  the proliferation of programme learning outcomes
	B1
	
	C1
	

	A2
	
	B2
	
	C2
	

	A3
	
	B3
	
	C3
	

	A4
	
	B4
	
	C4
	

	Key Skills

	
	Self Awareness Skills
	
	Communication Skills
	
	Interpersonal Skills

	AK1
	Take responsibility for  own learning and plan for and record own personal development
	BK1
	Express ideas clearly and unambiguously in writing and the spoken work
	CK1
	Work well  with others in a group or team

	AK2
	Recognise own academic strengths and weaknesses, reflect on performance and progress and respond to feedback
	BK2
	Present, challenge and defend  ideas and results effectively orally and in writing
	CK2
	Work flexibly and respond to change

	AK3
	Organise self effectively, agreeing and setting realistic targets, accessing support where appropriate and managing time to achieve targets
	BK3
	Actively listen and respond appropriately to ideas of others
	CK3
	Discuss and debate with others and make concession to reach agreement

	AK4
	Work effectively with limited supervision in unfamiliar contexts
	
	
	CK4
	Give, accept and respond to constructive feedback

	
	Research and information Literacy Skills
	
	Numeracy Skills
	
	Management & Leadership Skills

	DK1
	Search for and select relevant sources of information
	EK1
	Collect data from primary and secondary sources and use appropriate methods to manipulate and analyse this data
	FK1
	Determine the scope of a task (or project)

	DK2
	Critically evaluate information and use it appropriately
	EK2
	Present and record data in appropriate formats
	FK2
	Identify resources needed to undertake the task (or project) and to schedule and manage the resources

	DK3
	Apply the ethical and legal requirements in both the access and use of information
	EK3
	Interpret and evaluate data to inform and justify arguments
	FK3
	Evidence ability to successfully complete and evaluate a task (or project), revising the plan where necessary

	DK4
	Accurately cite and reference information sources
	EK4
	Be aware of issues of selection, accuracy and uncertainty in the collection and analysis of data
	FK4
	Motivate and direct others to enable an effective contribution from all participants

	DK5
	Use software and IT technology as appropriate
	
	
	
	

	
	Creativity and Problem Solving Skills
	
	
	
	

	GK1
	Apply scientific and other knowledge to analyse and evaluate information and data and to find solutions to problems
	
	
	
	

	GK2
	Work with complex ideas and justify judgements made through effective use of evidence
	
	
	
	

	Teaching/learning methods and strategies



	The range of learning and teaching strategies includes:

	
	

	Assessment strategies



	The assessment strategies employed in the Fields include the following:

	
	


D. Entry Requirements
The minimum entry qualifications for the programme are:

From A levels:


BTEC:




Access Diploma:

Plus:

Include GSCE requirements
A minimum IELTS score of ***, TOEFL *** or equivalent is required for those for whom English is not their first language.

Indicate whether CRB clearance may be required (complete as applicable).

E. Programme Structure

This programme is offered in full-time/part-time/distance learning (indicate as appropriate) mode, and leads to the award of (*).  Entry is normally at level 4 with A-level or equivalent qualifications (See section D).  Transfer from a similar programme is possible at level 5 with passes in comparable level 4 modules – but is at the discretion of the course team.  Intake is normally in September. (Customise as appropriate)

E1.
Professional and Statutory Regulatory Bodies


e.g. British Association of Neurobiology

E2.
Work-based learning, including sandwich programmes

Work placements are actively encouraged – although it is the responsibility of individual students to source and secure such placements.  This allows students to reflect upon their own personal experience of working in an applied setting, to focus on aspects of this experience that they can clearly relate to theoretical concepts and to evaluate the relationship between theory and practice.

E3.
Outline Programme Structure

Each level is made up of four modules each worth 30 credit points.  Typically a student must complete 120 credits at each level.    All students will be provided with the University regulations and specific additions that are sometimes required for accreditation by outside bodies (e.g. professional or statutory bodies that confer professional accreditation).  Full details of each module will be provided in module descriptors and student module guides.  (Customise as appropriate)

Course teams may wish to include a diagrammatic representation of the course structure – either here or as an appendix to this document.

Remove the tables below as appropriate to the level of the course presented.

	Level 4 (all core)

	Compulsory modules


	Module code
	Credit 

Value
	Level 
	% 

Written exam
	% practical exam
	% 

course-work
	Teaching Block

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Half field students must take *

Major field students must take * 

Minor field students must take *

Progression to level 5 requires *** including passes in ***    

Students exiting the programme at this point who have successfully completed 120 credits are eligible for the award of Certificate of Higher Education.

Modify as appropriate.




	Level 5 (at least 60 credits = core)

	Compulsory modules


	Module code
	Credit 

Value
	Level 
	% 

Written exam
	% practical exam
	% 

course-work
	Teaching Block
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Option modules
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Pre-requisites

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Half field students must take *

Major field students must take *

Minor field students must take *

Progression to level 6 requires ***including passes in ***

Students exiting the programme at this point who have successfully completed 120 credits are eligible for the award of Diploma of Higher Education.

Modify as appropriate.




	Level 6 (at least 60 credits = core)

	Compulsory modules


	Module code
	Credit 

Value
	Level 
	% 

Written exam


	% practical exam
	% 

course-work


	Teaching Block
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Option modules
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Pre-requisites

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Half field students must take *

Major field students must take *

Minor field students must take *

Level 6 requires the completion of the compulsory modules and ** option modules.

Modify as appropriate.




	Level 7  Remove this table if no level 7 credit

	Compulsory modules


	Module code
	Credit 

Value
	Level 
	% 

Written exam
	% practical exam
	% 

course-work
	Teaching Block
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Option modules
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Pre-requisites

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Students exiting the programme with 60 credits are eligible for the award of PgCert

Students exiting the programme with 120 credits are eligible for the award of PgDip

(if appropriate – specify if there are any core modules that students must achieve for either of the intermediate awards)




F. Principles of Teaching Learning and Assessment 

This section provides an opportunity to describe how the Curriculum Design Principles XE "Curriculum Design Principles:CDP"  have been utilised within the teaching, learning and assessment regimes for the course.  Reference should also be made to the types of programme level teaching and learning activities which will take place, for example during pre-induction, induction and outduction, field trips, enrichment week etc..

G. Support for Students and their  Learning

Students are supported by:

Indicate the range of support available to students

H. Ensuring and Enhancing the Quality of the Course

The University has several methods for evaluating and improving the quality and standards of its provision.  These include:

· External examiners

· Boards of study with student representation

· Annual review and development

· Periodic review undertaken at the subject level

· Student evaluation

· Moderation XE "Moderation"  policies

(Add any other methods applicable to the course i.e. professional body requirements)

I. Employability Statement 

Make reference to graduate destinations, student employability and links with employers.  Reference should also be made to how employability skills will be developed throughout the course.

J. Approved Variants from the UMS/PCF

K. Other sources of information that you may wish to consult

Remember that this is a document for multiple audiences, you may wish to refer students to subject benchmark statements, professional body requirements etc.  Cross refer to KIS URLs (when available)


Development of Programme Learning Outcomes in Modules

This map identifies where the programme learning outcomes are assessed across the modules for this programme.  It provides an aid to academic staff in understanding how individual modules contribute to the programme aims, and a means to help students monitor their own learning, personal and professional development as the programme progresses and a checklist for quality assurance purposes.    Include both core and option modules.

Please add columns as appropriate for both core and option modules.  Delete as necessary for the level of course presented.

	
	
	
	Level 4
	Level 5
	Level 6
	Level 7

	
	Module Code
	e.g. HB101
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Programme Learning Outcomes
	Knowledge & Understanding
	A1
	S
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	A2
	S/F
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	A3
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	A4
	F
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Intellectual Skills
	B1
	S
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	B2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	B3
	S/F
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	B4
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Practical Skills
	C1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	C2
	S
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	C3
	F
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	C4
	S
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Key Skills
	AK1
	F
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	AK2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	AK3
	S/F
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	AK4
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	BK1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	BK2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	BK3
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	CK1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	CK2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	CK3
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	CK4
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	DK1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	DK2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	DK3
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	DK4
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	DK5
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	EK1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	EK2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	EK3
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	EK4
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	FK1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	FK2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	FK3
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	FK4
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	GK1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	GK2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


S 
indicates where a summative assessment occurs (i.e. one that carries formal marks)

F
where formative assessment/feedback occurs

Indicative Module Assessment Map

This map identifies the elements of assessment for each module.  Course teams are reminded that:

· There should be no more than three elements of assessment per module

· There should be no more than one formal examination per module.  

· Synoptic assessments that test the learning outcomes of more than one module are permitted

Please complete for all modules

	Module
	Coursework 1
	Coursework 2
	Examination

	Level 
	Module Name
	Module code
	Credit value
	Core/

option
	Type of coursework
	Word Length
	Weighting %
	S/F*
	Type of coursework
	Word Length
	Weighting %
	S/F*
	Written/

practical
	Duration
	Weighting %
	S/F*

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Technical Annex

	Final Award(s):


	

	Intermediate Award(s):


	Indicate those awards available to students who exit the programme before completion of the award which they are registered e.g. Cert HE, Ordinary degree, PgCert

	Minimum period of registration:
	

	Maximum period of registration:
	

	FHEQ Level for the Final Award:


	

	QAA Subject Benchmark:
	

	Modes of Delivery:
	

	Language of Delivery:
	

	Faculty:
	

	School:
	

	JACS code:
	This is the Joint Academic Coding System (JACS) agreed jointly by UCAS and HESA.  

	UCAS Code:
	

	Course Code:
	

	Route Code:
	

	
	


Template C7
Module Descriptor XE "Module Descriptor"  Template

Examplar module descriptors can be found on the Revised Academic Framework:RAF" Revised Academic Framework (RAF) Toolkit
 webpage 

	MODULE CODE:


LEVEL:


CREDITS:

TITLE:

PRE-REQUISITES:

CO-REQUISITES:



MODULE SUMMARY (INDICATIVE)
AIMS (DEFINITIVE)

(RAF guidance:  There should normally be no more than four aims per module)

LEARNING OUTCOMES (DEFINITIVE) 

On successful completion of the module, students will be able to:

(RAF guidance:  There should normally be no more than six learning outcomes per module)

CURRICULUM CONTENT (INDICATIVE)

TEACHING AND LEARNING STRATEGY (INDICATIVE)

BREAKDOWN OF TEACHING AND LEARNING HOURS (DEFINITIVE)

	DEFINITIVE KIS CATEGORY 
	INDICATIVE DESCRIPTION
	HOURS 

	Scheduled learning and teaching
	
	

	Guided independent study
	
	

	Study abroad / placement 
	
	

	
	Total 

(number of credits x 10)
	


(KIS guidance: The KIS teaching and learning categories have been defined by HESA for the purposes of producing the KIS record.  The breakdown of hours across these categories must be treated as definitive elements of the module.  A further indicative description of these hours is permitted (for example hours spent in seminars or lectures) in the second column)

ASSESSMENT STRATEGY (INDICATIVE)
(RAF guidance:  There should be no more than 3 elements of assessment per module [i.e. separate marks entered in SITS].  There should be no more than 1 formal examination per module.  Please also indicate how the module will provide explicit formative opportunities for practice and ‘feed forward’ to help students achieve their full potential in the summative assessment)  

MAPPING OF LEARNING OUTCOMES TO ASSESSMENT STRATEGY (INDICATIVE)

Note: the link between assessment strategies and learning outcomes can be presented in a table format (see below) or as a short paragraph/set of bullet points 

	LEARNING OUTCOME

On completion of the module, students will be able to:
	ASSESSMENT STRATEGY

	1) 

	

	2) 

	

	3) 

	

	4) 

	

	etc.


	


MAJOR CATEGORIES OF ASSESSMENT (DEFINITIVE)

	DEFINITIVE KIS CATEGORY 
	PERCENTAGE 

	Written Exam
	

	Practical Exam
	

	Coursework
	

	
	100%


(KIS guidance: The KIS assessment categories listed above have been defined by HESA for the purposes of producing the KIS record.  All assessments must be identified with one of these categories and the breakdown of percentages across them must be treated as definitive elements of the module.  You may use a category more than once, subject to the ruling on formal examinations explained above.    The major categories of assessment must be described further in the Assessment Strategy section above.

ACHIEVING A PASS (DEFINITIVE)

a) [Where there is one element of assessment]
It IS a requirement that the major category of assessment is passed in order to achieve an overall pass for the module 

b) [Where there is more than one element of assessment]
It IS NOT a requirement that any major assessment category is passed separately in order to achieve an overall pass for the module

OR 
(in the case of external factors such as Professional, Statutory or Regulatory Body requirements – see guidance note CG (v)):

c) It is a requirement that the major categories of assessment are passed separately in order to achieve an overall pass for the module

Note:  delete either a) b) or c), and this note.

BIBLIOGRAPHY (INDICATIVE):


Core Text(s):

Recommended Reading:

Form C8

Chair’s approval of conditions form

	Date of validation XE "validation" /ISR event:
	

	Title: 


	


Comments:

I agree that the conditions have been met *

I do not agree that the conditions have been met *

(for the reasons identified above)

* Please delete as applicable

	Signed:


	

	Name:


	

	Date:


	


Template C9

Faculty level validation XE "validation"  external scrutiny report


This form should be completed for all fields that have been approved to proceed to a faculty level validation XE "validation"  by Academic Directorate XE "Academic Directorate:AD"  

	Details of course/field
	


Section One: Overall Purpose

	Are the overall aims and objectives/learning outcomes clear and integrated throughout the provision?

	


	Are the learning outcomes, curriculum content, teaching and learning strategies and assessment strategies relevant, appropriate and at a level(s) that match the aims/objectives of the programme(s)? 

	


	Is the employment potential of the proposal satisfactory?

	


Section Two: Curriculum, Design, Content and Organisation

	Is the academic content appropriate, coherent, up to date and complete?  Does the programme fit with national subject benchmark standards and the FHEQ?

	


	Is the academic level of the award set at the appropriate standard?

	


	Is the programme arranged in a logical and justifiable sequence?  

	


	Does the allocation of module credit reflect the demand on students accurately and is the credit balanced between areas?

	


	Has the curriculum been informed by external requirements (Professional, Regulatory or Statutory Body, employers etc.)? 

	


Section Three: Teaching, Learning and Assessment

	Is there appropriate linkage between learning and teaching, assessment and module learning outcomes?

	


	How does the provision develop and assess key skills?

	


	Is there a variety and balance of assessment methods adopted across the curriculum?

	


Section Four: Resources 

Please note this section is only relevant for collaborative provision where the documentation should be accompanied by a Resources Document 

	Are the staffing levels adequate and supported by an on-going research base that underpins the teaching on the field?

	


	Are staff qualifications appropriate to the needs of the field?

	


	Is staff development appropriate to the needs of the programme  and is there a planned staff development programme?

	


Section Five: Collaborative events (if applicable)

	Have the liaison roles between the two institutions been adequately articulated? How will the liaison be supported in the management structure?

	


	Are the learning, teaching and assessment strategies appropriate to support comparability of standards and student experience between the collaborative institution and that offered on-site by the University?

	


	Is there evidence of appropriate staff development, administrative support and student support at the collaborating institution?

	


	Are the arrangements for external examining and assessment boards and the relationship to Kingston University explained appropriately?

	


General Comments

	


	Name:


	

	Position:


	

	Organisation:


	

	Signature:


	

	Date:


	


Guidance CG(i)
Standard agenda for validation XE "validation"  planning meetings

Introduction

1. This is the opportunity for the course team to confirm the scope of the validation XE "validation" .  This might typically include a brief outline of the proposal for validation.

Planning for the Event

2. Agreement should be reached on the following:

· the deadline for documents to be submitted to the Faculty Office

· the date of the faculty scrutiny 
(The faculty scrutiny is not obligatory – the validation XE "validation"  planning meeting should determine whether a faculty scrutiny should be held.  If not, the method for approving that the documents are ready for submission to the panel should be established)

· the deadline for documents to be submitted to Academic Quality and Standards 

(No later than 21 days in advance of the event) 

· the date of the validation XE "validation"  event
3. If a faculty scrutiny is to be held, the field team must allow sufficient time between the faculty scrutiny and the final submission of the documentation to enable any changes required by the faculty to be incorporated within the documentation.  

4. Events will not normally be held later than the end of May where the field is proposed to commence in September of that year.  All conditions should normally be met by the end of June.  In all other cases there must be at least three clear months between the validation XE "validation"  date and the proposed commencement date.  With this in mind, validation planning meetings are advised to agree dates of events that enable these deadlines to be met.

5. For collaborative validations, the event should normally be held at the partner. If the event will be validating an extension to the provision offered at an already approved collaborative partner, a judgement on the location will be made on a case by case basis, in agreement with AQS.

Contact in the Faculty

6. A named contact in the faculty who will be the first point of call on any matters relating to the event should be identified.

7. If the validation XE "validation"  involves a collaborative arrangement, the lead contact at the partner institution should also be identified.

Professional, Statutory or Regulatory Body (PSRB) Involvement

8. Is the field under consideration subject to professional, statutory or regulatory body (PSRB) approval?  If so, their involvement in the validation XE "validation"  event should be established and arrangements made to identify a named contact at the PSRB.  The School will be responsible for liaising with the PSRB on academic matters, and Academic Quality and Standards on administrative matters relating to the event. 

Panel Composition

9. Validation XE "Validation"  panels should comprise sufficient breadth of experience to cover all parts of the provision under consideration.  Validation panels will normally be constituted as follows:

· Chair (nominated by Academic Quality and Standards)

· External panel member with industrial/professional expertise relating to the field*

· External panel member with relevant academic expertise*

· PSRB representative(s) (if appropriate) (note: if a PSRB representative forms part of the panel, it may not be necessary to have a second, additional external panel member with industrial/professional expertise)

· Faculty panel member from a School unrelated to the provision under consideration

· Non-faculty panel member

* see the criteria for the nomination of external panel members in section C, paragraph 45

10. For the validation XE "validation"  of franchises the panel will be reduced to include one external member, one non-faculty member and the validation Chair

11. The date by which the panel nomination form C2, should be submitted to Academic Quality and Standards should be agreed (normally within one month of the planning meeting).  The member of staff responsible for contacting all panel members and completing form C2 should be nominated.

12. Deans of faculties will normally attend all meetings of the panel as an observer and as a source of information.

Documentation Requirements

13. The documentation requirements for validation XE "validation"  are fully detailed in guidance CG(vii).  In brief, the following core documents should be provided:

· A brief overview paper for the validation XE "validation"  panel

· Programme specification 

· Module directory

· Resources document

14. If a collaborative arrangement, the following additional documents are required:

· Liaison document

· Staff development plan

· Draft Student Handbook

· Marketing materials 
· If new collaborative arrangement offering placement learning, consideration of relevant sections of UK Quality Code, see guidance CG(iv) 

15. When validating a foundation degree or top-up degree, the associated HND/foundation/top-up programme specification(s) and mocule directory(ies) should also be provided to the panel.

16. If the field to be validated will be delivered wholly or in part by flexible and distributed learning (FDL) the following additional documents are required:

· Resources document with specific reference to the resources available to FDL students

· Draft student handbook XE "Student Handbook:student handbook"  with specific reference to the support and resources available to FDL students

· A detailed description of the assessment methods used on each modules 

· Additionally, in advance of the event the panel should have the opportunity to view a sample of the materials in the medium in which they will be delivered
17. Additional documentation requirements should be kept to a minimum and should only include those which will help panel members understand aspects of the proposal in advance of the event.  Where additional information is requested it can be helpful if it is of a type that is likely to be subsequently useful and not especially produced for the validation XE "validation"  (eg. course delivery plans, summary tables of assessment, mapping of Key skills across modules which can later be incorporated into students handbooks).  Student handbooks are not a required part of the documentation for a validation event in house, although they continue to be required for collaborative provision.  In some instances a validation planning meeting may consider that a draft student handbook XE "Student Handbook:student handbook"  may assist the panel’s understanding of the proposal.
18. Discuss arrangements for whether paperwork will be provided in hard copy, soft copy or a combination of both.  Note that this may need to be confirmed later once the panel members have been confirmed and any additional requirements due to disability have been identified. 
Programme for the Validation XE "Validation"  event

19. The following aspects should be scheduled:

· Initial private meeting of the Panel 

· Tour of resources (where appropriate)
· Meeting with the field team 

· When dealing with partner institutions, a meeting with senior staff members should normally be scheduled (for example, to discuss significant resource issues)

· Final private meeting of the panel (45 minutes minimum)

Subject Benchmark Statements XE "Subject Benchmark Statements:SBS"  
112. The planning meeting should agree the relevant subject benchmark(s) for the field(s) being validated. Subject benchmark statements have been published for Foundation, Honours and Masters degrees.  A list of subject benchmark statements can be found here: http://www.qaa.ac.uk/ASSURINGSTANDARDSANDQUALITY/SUBJECT-GUIDANCE/Pages/Subject-benchmark-statements.aspx 

Regulatory Variances

20. Any variances to the regulatory norms of the Undergraduate Modular Scheme XE "Undergraduate Modular Scheme:UMS"  (UMS) and Postgraduate Credit Framework XE "Postgraduate Credit Framework:PCF"  (PCF) should be submitted for approval to the Academic Regulations XE "Regulations"  Committee XE "Academic Regulations Committee:ARC"  (ARC) ahead of the review/validation XE "validation"  event.  Advice can be sought from Academic Registry.
Guidance CG (ii)

Good practice for undertaking events by video-conference

Setting up the meeting 

1. For links with overseas partners, you may need to consider adjusting the programme to accommodate any time differences;

2. For links with overseas partners you should also consider any cultural differences such as how to introduce each other and whether, for example, it is acceptable to interrupt;  

Setting up the room 

3. A separate room for the video-conference should be booked to allow the subject team to set up and resolve any technical and/or connection issues prior to the meeting commencing;

4. Rooms should be brightly and evenly lit with good acoustics;

5. The camera should be adjusted appropriately so that the screen is filled as much as possible with people, rather than with the table, chairs, walls or floor, and to ensure that there is an opportunity for everyone to be seen clearly;

6. The microphone should be placed in the centre of the group, preferably on a soft surface to ensure that as much surface noise as possible is absorbed.  For larger groups it may be necessary to have more than one microphone or to pass the microphone around the group;

7. The relevant contact details of who to contact if there are any technical issues during the meeting should be left with the clerk of the meeting;

Before the meeting 

8. The chair should ensure that both sides of the link can hear each other and that there is an opportunity for all participants to be seen clearly by the video equipment; 

9. Members should be asked to ensure that their mobile phones are switched off;

10. Members should be asked to be aware of technical issues such as time lags and to give each other time to respond;

11. The chair should ensure that all event participants are introduced either by checking all the participants from the attendance list, or by asking all individuals to introduce themselves.  It can be useful for event participants to wear name badges, particularly during student meetings where there may be many people taking part;

12. The chair should ensure that all event participants know what the purpose of the meeting is, and how long it is likely to last;

13. During any meeting with students, the chair should ensure that no one else is present in the room except for the students themselves.  Details of who to contact if there is a technical issue should be left with the students;

During the meeting 

14. It is useful for participants to introduce themselves before they speak, ensure that they speak clearly and one at a time, and look at the camera;

15. Participants should avoid tapping the microphone, or rustling papers or rattling cups etc near to the microphone;

After the meeting 

16. After the meeting has finished, the chair should thank all participants for taking place and provide a short recap of the items covered and any actions agreed;

17. Participants should ensure that the microphone is switched off before beginning any private panel meetings. 

Guidance CG (iii)

Producing documentation for validation XE "validation"  events

1 The documentation that field teams are required to produce for validations is detailed in guidance CG (vii) and will be formally agreed at the validation XE "validation"  planning meeting.

The Revised Academic Framework XE "Revised Academic Framework:RAF"  Toolkit Website

2 The Revised Academic Framework:RAF" Revised Academic Framework (RAF) Toolkit
 provides advice and practical suggestions based on best practice at Kingston University and elsewhere has been produced to aid course teams in the development of new courses for validation XE "validation" .  
3 The Toolkit covers the key features of Kingston University’s Revised Academic Framework XE "Revised Academic Framework:RAF"  (RAF) including: advice on how to design course level assessment; how to get the most out of learnining technologies; how to embed academic and employability skills in the curriculum; how to meet the minimum expectations of the Kingston University Personal Tutor Scheme XE "Personal Tutor Scheme:PTS" ; and how to engage students in formative feedback.
4 The Toolkit is a dynamic resource which wil be updated as new pedagogies and ideas emerge.  
5 All course teams invovled in validation XE "validation"  or re-validation of their courses should reference the RAF Toolkit to access these resources: https://blogs.kingston.ac.uk/raf/ 
External Advice

6 If the field development team feels that external advice should be sought, regardless of the validation XE "validation"  route, this should be done in an informal way during curriculum development.  This might be a useful step in faculty level validation, external advice being more useful during development than as an ‘end-check’ at validation.
7 The University’s external examiner system debars external examiners from a consultancy role and this should apply to external examiners for fields closely related to or overlapping with the new proposal.  This applies to University level and faculty level validations.  For University level validations ‘course development consultants’ should not also be used as validation XE "validation"  panel members.

Academic Development Centre XE "Academic Development Centre:ADC"  Advice

8 The Academic Development Centre XE "Academic Development Centre:ADC"  (ADC can provide a range of support and advice for field development teams.  Advice will be available on educational technology, widening participation (WP), personal development planning (PDP), and a range of learning and teaching issues including the articulation of learning outcomes at module and programme level and teaching and learning strategies for work based learning elements of courses.  
9 A range of guides and publications are available on the ADC website to help course teams, for example in writing learning outcomes, key skills etc: 
The Programme Specification XE "Programme Specification" 
10 For the standard programme specification see template C6.  Exemplar programme specifications are also provided from the Revised Academic Framework:RAF" Revised Academic Framework (RAF) Toolkit
 wepages.
11 A programme specification is a concise description of the intended learning outcomes from a field and the means by which these outcomes are achieved and demonstrated.  Programme specifications should make explicit the intended outcomes in terms of knowledge, understanding, skills and other attributes.  They should describe the teaching and learning methods that enable the outcomes to be achieved; the assessment methods that enable achievement to be demonstrated; and the relationship of the programme and its study elements to the Framework for Higher Education Qualifications XE "Framework for Higher Education Qualifications:FHEQ"  and to any subsequent professional qualification or career path.

12 Following validation XE "validation"  the programme specification will become the definitive record of the field (and any half, major and minor fields within it).   

The Module Directory

13 A volume of all the modules contributing to the field should be presented according to the University’s standard module descriptor template (see template C7).  In addition, all the modules should be included in a table identifying the module title, credit value, module code and sponsoring faculty (see template C1).  Guidance on producing a module descriptor is provided in guidance CG (v).  Exemplar module descriptors are provided from the Revised Academic Framework:RAF" Revised Academic Framework (RAF) Toolkit
 wepages. 
14 A BSc (Hons) in the sandwich mode should include a module descriptor for the sandwich placement.  Sandwich placements have been credit rated at 60 credit points at level 5.  The module will be assessed on a pass/fail basis.

The Resources Document

15 The resources document should provide details of the physical resources to support the proposed field; CVs of staff who are likely to teach on the field and details of the management arrangements for the field(s) (ie: Boards of Study XE "Boards of Study" , Staff-Student Consultative Committees, and Module/Programme Assessment Boards).  

16 Staff CVs should be produced in summary form, and may be no longer than one side of A4.  However, they should include the following information:

· Current post (including date appointed)

· Educational and professional qualifications (with dates)

· Professional experience and other relevant employment (with dates)

· Membership of professional bodies (if applicable)

· Subject specialism(s)/Research interests

· Publications (if applicable)

17 It is not a requirement that CVs should be presented for staff that make minor contributions.  

18 If a specific resource document has not been produced for the field, the generic (faculty/school) resources document should clearly identify the specific resources that will support the new field, CVs of staff who will teach on the field(s) and management arrangements for the field(s), plus any other additions as necessary.

19 Staff teaching at collaborative partners should normally meet the following criteria: 

· have a HE teaching qualification; and/or appropriate experience of teaching at HE level 

· have been educated to at least the same level as the programme, or to have equivalent experience (eg. by virtue of professional qualifications, experience through professional practice etc)

· adopt a scholarly approach to their discipline so as to be fully informed of developments in their subject, and to have a comprehensive appreciation and understanding at an appropriate level of relevant subject knowledge and professional practice
The Student Handbook

20 It is a University requirement that student handbooks for collaborative provision and for fields delivered wholly or in part through flexible and distributed learning (“distance learning”) are produced prior to the commencement of teaching.  Student handbooks for collaborative and distance learning arrangements must be presented as part of the validation XE "validation"  documentation.

21 There is no intention to specify precisely how handbooks are presented, for example, module guides could be produced separately from a more general handbook.  However, it is intended that all students should receive standard items of information.  Below is a list that defines the minimum level of information that students are entitled to receive.  The medium of presentation is at the discretion of the school/faculty (ie. paper based, web based etc.)

22 Information about the course:

· information relating to the field aims and learning outcomes and information relating to where students can access the full programme specification (including half, major and minor fields)

· information covering the modules that contribute to validated field(s) that make up a course, this might be presented in individual module guides, to include the current standard module template description plus items such as assessment dates, details of elements of assessment, timetable, module teaching team, feedback arrangements etc

· information about how field learning outcomes and key skills map onto modules - ie: in which modules field learning outcomes and key skills are assessed (Further guidance is available from the ADC website)
· a link to the Undergraduate Modular Scheme XE "Undergraduate Modular Scheme:UMS"  (UMS) or Postgraduate Credit Framework XE "Postgraduate Credit Framework:PCF"  (PCF) regulations (which should not be summarised or locally reinterpreted) plus any local additional regulations that have been approved by the Academic Regulations XE "Regulations"  Committee XE "Academic Regulations Committee:ARC"  (ARC)

· information about how opportunities for engagement with personal development planning (PDP) are addressed within the course.  Students must be introduced to these opportunities at the beginning of the course and these must be revisited at further points in the course (as a minimum at each level of the course).  The rationale for PDP at different stages of the course must be explained for the benefit of the student.  (Further guidance is available from the ADC website)
· individual information on local administrative arrangements for the field, including responsibilities and locations of key staff, field office, student representation and feedback, overall timetable, operation of committees etc

· information about the University in general, including but not limited to:

· reference to standard University regulations received and signed for by students at enrolment

· reference to where information on appeals, mitigating circumstances, academic misconduct, plagiarism/cheating etc. 
· information on Information Services

· information on Student Services
· Information relating to KUSU
· For fields delivered with collaborative partners, information on services, procedures and regulations specific to the partner should be incorporated.
23 In addition, for fields delivered through distance learning, the following information should be included in the student handbook XE "Student Handbook:student handbook" :
· an introduction to the nature of distance learning and an outline of students’ responsibilities as autonomous learners

· a schedule for the delivery of students’ study materials

· a schedule for support available to students through timetabled activities (eg: tutorial sessions, web based conferences) and any other learning support available to students, locally or remotely.

The Liaison Document XE "Liaison Document" , the Staff Development Plan and Marketing Material (for collaborative arrangements only)

24 See section B, guidance BG (ii) for further guidance on these documents.
Guidance CG (iv)
 
Guidance CG (vii)

Placement and work-based learning guidelines

1
These guidelines are for use when validating programmes which offer placements and work-based learning.  They are designed to ensure that panels consider fully the effectiveness and completeness of those placements, and that any variation from equivalent provision within the University is considered acceptable to the panel.

2
These guidelines are based on the Code of Practice:CoP" UK Quality Code. 

3
The panel is invited to consider/review the placement and work-based learning arrangements in the context of the following issues.  (Note: the validation XE "validation"  panel should decide which of these questions are appropriate in each case):

· Is placement learning and assessment identified within the programme specifications?

· Have the responsibilities of the University and those partners involved in work-based and placement learning, been identified and met?

· Will partners providing work-based and placement learning be fully aware of their related and specific responsibilities?  For example, the provision of appropriate learning opportunities, the health and safety of students and their role in student assessment.

· Does the student handbook XE "Student Handbook:student handbook"  include appropriate information and guidance for students on their specific responsibilities and entitlements relating to their work-based and placement learning?  For example, their entitlements to work in a safe environment and to be treated in accordance with applicable legislation and the need for client or patient confidentiality, intellectual property rights and data protection.  Students have a responsibility to meet the norms and expectations for professional conduct in the particular field of work or study that they are undertaking through the work-based or placement learning, including those students who are on an oversees placement.

· Will students be provided with appropriate and timely information, support and guidance prior to, throughout, and following their work-based and placement learning?  Support and guidance can be both academic and/or personal.  Academic support can include guidance on academic performance; personal support may include technical support, counselling and careers advice and, for oversees placement students, advice on the culture of the overseas location, on finding accommodation, insurance and travel information.

· Will work-based and placement learning partners be provided with appropriate and timely information prior to, throughout and following the students’ work-based and placement learning?  For example, they will need clear information about the objectives of the work-based or placement learning, their particular roles and responsibilities, the nature and scope of the activity involved and how responsibilities are to be fulfilled.  They will also need guidance about their involvement in the procedures for the monitoring of the progress of students and mechanisms for reporting to the awarding institution at the end of the work-based or placement learning.

· Will the staff involved in work-based and placement learning be appropriately qualified, resourced and competent to fulfill their role(s)?

· Will there be appropriate measures in place to monitor and assure the proficiency of staff involved in the support of the relevant work-based and placement learning?

· Will there be policies and procedures in place for securing, monitoring, administering and reviewing work-based and placement learning that are effective and reviewed regularly?

Guidance CG (v)

Completing Module Descriptors and Module Guides 
Exemplar module descriptors can be found on the Revised Academic Framework:RAF" Revised Academic Framework (RAF) Toolkit
 wepages
Use and updating of module descriptors

1. Module descriptors must be provided for:

· Initial validation XE "validation"  of new modules;

· Existing modules where these contribute to a new field for validation XE "validation"  (updated where necessary)

· Existing modules where these form part of an Internal Subject Review XE "Internal Subject Review:ISR"  (ISR)

· Modules being prepared for incorporation into the Revised Academic Framework

2. It is not a requirement to routinely update module descriptors every year, but ‘definitive’ parts of module descriptors which are required to be included in the module guide XE "Module Guide:module guide"  must be updated if changes have been made and approved.  See section G for information on making changes to validated fields/modules.

3. The standard template must always be used and is available as template C7.


Definitive and indicative parts of modules

4.  Definitive (DEF) parts of modules are agreed at validation XE "validation"  and can only be subsequently changed using the procedures for making changes to validated fields (see section G) or at a subsequent validation/ periodic review.  Indicative (IND) parts of modules are those that can be changed at field/subject level without the need to seek formal approval beyond module/Board of Study level (faculties may develop local procedures for approval of changes to indicative parts of modules where appropriate).  This allows for regular updating of, for example, the curriculum, bibliography and details of teaching and learning and assessment strategies.  Many of the changes to the indicative content of modules may be delegated to module level, although there is a responsibility at field/subject level to maintain a watching brief to ensure that appropriate updating occurs.

5. The definitive and indicative parts of modules are indicated from the module descriptor template (C7) and below.  
Module Code (Definitive)

6. Advice on module coding should be sought from the relevant faculty office.

Level, Credits, Pre-requisites and Co-requisites (Definitive)

7. Advice can be found in the University Modular Scheme documentation (Undergraduate Modular Scheme XE "Undergraduate Modular Scheme:UMS"  (UMS) and Postgraduate Credit Framework XE "Postgraduate Credit Framework:PCF"  (PCF)).  Level should be indicated as 3, 4, 5, 6, or 7.  In order to achieve maximum flexibility in the University’s modular schemes, it is advised that pre-requisites should only be used when absolutely necessary.  If pre-requisites and co-requisites are used they should be entered as a list of module codes or ‘none’ if there are none.

Module Summary (Indicative)

8. This should be student focussed and designed to summarise the level and purpose of the module (and should be approximately 200 words).  It might contain such statements as:

‘This module is a core requirement for students taking (x) in level 5, but may be of interest to students who have studies (y) at level 4 and are looking for an option that will expand their knowledge of this subject area.  The module introduces students to…. (etc).  The main features of the module are …. (etc).’

Module summaries can be extracted and put together into catalogues to provide summary overviews of modules for publicity purposes etc.

Aims of the Module (Definitive)

9. These must be completed in bullet point format.  They should reflect the level of the module and its credit volume.  Module should not normally contain more than 4 aims.

Learning Outcomes (Definitive)

10. These must be completed in bullet point format.  They should reflect the level of the module and its credit volume.  Module should not normally contain more than 6 or 7 learning outcomes.  Outcomes relating to key skills requirements must be clearly indicated so that overall key skills delivery as required by the University can be mapped against the programme.  Guidance on levels can be found in the UMS, and a Guide to Writing Learning Outcomes is available on from the ADC website.

11. Learning outcomes XE "Learning outcomes"  should also be clearly related to the field/course learning outcomes.  It should be possible to map the field/course learning outcomes onto the modules the field/course contains.  

Curriculum Content (Indicative)

12. This must be presented in bullet format illustrating the key curriculum areas covered in sufficient detail to give the reader a clear view of the subject/topics/activities covered.  The length of this section should reflect the credit value of the module by comparison with other modules in the same subject area.

Teaching and Learning Strategy (Indicative)

13. This should be a maximum of 200 words describing how the module will be taught – explaining the particular methods that will be used.  This section should explain what will be done in order to achieve the module learning outcomes (including the development of key skills).  This section should begin to give the student a picture of what it will be like to be on this module and thus helpful if they are selecting option modules.  This will be particularly true if there is something notable about the way the module will be delivered, e.g. without lectures, wholly in groups etc.   

Breakdown of Teaching & Learning Hours (Definitive)

14. This section includes a breakdown of hours of different types of activity which should total 10 hours for each credit associated with the module (a 30 credit module will have a total learning time of 300 hours).  The ‘types of activity’ categories are driven by the data collection required for the Key Information Set XE "Key Information Set:KIS"  (KIS) and should not be amended.  While the spread of contact hours across these three ‘KIS’ categories is definitive, module teams are permitted to provide a further indicative description of the breakdown of hours within these.

Assessment Strategy (Indicative)

15. This section should explain the assessment methods that will be used to enable students to demonstrate achievement of the module learning outcomes.  It should give an introductory overview of the elements of assessment that are likely to make up the major categories and which items are summative (carrying marks) or formative (providing opportunities for students to receive feed forward on the development of outcomes that will be assessed later in their programme of modules). 

16. There should typically be no more than 3 elements of assessment per module (i.e. separate marks entered on SITS).  There should be no more than 1 formal examination per module.

17. Due consideration should be given to ensure that disabled students are not disadvantaged by assessment strategies and unless otherwise stated due to professional standards or equivalent, appropriate adjustments should be made to assessment requirements on a case by case basis.

Mapping of Learning Outcomes to Assessment Strategy (Indicative)

18. The link between learning outcomes and assessment should be clear in the module descriptor.  An overview assessment for the module can be provided in the Assessment Strategy section and this should be followed by a more detailed statement showing how the module learning outcomes are linked to assessment strategies.  

19. It is recommended that the tabular format shown in template C7 is used, but it is recognised that other formats could be devised (e.g. bullet points on each learning outcome and the associated assessment strategy).  It is strongly recommended that a consistent format be adopted at faculty or school level (i.e. to ensure consistency for the benefit of students within a field/course and where modules can be chosen from those that make up a range of related fields/courses)  

Major Categories of Assessment (Definitive)

20. This section should indicate the major categories of assessment for the module shown as either ‘written examination’, ‘practical examination’ or ‘coursework’ as a percentage that should total 100%.  As driven by the data collection required for the Key Information Set XE "Key Information Set:KIS"  (KIS), all assessments must be identified with one of these categories and the breakdown of percentages across them must be treated as definitive elements of the module.  You may use a category more than once, subject to the ruling on formal examinations explained in the guidance above.  

Achieving a Pass (Definitive)

21. Unless there is a clear justification otherwise, such as a PSRB requirement, it is expected that the rules for modules will be ‘pass on aggregate’.  For example: where there is more than one element of assessment, it should not be a requirement that any major category of assessment is passed separately in order to achieve an overall pass for the module.  
22. In accordance with the University’s UMS and PCF regulations, course teams are permitted to propose additional requirements such as: the need to pass specified elements separately within the overall assessment if required by a PSRB; the requirement for fieldwork completion; or the requirement of attendance at practicals or placements.  It is however a requirement for these proposals to be specifically approved at either validation or via faculty delegated powers, as per the arrangements specified below.

23. If additional assessment requirements are to be approved through faculty delegated powers, it will be a requirement that all proposals are accompanied by a detailed rationale and evidence which clearly supports the proposal.  This could be an extract from the relevant PSRB regulations, or a supporting statement written by an authorised representative of the PSRB.  The discussions held must be clearly minuted and the outcomes clearly reflected in the course documentation.

24. Where course teams are proposing that additional assessment requirements are approved via the validation; the same rationale and evidence must accompany any proposal.  Where adequate evidence is not present, or in cases of any uncertainty, the panel may set as a condition of approval a requirement that the course team submits further evidence to the chair of the faculty’s quality committee for approval, or not as the case may be.  In response to a condition of this type, the faculty would be required to forward a copy of the evidence considered by the chair of the faculty quality committee, accompanied by a statement indicating the outcome, to the panel for ratification. 
Bibliography (Indicative) 

25. This section should contain a small number of core texts (i.e. recommended for purchase and essential reading) and a more extended reference reading list.  The reading list should give a clear indication of materials that may be necessary for students to consult to complete the module.  The nature and number of items is likely to vary with level and subject.
Requirements of providing information via module guides 
26. Up-to-date module guides must be provided to students every year.  There is no intention to specify precisely how guides are presented, however, it is intended that all students should receive a minimum standard of information.  Below is a list that defines the minimum level of information that students are entitled to receive.  
27. Whilst the format of presentation is at the discretion of the school/faculty, module guides should be made available on StudySpace XE "StudySpace"  in advance as this will benefit disabled students and other protected equality groups.  
28. If any of the information (eg: details of timetables) are not available by the time the hard copies of the module guides are printed, the module guides should indicate that this information will be made available on StudySpace XE "StudySpace"  as soon as it is available.
Module summary
29. This should be consistent with the module descriptor, see paragraph 8.  

Definitive elements of module descriptor

30. All definitive elements of the module descriptor must be updated on the module guide if changes have been made and approved since the previous guide was produced.
Detailed timetable for all classes
31. Including details of sub-groups for tutorials, seminars, practical classes, workshops etc.
Details of the module teaching team 
32. Including the name of the module leader, the names of the module teaching team, their locations, telephone extensions and email addresses, and details of office hours. 
Outline of assessment tasks/assessment strategy and arrangements for feedback and feedforward
33. This should be consistent with the module descriptor and include the dates when assessment tasks will be set, details of hand-in dates and the timing and arrangements for the return of assessed work to students.  Assessment strategies should be mapped to learning outcomes.  
34. It is also a requirement to provide detailed guidance on how and where students will gain feedback on both formative and summative assessments and what opportunities there will be for feed forward.  This is core to the principles of the Revised Academic Framework and in line with the outcomes of the National Student Survey XE "National Student Survey:NSS"  which clearly demonstrates that students are less satisfied with assessment feedback than other parts of their experience, and that they are not always aware of the various forms of feedback that are  given.  
35. Further guidance is available from the Revised Academic Framework:RAF" Revised Academic Framework (RAF) Toolkit
 wepages.  
General information on learning and teaching 
36. This should include details of the different types of learning and teaching strategies which will be undertaken, how StudySpace XE "StudySpace"  will be used, and how module learning outcomes will be achieved by students taking the module.

Information on changes made as a result of student feedback
37. It is good practice to include a summary of any changes which have been made as a result of recent feedback received from previous students who have taken the module.  
Guidance CG (vi)

University level validation XE "validation"  - Guidelines for panel members

Introduction

1. These guidance notes have been prepared for both internal and external panel members.  They aim to provide guidance and background information on the nature of Kingston University’s validation XE "validation"  procedures and the role of panel members.  

2. Peer review is the principle underpinning the validation XE "validation"  process.

3
If you are an external member of the panel, you have been invited to attend the event because of your experience in one or more of the following:

· professional experience in the subject area

· as an employer of graduates and diplomats in the area

· as an experienced academic in the subject area at a similar level of work

4
Panel members, particularly those with a professional/industrial background, are invited to consider whether the field under consideration will produce graduates and diplomats who can satisfy the needs of industry, the professions and public service areas.  Whilst internal panel members probably will not have relevant subject expertise, you will have experience to comment as educationalists on issues such as level, the appropriateness of teaching and learning and assessment methods and the articulation of learning outcomes.

5
Irrespective of the role played by each panel member, all members are equal.  The strength of the panel is in the diversity of members’ backgrounds and, although the process may be unfamiliar to you, you are encouraged to participate fully in the debate and to draw upon your own particular experience and expertise.

Validation XE "Validation"  – the purpose

6
Validation XE "Validation"  is an academic procedure.  The overall aim of validation XE "validation"  is to ensure that proposed new fields are likely to be delivered to appropriate standards and quality, within the University’s approved regulations and underpinned by adequate physical and human resources.  Validation also ensures that the quality of the student experience potentially is as good as possible.

7

Validation XE "Validation"  is intended to focus on academic issues related to a new field rather than matters of structure and regulations.  Of particular interest will be the way in which the field is constructed to provide coherence, up to date and appropriate curriculum content (informed, particularly for postgraduate programmes, by our own high quality staff research), offer appropriate choices, reach clearly stated standards, prepare students for employment/meet the needs of employers (including key skills development) and provide an appropriate quality of student experience (including resources of all sorts, student support and guidance, etc).

Validation XE "Validation"  – what happens prior to the event?

8
The main events leading up to the validation XE "validation"  event can be summarised as:

a)
Following approval by Academic Directorate XE "Academic Directorate:AD"  for a new programme, a validation XE "validation"  planning meeting is held to organise and agree the main elements of the validation event.

b)
The field is then developed and documents are prepared and usually submitted initially for an internal Faculty Scrutiny.  The purpose of this is to ensure that the documentation conforms to an acceptable standard of presentation, coherence and completion and that issues raised at the planning meeting have been addressed.  If a Professional Body is involved, the documentation should also meet their requirements. 

c)
Documentation is submitted to Academic Quality and Standards at least three weeks prior to the event for distribution to the panel.  In addition to the field team’s submission, the panel will receive:

· a programme for the day

· a list of panel members

· a link to relevant subject benchmark statements (mainly only undergraduate fields)

· a link to University undergraduate or postgraduate modular regulations

· a map of the site and an expenses claim form (for external panel members only)

Documentation

9
It is a Quality Assurance Agency XE "Quality Assurance Agency:QAA"  (QAA) requirement that institutions produce a programme specification for each field.  Programme Specifications are intended to be documents that provide students, parents, employers and external agencies with the key features of the programme.  Most of the headings contained within the programme specification have been defined by the QAA.

10
Prior to the event you will receive the following:

· Programme specification for each field to be considered

· Module directory

· Resources document (which describes the physical and human resources to support the field)

· Liaison document (for collaborative provision only – this describes the 

management arrangements between Kingston University and the partner)

· Other paperwork as appropriate, and as prescribed by the validation XE "validation"  planning meeting 

Membership of the panel

11
The panel for a standard validation XE "validation"  event will normally comprise the following:

The Chair

This is a member of University staff not associated with the Faculty proposing the field.  The Chair will be an experienced panel member and will have undertaken University training for panel chairs.

An internal representative from the Faculty proposing the field


This will be a member of staff from the sponsoring Faculty who is not associated either with the curriculum development or the delivery of the proposed field.


An internal representative from another Faculty in the University

At least two external panel members

Depending on the nature of the proposal, it is expected that there will be one academic representative and one representative from the professions/industry.  The validation XE "validation"  planning meeting will determine the number and type of externals required for the event.  

12
It is the responsibility of the Faculty to submit panel nominations to Academic Quality and Standards who will confirm the nominations and send all relevant information and documentation to the panel.

13
No person who has been associated with the design and/or operation of the field may be a panel member.  No individuals who have been, within the last five years, employed by the University, including in an external examiner role, may be an external panel member.

What the panel might wish to consider

14
To help guide your reading of the field documentation and to highlight possible issues which you may wish to discuss with the course team, a suggested checklist, which should have been referenced by course teams during their development of the new course, has also been provided.  This list is by no means prescriptive and there may be other areas that have not been covered that you may wish to raise with the field team.

15
Please bear in mind that all fields within the University sit within either the Undergraduate Modular Scheme XE "Undergraduate Modular Scheme:UMS"  (UMS) or the Postgraduate Credit Framework XE "Postgraduate Credit Framework:PCF"   (PCF) which provide the regulatory and structural framework for all fields.  The UMS and PCF have been approved by the University’s Academic Board XE "Academic Board:AB" .  As a consequence panels are encouraged not to stray into discussions and debate about the regulatory underpinning of the fields being considered. 

Comments submitted by the panel

16
Up to seven days before the event you are requested to submit issues for discussion with the course team to Academic Quality and Standards.  These may include areas of concern, matters that require clarification by the course team and omissions from the documentation.  

17
Prior to the event, the Chair and the Validation XE "Validation"  Officer will meet to consider any comments received from panel members and if appropriate draw up a tailored agenda.  If there are no substantive issues raised prior to the meeting, the Chair will use the standard indicative agenda as a guide.  The draft agenda will be sent to the panel and the field team normally not later than 24 hours before the event.  This allows the Chair to use the time in the initial private panel meeting more efficiently and provides the field team with an opportunity to prepare a considered response to the issues raised by the panel.  Hopefully, this will produce more constructive discussions on the day.

The validation XE "validation"  event

18
Initial consideration of the timetable for the event will happen at the validation XE "validation"  planning meeting, and will identify the sequence of meetings for the day and consider the appropriate timing of each meeting to ensure that appropriate time is set aside to consider the provision fully.

19
A sample timetable will normally include the following:

Private meeting of the panel

The event usually commences with a private meeting of the panel to enable members to raise further issues arising from the documentation and to enable the chair to confirm the agenda for the day.  The Dean of Faculty will normally sit in on the private meetings to provide the panel with any background/contextual information.

Tour of facilities
This will only take place for collaborative events and those fields with specific resources, such as studio or laboratory environments, and will be determined by the validation XE "validation"  planning meeting.  This will enable the panel to visit the facilities and to judge whether they are adequate to support the field.

Meeting with the course team

The meeting with the course team is normally the most important meeting because it allows the panel to discuss the proposal in detail e.g. the content, structure, evidence of demand etc.  It also allows the panel an opportunity to see how the field team operates as a team.

Private meeting of the panel

Having spoken to members of the course team, the panel has to judge whether the field is of an appropriate/sound academic standard and is fit to commence.  The panel can make decisions as described in the section below.


Possible outcomes

20
The possible outcomes of all validation XE "validation"  events are as follows:

· Approve the programme unconditionally

· Approve the programme with recommendations that the panel feels would enhance the quality of the provision (recommendations are addressed by the field team through annual monitoring)

· Approve the programme subject to certain conditions (normally conditions must be fulfilled within a specified period before the programme commences

· Approve the programme with both conditions and recommendations

· Non-approval (this will normally involve the programme being referred back to the field team for further development and resubmission)

21
Once a field is in validation XE "validation"  it can continue indefinitely, subject to Annual Monitoring XE "Annual Monitoring"  and Internal Subject Review XE "Internal Subject Review:ISR" .  However, a panel can, if it wishes, limit the approval to a defined period if this is deemed appropriate.  A panel would be required to explain the rationale for such a decision.  A team would need to seek re-approval at the end of the qualifying period.

22
After the final private meeting of the panel, the course team rejoins the panel for the feedback and the chair will summarise the conclusions of the panel.  The chair will state whether the field is approved, from when it can commence, whether the approval is subject to conditions and recommendations and, if appropriate, the length of the approval.  

23
If the field is subject to specified conditions, the Chair will summarise who is responsible for approving the field team’s response to the conditions and the date by which conditions should be met by the field team.  Only in exceptional circumstances or in the case of minor amendment will approval be delegated solely to the chair of the panel.

24
It should be noted that the validation XE "validation"  process at Kingston University allows validation panels to approve new modules as part of the validation event.  Usually, the Chair of the event will ask panel members if they have any comments on new modules, or the coherence of all the modules as a whole, and any comments/suggestions received will generally feed into the validation conditions or recommendations.  If there are no comments with respect to a particular module then it is considered to be ‘validated’.

The report and subsequent follow-up
25
The conclusions of the event are produced within 48 hours of the event for approval by the Chair of the panel.  These will normally be circulated to the Dean, Head of School XE "Head of School:HoS" , Field Director and Faculty Administrative Manager to enable the work on conditions to commence as soon as possible.  The full report is normally written within 15 working days of the event and will normally be sent to the panel, Dean, Head of School XE "Head of School:HoS" , Field Director, Pro Vice-Chancellor (Education) and representatives from the University’s Academic Development Centre (ADC).

26
If there are specific conditions to be met by the course team, Academic Quality and Standards will circulate the course team’s response for panel member’s approval.  The field is approved to run when the panel is satisfied that the field team’s response has met the conditions of the validation XE "validation" .

27
The annual report on Validation and Review activity, which is presented annually to the Quality Assurance Committee (QAC), will consider all event conclusions and will draw any issues of quality or good practice to the University’s attention.

Feedback from the panel

28
To assist the evaluation of the University’s quality assurance procedures, an ‘Evaluation of Validation XE "Validation"  Procedures Questionnaire’ will be sent to each member of the panel with a copy of the final report.  This questionnaire has been designed to help us evaluate the effectiveness of the validation XE "validation"  procedures at Kingston University.  Any comments which would help us to improve the validation process would be most welcome.

Questions

29
If you have any queries about the validation XE "validation"  procedures at Kingston you can contact Annie Sander (Assistant Registrar) by telephone on 020 8417 3656 or by e-mail at A.Sander@kingston.ac.uk who will be happy to discuss any queries you may have.

Guidance CG (vii)

Validation XE "Validation"  documentary requirements

The table below illustrates the core documentary requirements for validation XE "validation"  events. 

	
	Faculty level validation XE "validation" *
	University level validation XE "validation" **

	
	In-house
	With Collaborative Partner
	In-house
	With Collaborative Partner
	Validation XE "Validation"  of new Foundation Degree
	Validation XE "Validation"  of top-up degree
	Fields delivered wholly or in part by FDL

	Brief Overview Paper
	
	
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Programme Specification XE "Programme Specification"  in the standard university format 

See template C6 
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Module Descriptor XE "Module Descriptor"  in the standard university format 

See template C7 and guidance CG (v)
	Yes, for new modules contributing to the field only
	Yes, for new modules contributing to the field only
	Yes, for all modules contributing to the field 
	Yes, for all modules contributing to the field 
	Yes, for all modules contributing to the field 
	Yes, for all modules contributing to the field 
	Yes, for all modules contributing to the field 

	Table listing all the modules in the field indicating which modules are new and which (if any) are already approved 

See template C1
	
	
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Resources Document relating to the human and physical resources available 

See guidance CG(iii)
	
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes, with reference to the resources available at KU and the collaborative partner
	Yes
	Yes, with specific reference to the resources available to FDL students

	Liaison Document XE "Liaison Document" 
See section B, guidance BG(ii)
	
	Yes
	
	Yes
	Yes (if collaborative)
	Yes (if collaborative)
	Yes (if collaborative)

	Staff Development Plan 

See section B, guidance BG(ii)
	
	Yes
	
	Yes
	Yes (if collaborative)
	Yes (if collaborative)
	Yes (if collaborative)

	Draft Student Handbook

See guidance CG(iii)
	
	Yes
	
	Yes
	Yes (if collaborative)
	Yes (if collaborative)
	Yes (if collaborative)

	FDL materials in advance of the event.  The panel should have the opportunity to view a sample of these in the medium they will be delivered
	
	
	
	
	
	
	Yes

	Marketing Materials

See section B, guidance BG(ii)
	
	Yes
	
	Yes
	Yes (if collaborative)
	Yes (if collaborative)
	Yes (if collaborative)

	Programme Specification XE "Programme Specification"  for the honours top-up degree
	
	
	
	
	Yes
	
	

	Module Directory for the honours top-up degree
	
	
	
	
	Yes
	
	

	Programme Specification XE "Programme Specification"  for the HND or Foundation Certificate on which it is based
	
	
	
	
	
	Yes
	

	Collaborative Partner consideration of relevant section of UK Quality Code

see guidance CG(iv)  XE "Code of Practice:CoP" 
	
	Yes (if a new partner and offering placement learning)
	
	Yes (if a new partner and offering placement learning)
	Yes (if collaborative, a new partner and offering placement learning)
	Yes (if collaborative, a new partner and offering placement learning)
	Yes (if collaborative, a new partner and offering placement learning)


*Faculty quality committees should not normally request additional information from field proposers unless there are particular features of the field that require exposition (eg. an unusual pattern of delivery of the field, new and innovative assessment arrangements, meeting the needs of a particular group of potential students, etc).  If the field team has sought external advice during the development of the field the committee could usefully ask to see it.  

**Additional documentation requirements may be necessary as agreed at the validation XE "validation"  planning meeting.
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Definition

1. Internal Subject Review XE "Internal Subject Review:ISR"  (ISR) is the procedure used by the University to periodically review all fields in a subject as a means of assuring AB that the academic standards of its awards are appropriately met and that the quality of the student experience of studying for those awards is appropriate.
Purpose
2. ISR is intended primarily to be a forward-looking process, to judge the health of courses in a subject and to support the future development of strategies and initiatives that will lead to further enhancement of the student experience. It also incorporates review by external peers and reference to external frameworks.  

3. The University's validation XE "validation"  procedures (see section C) lead to approval of new fields which can be subsequently updated using modifications procedures.  Fields remain in approval subject to ISR taking place on a six-year cycle
4. ISR will be largely evidence-based, using off-the-shelf information and discussions with the subject providers.  The only requirement for additional documentation will be the production of a contextual document (see paragraphs 43-47).
5. ISR is not intended to look directly at the standard of student work in the subject concerned.  Whilst some student work may be part of the evidence base in module boxes, it is included to illustrate the effectiveness and application of policies, procedures, frameworks and regulations at course level.  Evidence of standards will be taken from external examiner reports etc.

6. ISR is not intended to look directly at the quality of the student experience (observation of teaching etc.).  It will, however, scrutinise the evidence used by the subject team to evaluate the quality of the student learning experience and will meet with students and, normally, graduates.  
7. ISR is not re-validation XE "validation"  and is not designed as an approval process for change.  Subject teams may wish to test out ideas for change as part of the process and ISR may lead to recommendations for change through approved modification procedures.

8. ISR is a peer process and will involve review teams made up of individuals from outside the University and within the University but not from the subject team.  The review team will contain both subject expertise and experience of assessing the effective implementation of academic policies and procedures. 

9. Some of the key issues addressed by ISR are:

· determining that aims and learning outcomes remain set at levels appropriate for the standards of the awards concerned;

· ensuring that the curriculum is current and meets the needs of the market for the course and builds upon the prior experience of typical entrants to the course;

· ensuring coherence of the fields within the subject;

· reviewing the suitability of available resources;

· reviewing the effectiveness of learning, teaching and assessment strategies (with particular reference to FDL, if applicable);

· reviewing enhancement and staff development strategies as they relate to the subject provision;

· reviewing how the subject providers take full account of University strategies and policies and advising on future plans (Widening Participation XE "Widening Participation:WP" , LTA (including ICT), fairness in assessment, admissions, equal opportunities, disabilities, personal development planning, etc.);

· advising on adherence to University regulations;

· advising on consistency with external frameworks as they apply at subject level such as subject benchmark statements, the UK Quality Code XE "Code of Practice:CoP" , the Framework for Higher Education Qualifications XE "Framework for Higher Education Qualifications:FHEQ"  and PSRB requirements whenever appropriate;

· consider the effectiveness and implementation of university quality assurance and enhancement processes at subject level;

· consider the ways in which the fields(s) are based on up to date research and professional practice and the ways in which the fields(s) offer research-like experiences for students (where possible);

· identification of commendations and good practice, matters for improvement and where necessary raise matters for immediate action.

10. With regard to collaborative arrangements, the principles adopted within the University’s approved arrangements for ISR apply to all types of arrangement including:

· Overseas collaborative arrangements (“franchised” or “validated” courses)

· UK “validated” collaborative arrangements 

· UK “franchised” collaborative arrangements

11. All collaborative arrangements will be separately reviewed in the period leading up to the main review and will feed into the main ISR event.  Each franchise XE "franchise"  or validated field will be separately reviewed unless grouped within one subject for the purposes of ISR.

12. If the faculty can provide a rationale for not undertaking a separate review (which must be approved by the Deputy Academic Registrar), the collaborative arrangements will either be incorporated within the main event, or may be excluded from the ISR altogether.  For details on the criteria for not undertaking separate review visits, see paragraph 110.

13. See paragraphs 95-117 for detailed information on the arrangements for the review of collaborative provision.

Criteria

14. The subjects identified for the ISR cycle are based on the JACS code system, although in some instances the University's academic provision may not map precisely against this model, for example where provision is interdisciplinary.  

15. In such cases the categories may be re-organised, or sub-divided, in order that a more effective review can take place.  Careful consideration will be given when determining appropriate groupings in relation to the potential size and complexity of an event.  The Deputy Academic Registrar will approve any changes to the division of ISR subject categories.  A list of current ISR categories can be found in section C, Form C5.

16. All fields in a subject will be included in an ISR regardless of when they were validated.  Possible exceptions to this will be discussed in the ISR planning meeting.. There may also be opportunities to reduce documentary requirements, see paragraph 59.
Sources of Advice 
17. At any stage in the preparation for, or follow-up to, ISR, subject teams can seek advice from:
· Academic Quality & Standards with respect to details of the process, preparation of documentation, planning for meetings, arrangements for rooms and facilities etc
· the Academic Development Centre XE "Academic Development Centre:ADC"  (ADC with respect to learning, teaching, assessment, ICT and Widening Participation XE "Widening Participation:WP"  strategies, personal development planning, and for help with level descriptors, learning outcomes, key skills etc.  The expertise within the ADC may also be of help to faculties when planning for, and responding to, recommendations of ISRs
Contextual Document
18. Paragraph 44 details the standard headings that should be used when writing the Contextual Document.  AQS maintains an electronic archive of Contextual Documents submitted for past ISR events.  These documents can be accessed from the StaffSpace" Academic Quality and Standards StaffSpace pages
 
Reports of previous ISR events
19. Reports of previous ISR events can also be accessed from the StaffSpace" Academic Quality and Standards StaffSpace pages

Flowchart

20. The flowchart below, illustrates in diagrammatic form the ISR process.
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Schedule

21. A schedule of reviews, indicating the academic year in which each ISR will take place will be approved by QAC and published by AQS.  The planning for ISRs will take place as early as possible in the previous academic year, to allow for the even distribution of ISR events throughout the year.  However, the University does not prescribe exactly when during the academic year that the ISR must take place; this is decided at the planning meeting. 

22. The review cycle will take account of approval/accreditation procedures of 

PSRBs and wherever possible harmonise with them (eg. combined reviews or preparation for an external review).

Sequence of activities in relation to ISR 

23. The table below illustrates the timescales and responsibilities for activities in relation to ISR. 
	Timescale 
	Action
	Responsibility

	In the previous academic year or, if this is not possible, at least 5 months prior to ISR (possibly more if collaborative provision is included)
	ISR planning meeting
	AQS

	3 months prior to ISR / first collaborative visit
	Review team nomination form to be submitted to AQS
	Faculties

	4 weeks prior to main ISR

OR

3 weeks prior to collaborative visit
	Advance ISR documentation (Contextual Document etc) to AQS


	Faculties

	2 weeks prior to main ISR

OR

1 week prior to collaborative visit
	Review team to send agenda items and evidence requests to AQS


	AQS

	1 week prior to main ISR

OR

1 week prior to collaborative visit
	Evidence list and advance agenda to be circulated to faculties


	AQS (in meetings with Chair)

	ISR
	ISR event
	AQS/Faculties

	2 weeks after ISR


	Report conclusions circulated to review team and subject team
	AQS

	6 weeks after ISR

OR

4 weeks after collaborative visit
	Full report circulated to review team and subject team


	AQS

	By deadline agreed at event
	Response to matters of serious concern approved by the Chair (and panel)
	Faculties/AQS

	By deadline agreed at event
	Action plan approved by the Chair (and panel)
	Faculties/AQS



	First possible QAC
	Approval of action plan reported


	AQS

	One year on from deadline agreed at event


	One year follow up approved by the Chair
	Faculties/AQS

	First possible QAC
	Approval of one year follow up reported


	AQS


Process

Nomination of the ISR review team Chair

24. AQS maintains a list of trained chairs from which panel chairs for specific events are chosen.  AQS will identify the panel chair, seek their agreement to participate and invite them to the ISR planning meeting.  Periodically, AQS runs training events for panel chairs, and Deans are requested to nominate members of staff from their faculty for training in line with the criteria identified in Section C. 

25. In order to chair a review event, colleagues must have participated in at least one ISR event since attending the chairs training delivered by AQS. 

Planning Meeting XE "Planning Meeting"  for ISR

26. Planning meetings will normally be held during the preceding Academic Year to when the ISR is due to take place.  For ISRs which include particularly large and/or complex collaborative provision based overseas, the lead-in time before the ISR may be considerable.  
Purpose of the ISR planning meeting
27. The task of the planning meeting will be to:

· confirm the provision to be reviewed and any partner institutions;

· plan for the incorporation of UK/Overseas collaborative provision into the event if applicable; 
· identify dates for the review

· identify individuals responsible for preparing for the ISR and the preparation of the contextual document;

· confirm the documentation required to be provided to the review team in advance of the ISR;

· agree the nature of evidence to be provided at the time of the review;

· identify individuals responsible for the local administration of the review;

· identify review team members/categories of membership (final membership to be agreed by AQS);

· agree the range of students and graduates to meet the review team;

· agree whether the review team should meet any employers/placement providers as part of the review;

· agree the range of staff to meet the review team;

· plan the timetable for the review event and any optional meetings to be included

Documents for the ISR Planning Meeting XE "Planning Meeting"  

28. AQS will circulate the following documents in advance of the ISR planning meeting:

· standard agenda for ISR planning meetings, see guidance DG(ii);
· list of all the fields to be included in the review

Constitution of the ISR Planning Meeting XE "Planning Meeting" 
29. Planning meetings are normally constituted as:

· Chair of the forthcoming event (Chair);

· Representative of AQS (Clerk);

· Dean(s) of faculty(ies) involved in the review;

· Head(s) of School involved in the review;

· Field Leaders within the subject to be reviewed, where appropriate;

· Chair(s) of Faculty(ies) Quality Assurance Committee(s);

· Where possible, representatives of partner institutions for collaborative provision

Agenda of ISR Planning Meeting XE "Planning Meeting" 
30. Planning meetings should be conducted according to the standard agenda set out in guidance DG(ii);
Report of the Planning Meeting XE "Planning Meeting" 
31. The AQS representative will produce brief notes of the outcomes of the meeting.  The notes will detail the dates for submission of documentation to AQS and the date for circulating the preliminary agenda and additional documentation requests to the subject providers.  The notes will also state any documentation identified at the planning meeting that should accompany the contextual document over and above the standard requirements.  These notes are for internal use only.

Nomination of Review Team Members

32. The ISR planning meeting will confirm the number and categories of membership (and required characteristics) of the ISR review team.  Overall, the size of the review team will reflect the scale of the provision to be reviewed, but as a guide, the review team will comprise a minimum of six members (including the Chair, but excluding the Clerk).

33. At least two review team members must be external to the University.  External review team members must be subject specialists and must have experience of subject review methodologies, including familiarity with the UK Quality Code and knowledge of the relevant subject benchmark statements.  The University pays a fee to external review team members involved in ISR (for details of current fee levels, refer to Introduction, guidance (iii)).  See the criteria for the appointment of external review team members in paragraph 37.

34. The ISR review team will normally include two internal review team members.  The faculty should nominate one representative from within the faculty within which the ISR is taking place, but from a different school/subject area.  The faculty review team member must not be involved in the delivery of fields to be reviewed, nor have a role which entails overall responsibility for these fields (for example Director of Undergraduate/Postgraduate programmes; Associate Dean; Chairs of senior faculty-level committees etc).  The faculty should also nominate a second internal review team member, who should be based in a different faculty from that under review.  Both internal panel members should have experience of programme delivery and development. 

35. The ISR review team will also include a student review team member, who will be identified by AQS (see paragraph 41 below).

36. Nominations should be submitted on form C2, signed by the relevant Head of School XE "Head of School:HoS"  and the Dean of the faculty or nominee, to AQS for approval by the date agreed at the ISR planning meeting, normally one month after the date of the planning meeting.  

37. In order to ensure the balance of expertise, faculties are required to ensure that form C2 contains a clear rationale for the nominations.

38. The following criteria apply when considering nominations for review team membership:

· the experience of review team members should be demonstrably appropriate to make an effective contribution to the ISR;
· a review team member should have experience of UK HE;
· a review team member should not, within the last five years, have been a member of staff, governor, student, or near relative of a member of staff involved in the provision (external review team members only);

· a review team member should not be associated with the design and/or operation of the provision under consideration;

· a review team member should not have a close association with the provision in a management role;

· a review team member should not, within the last two years have been an external examiner at the University (external review team members only);

· a review team member should not have been an external examiner on an associated programme at the University where the time elapsed since the tenure of the external examiner’s appointment is less than five years (external review team members only);

· a review team member should not be a member of staff from a partner institution;

· normally a review team member should not be used more than twice within a three year period (external review team members only)

39. AQS is responsible for checking nominated review team members against the criteria for membership.  The ISR chair has the right to reject the nomination of a review team member if it does not meet the criteria for membership.

40. AQS is responsible for formally confirming arrangements with approved review team members.  

Student review team members

41. A student representative will normally be invited to join the review team. Students are included as full and equal members of review teams, with the same remit as other members.

42. The student review team member will not normally be from the same faculty as the provision under review. KUSU and AQS will be responsible for allocating suitable and trained student representatives to review teams.

Contextual document and other advance documentation

43. The subject team is required to provide a contextual document (normally no more than 2,500 words) as a briefing for the ISR review team.  The format of the document, provided it covers the topics detailed below, is left to the subject team to decide.

44. The contextual document comprises three parts.  These are:

· An opportunity for the subject team to highlight particular strengths of the provision under review

· An opportunity for the subject team to flag any issues that they wish to discuss in the ISR event.  These issues should normally be developmental and forward-looking

· A commentary on some standard ISR agenda items, including the following

a. commentary on progression data and award statistics

b. responses to external examiners’ reports

c. how the subject team is responding to the Faculty and University quality enhancement/learning, teaching and assessment strategy
d. commentary on student opinion of the provision

e. commentary on results of the National Student Survey XE "National Student Survey:NSS" 
45. Wherever possible the contextual document should provide cross-references to the evidence that will be available to the review team either in advance with the contextual document or in the base room during the ISR event.

46. The contextual document will be sent to the review team four weeks prior to the ISR.  It will be accompanied by the following standard documentation:

· external examiners’ reports and responses for the previous two years for all fields included in the review;

· most recent programme specifications for all of the fields included in the review;

· most recent module descriptors for all of the fields included in the review;

· relevant section(s) of the AQSH, including a guide to ISR for review team members (guidance DG(iii)) and the ISR criteria and checklist for panel members (guidance DG(i)) documents (provided by the Academic Registry);

· UMS and/or PCF regulations as appropriate (provided by the Academic Registry);

· reports of any subsidiary reviews of collaborative provision;

47. An electronic copy of the contextual document should be submitted to AQS for storage in an on-line archive. (Contextual Documents)

Documentary evidence for the ISR event

48. The ISR team will require a base room for the duration of the event as well as space to hold meetings.  In the base room the subject team should provide the off-the-shelf documentation identified in the planning meeting notes.  The base room should include one or two networked PCs, a networked printer, and (if possible) a telephone.  The faculty is responsible for all arrangements relating to the base room.

49. The evidence is likely to include:

· field handbooks/student handbooks for all fields within the ISR;

· minutes of Boards of Study XE "Boards of Study"  (one academic year’s worth);

· copies of the most recent Course Summary Reports for each field included in the review;

· minutes of SSCCs (one academic year’s worth);

· staff development documents (eg: staff development strategy and plans if available) and details of staff development activities/development days etc)

· resources document;

· recent PSRB and other relevant reports;

· progression and award data for the last three years for all fields included in the review;

· responses to any recommendations of subsidiary collaborative reviews if applicable (see paragraphs 95- 109)

· results of student feedback from the National Student Survey XE "National Student Survey:NSS"  in relation to the subject area;

· a sample of module boxes (see paragraphs 52-58);

· resources used for courses delivered via FDL (if applicable);

50. The review team should have access to the University intranet, where they can access University policies and regulations, strategies, etc.  The subject team may wish to provide local evidence to illustrate implementation, for example, of Learning and Teaching and Widening Participation XE "Widening Participation:WP"  strategies.

Electronic provision of baseroom documentation

51. The ISR Planning Meeting will determine the bast means of making the evidence available to the review team in the baseroom, however where it has been agreed that access to documentation in the baseroom will be provided electronically, faculties should ensure that the following good practice is adhered to:

In advance of event:

· Ensure that enough computers and log in accounts are abilalbe for each panel member to have access at the same time.  You may need to liaise with AQS to check in advance with panel members how many will be bringing their own lap tops or tablets to the event.

On the morning of the event:

· Ensure that each computer has been switched on and check that all the required folders and documentation can bee accessed and opened fully
· Ensure that the details of all log in accounts and passwords are available for the clerk

· Ensure that the details of the person to contact in case technical support is required is available for the clerk
Module Boxes 
52. It is expected that a significant amount of material will be available in module boxes.  Module boxes should be routinely maintained by module leaders for reference by the teaching team, new staff, new module leaders, audit panels etc).  

53. Typical module boxes are likely to contain the following:

· module guide XE "Module Guide:module guide" 
· validated module descriptor
· timetable
· assessment briefs, assessment criteria and guidance for markers
· learner support materials
· module results
· samples of student work to illustrate assessment policy in practice (fail/low/medium and high);
· student feedback questionnaire analysis 
· Module Review and Development Plans (MRPDs)
54. Module boxes and student work (both coursework and examinations) should be kept for one academic year.  It is advised that one full academic year is retained along with the current year.  MRDPs should continue to be archived electronically once the module box has been updated. 

55. Where modules are franchised, or have one or more occurrences, module boxes should contain the relevant information for each location and occurrence of the module, or provide appropriate sign-posting to where that information is available.  

56. The module box may be ‘real’ or ‘virtual’ or a mixture.  The review team will identify a small sample of module boxes it wishes to see after reading the advance materials.  These will be identified alongside the draft ISR agenda which will be sent to the subject team around one week prior to the ISR event.

57. If ‘virtual’ module boxes are to be used, the subject team should ensure that all review team members have been granted the necessary access rights, that there are sufficient networked computers in the base room and that a nominated person is available to provide assistance to the review team if necessary.

58. Where possible, faculties will arrange for the review team to have access to some or all of the corresponding StudySpace XE "StudySpace"  modules.

Reduced documentary requirements

59. In certain instances some ‘in-house’ fields will not be required to submit the same level of documentation.  This will be discussed, and agreed, at the planning meeting. 

60. The following are the approved criteria for permitting reduced documentary evidence.  Additional criteria will be added in subsequent years as further precedents are set:

· The field is in the process of running out (the ‘running out’ students are due to completed within one academic year);

· There are no students currently registered on the field;

· The field has recently been validated (within the last academic year);

· The field has recently been re-validated (within the last academic year)

61. The following reduced documentary requirements will apply to fields meeting these criteria:

	Criteria
	Arrangements for main event 

	The field is in the process of running out
	The following to be provided in the base room:

· programme specification

· module descriptors

· Board of Study XE "Board of Study:BoS"  minutes (one academic year’s worth)

· SSCC minutes (one academic year’s worth)

· external examiner reports for the previous two years

· course summary report

If students will be ‘running out’ for more than one academic year, additional documentary requirements may be requested and a sample of students from the field may be required to meet with the review team.



	There are no students currently registered on the field
	The following to be provided in the base room:

· programme specification

· module descriptors



	The field has recently been validated
	The following to be circulated to the panel as part of the advance documentation:

· programme specification

· module descriptors

The following documents to be provided in the base room:

· validation XE "validation"  report



	The field has recently been re-validated
	The following to be circulated to the panel as part of the advance documentation:

· programme specification

· module descriptors

The following to be provided in the base room:

· re-validation XE "validation"  report

Additionally, where applicable, staff and students from the field should be invited to participate in the meetings at the main event


62. Subject teams should note that meeting the above criteria, does not preclude staff and students from the field(s) in question from being invited to attend the meetings held as part of the ISR event.

The ISR Event

63. The make-up of the review team and the timetable of the event will have been agreed at the planning meeting.  (See guidance DG(ii): standard agenda for ISR planning meeting).

Preparation for the ISR event

64. At least two weeks before the ISR event, review team members will be asked to:

· notify the review Clerk of any additional evidence they might require (only rarely will additional evidence be requested after this point and during the review event itself)

· identify the module box sample they wish to see (a small sample to be agreed by the review Chair)

· provide a provisional list of key issues that they wish to discuss with the subject team (these will be shared with the subject team and will form the substantive part of the agenda for the first meeting of the event itself)

65. Using the initial feedback from review team members the Clerk and Chair of the ISR will draw up the draft agenda for the first meeting with the subject team and the requirements for module boxes and any additional documentation.  This will be sent to the subject team normally one week in advance of the event. 

The Purpose of the ISR event

66. The first responsibility of the review team is to consider the evidence provided by the subject team relating to quality and standards, and to investigate issues as necessary.  However, it is anticipated that this part of the review event can, in the majority of cases, be completed at an early stage.  Where the advance documentation provides convincing evidence and arguments that quality and standards are at least satisfactory, the review team should concentrate on enhancement issues (eg. the currency of the curriculum, learning, teaching and assessment strategies, and the student experience).   The objective is to help the subject team formulate an action plan to address any weaknesses and enhance provision over the subsequent period.

ISR Agenda

67. Within the overall scope of ISR there is no set agenda for the review team.  The agenda for discussions and investigation during the review event will largely depend upon the subject team's contextual document and associated evidence.  However, the review team should be mindful that a report in standard format (see paragraphs 84-86) will be produced regardless of the topics which have been discussed with the subject providers (ie. where evidence is clear and does not require discussion).  

68. The Chair of the panel, in consultation with AQS will however normally draw up a draft agenda of issues which will be circulated to the panel and team in advance of the meeting.  This will take account of any feedback received from the panel members prior to the event.  

Role of the panel chair
69. At the first private meeting of the panel, the Chair should: 

· introduce panel members to each other

· outline the purpose of the meeting and whether any professional accreditation is involved

· outline the possible outcomes (see paragraph xx)

· ensure that, as far as possible, there is fair division of time and contribution between all panel members

· remind the panel of any background information on the provision under consideration

· review the provisional agenda (ie. the list of key issues which panel members have indicated that they wish to discuss with the team/senior staff).  Additional agenda items can be added at this stage

· agree the ordering of agenda items

· invite individual members to take the lead on their agenda items with senior staff/course team on individual topics

· ensure that provision is made for further private meeting(s) of the panel if felt necessary

70. During the event, the Chair should:

· clearly indicate the purpose of the ISR, the purpose of each meeting and outline the agenda  

· ensure that all the issues previously identified by the panel or the team are covered, bringing in members as appropriate

· ensure that all represented parties have been given adequate opportunity to contribute to discussions (for example individual module leaders); 

· check in private panel meetings that no important items have been omitted from the discussions

· keep notes for the final conclusions

· guide the panel in reaching their conclusions (including commendations and good practice, matters for immediate attention and recommendations), clarifying for members the possible alternatives open to them 
Role of review panel members
71. The panel should evaluate the provision under consideration and the responses of senior staff and the course team against the core criteria available in guidance DG(i).
Conduct of the ISR event

72. The event should be conducted in a collaborative and non-confrontational way wherever possible.  Subject teams will have been encouraged to identify concerns in their contextual document and the review team's role is to advise and help find solutions.  The review team may, of course, identify its own issues for discussion and these may result in agreement with the subject team on follow-up action (documented in the report).  It is possible that the review team may identify matters for immediate action.  These should be fully discussed with the subject team. 

ISR event and meetings

73. The ISR event will normally last two days.  The scale of the event will reflect the size of the subject provision.  An important principle is that sufficient time must be available for the review team to review evidence and hold private meetings.  ISR is an evidence-based process and meetings during the event are primarily designed to explore “issues” identified by the review team, and to seek clarification and further evidence from the subject providers in meetings.  Where the evidence is clear, there is no reason for detailed discussion with the subject team.  All ISR events will have at their core three meetings as follows:

· Initial meeting with the subject team to explore issues raised on the review team’s draft agenda for the event and to seek initial clarification of matters raised;

· A meeting with current students and, where appropriate, with recent graduates;

· A meeting to explore, in detail with the subject team, matters of interest to the review team after the review team has met with students and reviewed the documentary evidence

74. Further details of a typical ISR programme are provided in guidance DG(ii).  This includes time for private meetings of the review team, review of documentation, other meetings as required and a final feedback meeting.

Undertaking meetings and events by video conference 
75. When undertaking events, or meetings within events, by video conference, the good practice provided in guidance CG(ii) should be referenced by all event participants, particularly in relation to drafting the programme, setting up room facilities and chairing the meeting.  
The Student Meeting

76. Meetings with current students and graduates are a normal part of the ISR.  The student groups should reflect the nature of the provision and include some students from all levels, including some student course representatives.  Both undergraduate and postgraduate students should be represented, where appropriate.  The graduate group should not include any current staff members.  A standard agenda for the student and graduate meetings can be found in guidance DG(iv).  It is anticipated that subject teams will have briefed students and graduates about the purpose of the meeting and, wherever possible, provide them with a copy of the contextual document.  

Additional Meetings

77. Additional meetings (e.g. with employers etc.) may be included in the event as agreed at the planning meeting.  Guidance suggesting some broad themes which panel members may wish to consider when meeting with employers can be found in guidance DG(iv). The subject team should brief participants about the purpose of the meeting, and wherever possible, provide them with a copy of the contextual document. 
The Report and Judgements

78. It will be the responsibility of the whole review team to agree the judgements and main points to be included in the report, prior to feedback to the subject team.

79. The Chair and Clerk will be responsible for preparing the draft report.  Normally, the full report will be provided for the subject team within six working weeks of the review, but the conclusions section of the report will be circulated within two working weeks, following approval by the Chair.  The subject team will be given the opportunity to comment on the factual accuracy of the draft report.

Judgements

80. Using the written evidence and discussion with the subject team as the primary source of information, the ISR team will evaluate the quality of learning opportunities and the outcomes in terms of the academic standards achieved by students for the field(s) involved in the review.  The team’s evaluation will be in terms of the robustness of internal evidence, systems and procedures rather than detailed scrutiny of student work etc.  The report will incorporate statements of:

· an evaluation of the academic standards set and achieved, for the field(s) involved in the review.  The evaluation focuses on whether the learning outcomes of the programme(s) are appropriate in content and academic level for the named award(s), and whether actual student achievement is generally consistent with the intended outcomes

· an evaluation of whether the programme(s) remain current and valid in the light of developing knowledge in the discipline, practice in its application and developments in teaching and learning, and the quality of the learning opportunities that support students in achieving the academic standards of the award(s) to which the field(s) lead 

81. It is expected that the primary focus of the report will be on the formulation of forward looking recommendations for the enhancement of learning, teaching and assessment and the student experience more generally.  This will form the basis for action plans to be developed by the subject team.  Although recommendations are not compulsory, faculties will be expected to give all recommendations adequate consideration in their action plans, and will be required to provide a rationale explaining why any recommendations have not been followed up, where appropriate. 
82. It is also possible for the review team to set recommendations to the University. In doing so, the review team should ensure that any University level recommendations:

· relate to suggestions for improvements to, or the identification of anomalies within, the University quality assurance requirements

· relate to suggestions for improvements to, or the identification of anomalies within, the University’s academic regulations

· require a response from a service or department when repeated requests from the faculty up to, and including senior level, have not been responded to, resulting in a serious impact on quality and/or standards (note: the review team would have to be provided with evidence that the faculty had tried to resolve the issue without success)
· are not normally related to subject/discipline resource requirements, which are likely to be for the faculty to respond to.

83. If the review team identifies any issue with the potential to put quality or standards at risk or which require urgent corrective or preventative action they can raise it as a ‘matter for immediate action’.  In such cases, the faculty will be required to respond by the deadline agreed at the ISR event.  Responses to matters for immediate action, will be considered by the Chair and review team and should normally be resolved prior to the next intake of students are due to commence.  If the ISR Chair and review team are not satisfied that the ‘matter for immediate action’ has been adequately responded to, fields can be suspended.
The Report

84. The review clerk will produce a report which will adopt a standard template.  The first section of the report will be structured under the following headings: 

· Overview of the main characteristics of the programmes covered by the review
· Commendable practice (demonstrating excellence in its context, without implication that it can be transferred)
· Good practice (which has the capacity to be disseminated)
· Conclusions on quality and standards
· Conclusions on the currency of the curriculum and how the subject team intends to enhance the student experience 
· Matters for immediate action (if applicable)
· Forward-looking recommendations for actions to remedy any identified shortcomings, and for further enhancement of quality and standards
85. The second, more discursive, section of the report provides the basis for the conclusions.  

86. A key function of the report is that it should be useful to the subject team and allow follow up and monitoring of outcomes by the faculty(ies) concerned.  The final confirmed report should be agreed by the review team and the faculty within eight weeks of the end of the event.


Follow up to the report
87. If applicable, the faculty will submit a response to the ‘matter(s) for immediate action’ by the deadline(s) agreed at the event.  AQS will check the response and forward to the Chair/review team members for approval. 

88. The Chair has the right to reject incomplete responses.  Rejected responses will be returned to the faculty for completion.  Faculties should bear in mind that, should ISR Chairs/review team members conclude that the response to the ‘matter(s) for immediate action’ is unsatisfactory in any respect; a revised response will be required.  Responses should normally be resolved prior to the next intake of students are due to commence.  If the ISR Chair and review team are not satisfied that the ‘matter for immediate action’ has been adequately responded to, fields can be suspended.
89. The faculty will also submit an action plan in response to the recommendations in the report to AQS, by the deadline agreed at the event.  The action plan must be approved by the relevant faculty quality committee/faculty board prior to submission.  AQS will check the action plan against the recommendations of the report and forward the action plan to the Chair and/or panel members of the ISR for approval.  Subject teams and faculties will be responsible for following up action plans in detail in annual monitoring.  Although recommendations are not compulsory, faculties will be expected to give all recommendations adequate consideration in their action plans (see form D1), and will be required to provide a rationale explaining why any recommendations have not been followed up, where appropriate.  
90. Any good practice identified by the review team will be referred to the ADC for dissemination across the University.

91. Faculties are encouraged to make use of the expertise in the ADC when planning for and responding to, the recommendations of ISRs.

92. Consideration of responses to ISRs may also be incorporated within the Annual Review and Development processes, if appropriate (see section F).

93. One year after the submission of the action plan, the faculty will submit a year-on follow-up report to AQS, outlining progress against each of the points in the action plan.  AQS will check the year-on follow-up report against the recommendations and forward it to the Chair and/or panel members for approval.  

94. The conclusions from ISR events will be reported to QAC, along with confirmation that action plans have been provided by the deadline agreed at the event and signed off by the Chair (and review team).  The annual ‘validation XE "validation"  and ISR’ report to QAC will consider all ISR reports, identifying common trends and making recommendations for improvements to the process.

Internal Subject Review XE "Internal Subject Review:ISR" :  Collaborative Arrangements 

Preparation

95. ISRs of UK or overseas (“validated” or “franchised”) collaborative provision will normally take place at least two months before the main ISR within the University.  In some instances there may be a valid reason for not undertaking a physical visit to a collaborative partner, but undertaking the event ‘virtually’.  A rationale for this, supplemented with evidence that both the University and partner have the capabilities to be able to support these arrangements, must be submitted to the Deputy Academic Registrar for approval.
96.  It should not normally be necessary to hold a separate planning meeting for reviews of collaborative provision as these arrangements for should be considered as part of the overall ISR planning meeting, however if the arrangements for the ISR of the collaborative provision are particularly large or complicated, a planning meeting should be held to ensure that appropriate arrangements are in place.  If a separate planning meeting is held, it will be arranged by AQS and attended by:

· Dean or Dean’s representative (Chair)

· Chair of the ISR

· Head(s) of School

· University liaison person for the link

· Representatives from partner institutions to be included in the review (where appropriate/feasible)

· Clerk (AQS)

The collaborative review team

97. In the interests of both economy and effectiveness, review teams will be small and comprise: 

As a minimum of
· Chair (experienced in review processes and collaborative links)

· One external review team member (with experience in review of the subject concerned, management of overseas collaboration, QAA audit, subject review, etc.)

Additionally 

· Where feasible, a second University review team member to complement the expertise of the external review team member

· Clerk from AQS

98. Where the visit is conducted with the minimum panel composition, the chair will be responsible for ensuring that the outcomes of the visits are adequately recorded.

Collaborative contextual document

99. A collaborative contextual document (normally no more than 1,500 words) and supporting documentation should be submitted to AQS at least three weeks in advance of the visit. 

100. The format of the document, provided it covers the topics detailed in paragraph 43, is left to the subject team to decide.

101. The collaborative contextual document will be accompanied by the same standard documentation as for “in-house” events (see paragraph 46) as well as the following additional document:

· the current version of the liaison document for the link 

Additional documentation for the base room

102. As with “in-house” events, the review team will require a base room for the duration of the event, in which to hold meetings and review the evidence.  In the base room the subject team should provide the off-the-shelf documentation identified in the planning meeting notes.  

103. Where a collaborative arrangement has recently been the subject of an ISR in the same Faculty, the “Faculty level” documentary requirements may be reduced at the discretion of the planning meeting.

104. See paragraph 49 for a list of the likely evidence to be included.  For collaborative arrangements the following additional documentation should be provided:


· resources document for the partner

· executive committee minutes

· publicity materials for the collaborative field(s)
The collaborative review visit

105. The purpose of the visit to the partner is to enable the ISR review team to learn how the partnership works in practice, from the perspective of the partner, and whether it is being maintained according to University procedures.  The focus of the ISR will be on how well the Kingston University school(s)/faculty(ies) are ensuring that the quality and standards of its awards made through the partnership are consistent with awards made through internal provision.  The visit is likely to occupy a full day and will typically include a number of private review team meetings, time for the review team to review evidence, meetings with students and, where possible, graduates, meetings with senior and QA staff and the subject team, and time for the review team to formulate their conclusions prior to feeding back to the partner. 

106. Representatives from Kingston University are permitted to attend the staff subject team meetings at collaborative review visits however it is up to each faculty/collaborative partner to decide which members of Kingston staff are most appropriate to attend.  ISR chairs should ensure that all attendees have the opportunity to contribute to the discussion and that the meeting is not dominated by the Kingston staff present. 

107. Following the visit, the review team will note any problematic or outstanding items which they wish to discuss at the main ISR event and identify any additional evidence required for the main event in relation to the collaborative partnership.

108. If the review team has considerable concerns about a partnership, they may request that a second stage review takes place at Kingston University, to consider the arrangements in place for assuring quality and standards in the partner institution.  A second stage review is likely to occupy a full day and include:

· an opportunity for the review team to look at the material requested following the collaborative visit;

· a meeting with school and faculty staff responsible for the link;

· further scrutiny of evidence and a final brief meeting with key staff if required

The Report and Follow-up  

109. A brief report of the key findings of the collaborative review(s) will be drawn up by the Clerk.  The key element of the report will be recommendations for the programme providers.  These will be shared with the providers for comment before being finally agreed with the review team and the Chair.  The recommendations of the report, and the faculty’s response to the recommendations (normally a brief commentary on progress made), will be part of the documentation for the subsequent main ISR.

Arrangements for collaborative provision that will not be separately reviewed

110. In some instances there may be a valid reason for not undertaking a separate visit to a collaborative partner.  A rationale for this must be submitted to the Deputy Academic Registrar for approval.

111. The following are the agreed criteria for not undertaking a separate visit to a collaborative partner.  Additional criteria will be added in subsequent years as further precedents are set.

· The field has only recently been validated (within the last academic year);
· There are no students currently registered on the field;
· The field is in the process of running out (normally the ‘running out’ out students will have completed within one academic year);
· The field is also audited by an external agency (for example OFSTED), but not including IQER/RCHE/RHEFE.
112. Faculties could also suggest an alternative mechanism for meeting with staff and students from collaborative partners (for example, video conferencing or meetings at a KU venue) rather than undertaking a visit to the partner.

113. If the rationale for not undertaking a separate review is approved, the collaborative provision will either be included in the main ISR within the University, or may be excluded from the ISR altogether.  If the collaborative provision is to be included in the main ISR, the planning meeting should consider:

· how staff from partner institutions will be involved in preparing the contextual document;

· how to ensure that evidence on quality and standards of the provision will be made available to the review team;

· how the review team will meet representative staff from partner organisations, if relevant;

· how the review team will have access to information about partner(s) resources;

· how the review team will meet students studying at the partner institution(s), if relevant.

114. If it is agreed that the collaborative provision is to be included in the main ISR, the following arrangements may apply:

	Criteria
	Arrangements for main event

	The field has only recently been validated
	The following to be circulated to the panel as part of the advance documentation:

· programme specification

· module descriptors

The following to be provided in the base room:

· validation XE "validation"  report

· liaison document

	There are no students currently registered on the field
	The following to be provided in the base room:

· programme specification

· module descriptors

	The field is in the process of running out
	The following to be provided in the base room:

· programme specification

· module descriptors

· Board of Study XE "Board of Study:BoS"  minutes (one academic years worth)

· Executive Committee XE "Executive Committee"  minutes (one academic years worth)

· liaison document

· external examiner reports and responses for the previous two years

· most recent course summary report

If students will be ‘running out’ for more than one academic year additional documentary requirements may be requested and a sample of students from the provision may be required to meet with the review team.

	The field is also audited by an external agency
	The following to be circulated to the panel as part of the advance documentation:

· programme specification

· module descriptors

The following to be provided in the base room:

· report(s) from the external agency

· Board of Study XE "Board of Study:BoS"  minutes (one academic years worth)

· Executive Committee XE "Executive Committee"  minutes (one academic years worth)

· external examiner reports and responses for the previous two years
· most recent course summary report

Additionally staff and student representatives from the partner(s) should be invited to participate in the meetings at the main event


Contextual document

115. A separate contextual document for collaborative provision which will be reviewed at the main ISR is not a requirement, but the main contextual document should include an evaluation of the liaison arrangements and evidence of the quality and standards of the collaborative provision.  Information relating to the collaborative provision should be identified in the contextual document in the same way as for in-house fields.
The ISR Event

116. Scrutiny of evidence of quality and standards of collaborative provision for the programmes offered in the University and by partners should be available to the ISR review team in the same way as for all programmes within the subject reviewed.

The Report and Follow-Up

117. The reports of ISRs that include collaborative provision will make specific reference to the collaborative provision, but a separate report will not be produced.
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Form D2

Chair’s approval of action plan/year-on follow up report arising from Internal Subject Review XE "Internal Subject Review:ISR" 
Title:           Internal Subject Review XE "Internal Subject Review:ISR"  in <enter subject under review >
 

Held on: 
<date >


Comments:
I agree that the action plan/year-on follow-up report* satisfactorily addresses all the points for further consideration in the report *

OR

I do not agree that the action plan/year-on follow-up report* satisfactorily addresses all the points for further consideration in the report for the reasons identified above and recommend that it is referred back to the Faculty*

*
Delete as applicable
Signed............................................................Date........................................................

Name:  

(Chair)

Guidance DG(i)

Internal Subject Review XE "Internal Subject Review:ISR"  criteria and checklist for panel members

1. Fields due for consideration in Internal Subject Reviews should be reviewed against standard criteria.  These, and additional criteria for reviews of collaborative provision and flexible and distributed learning (FDL), are detailed below.  

2. A checklist of questions for panel members to use as a guide to help them with the analysis of the review evidence is also provided below. 

List of internal subject review criteria

All reviews

3. Positive judgements relating to the review of programmes should be made if there is clear evidence that the following requirements have been met:
· Fields must be consistent with the University and FHEQ requirements for the award(s) concerned

· A complete and comprehensive programme specification must be presented in the University’s most current template.  

· Subject benchmark standards should be considered when reviewing the field.  They apply to full, major and half fields.  

· The field’s educational learning outcomes should be fully specified and be consistent with its aims 

· Learning outcomes XE "Learning outcomes"  should reflect the University’s key skills requirements 

· The learning and teaching and assessment strategies of the field must be designed to deliver and assure the stated learning outcomes

· All modules must be presented in the format of the current standard module template

· The set of modules included in the field should provide a coherent experience for students and as a whole deliver the stated field learning outcomes

· There should usually be a demonstrable link between the field curriculum and current research in the relevant subject area (please note the University’s strategy is to increase the proportion of staff research input to the curriculum and for all PGT courses to be informed by staff research)

· The level of modules should be clearly indicated and learning outcomes should reflect the level 

· Module co-requisites and pre-requisites should be clear, logical and not over-specified
· Any variations from the Undergraduate Modular Scheme XE "Undergraduate Modular Scheme:UMS"  (UMS) / Postgraduate Credit Framework XE "Postgraduate Credit Framework:PCF"  (PCF) must be agreed by the Academic Regulations XE "Regulations"  Committee XE "Academic Regulations Committee:ARC"  (ARC) 

· Requirements of professional bodies should be fully specified

· Appropriate human and physical resources should be available to support the delivery of the fields aims and learning outcomes

· Fields should be consistent with University policies, procedures and strategies (eg. Widening Participation XE "Widening Participation:WP" , Disability and Equality, Admissions, Fairness in Assessment, Personal Tutor Scheme etc)

· Appropriate and ongoing staff development should be in evidence 

· Subject teams should also ensure they have taken real steps to meet the University’s Equality Duty whilst maintaining academic standards and compliance with Data Protection and Health and Safety legislation.  Teams are advised to refer to the resource pack ‘Embedding Equality in the Curriculum’, available from the ADC website when preparing for internal subject reviews.  In addition advice can be sought from the ADC, the Disability and Dyslexia Service and the Equality Unit

Additional criteria for collaborative provision

4. Positive judgements for fields run with collaborative partners should only be made if there is clear evidence that the following requirements have been met:

5. Adequate liaison arrangements are in place to assure the quality and standards of the field in the partner institution (including identification of responsible staff, boards of study, staff student consultative committees, external examining, assessment boards etc.)

6. Joint staff development should be demonstrable and ongoing to foster a mutual understanding of the standards and quality of student experience required by the University and also to provide the partner with an understanding of the University’s procedures and general requirements

7. Adequate processes must be in place to ensure the accuracy and consistency of marketing material in relation to the field and collaboration 

Additional criteria for fields delivered wholly or in part by Flexible and Distributed Learning (FDL), or “distance learning”

8. Positive judgements for fields delivered wholly or in part by FDL should only be made if there is clear evidence that the following requirements have been met:

· Adequate arrangements must be  in place to assure the delivery of appropriate study materials to students

· Adequate arrangements are in place to effectively support students (such as provision of formative and summative feedback and access to student services)

· Adequate arrangements are in place to provide opportunities for students  to provide formal feedback to staff in relation to their academic and student experience

· Adequate arrangements must be in place to ensure that the security of assessments is assured
Checklist of questions to guide analysis of review evidence 

9. The following are a series of questions that panels should use to guide them in their analysis of documentation and in subsequent discussions with the subject team.  This is not exclusive and is for guidance only.  

10. Panel members are invited to submit issues for discussion with the subject team to the internal subject review clerk up to seven days prior to the event.  A draft agenda will normally be sent to the panel and field team not later than 24 hours before the event.  

11. All reviews
· Are the fields consistent with the University and FHEQ requirements for the award(s) concerned?

· Do academic standards appear to be set at appropriate levels for the awards concerned?

· Does the quality of the student experience meet, at the very least, minimum threshold standards?

· Are the fields academically coherent?

· Is there clear progression between levels (where appropriate)?

· Are the fields compliant with the relevant subject benchmark standards?

· Are the fields compliant with the relevant University regulations? (if variations are required the review team must raise this as a matter for immediate action)

· Are the aims and objectives of the fields clearly stated?

· Are the learning and teaching strategies and assessment strategies for the fields linked and are they likely to deliver the stated learning outcomes?

· Do the fields build upon the likely prior qualifications of students?

· Will the fields deliver outcomes appropriate for the likely employment market of diplomates/graduates?  

· What arrangements are in place for Personal Development Planning XE "Personal Development Planning:PDP"  (PDP)?

· How does the provision develop and assess key skills?

· Are the fields appropriately constructed in terms of core, option and free choice modules?

· Do the fields take full account of University policies and strategies (eg. assessment policy, key skills, Learning Teaching & Assessment Strategy, Widening Participation XE "Widening Participation:WP"  Strategy, Personal Tutor Scheme etc.)?

· Where appropriate, are the requirements of Professional and Statutory bodies met?

· Are there clear and logical linkages between learning outcomes, learning and teaching strategies and assessment strategies in modules?  

· Do the modules support field aims and objectives/learning outcomes?

· Is the variety and weighting of assessment across modules evenly balanced?

· Are the indicative curriculum content and bibliographies of modules current and appropriate? 

· Is the curriculum linked to, and informed by, research in the subject area? (please note the University’s strategy is to increase the proportion of staff research input to the curriculum and for all PGT courses to be informed by staff research)

· Are modules set at appropriate levels and volumes of credit?

· Are pre-requisite and co-requisites of modules appropriate?

· How much of the subject is supported by StudySpace XE "StudySpace"  (learning management system)? 

· If the fields contain placement learning, is the management of placements clearly articulated and is the student support appropriate?

· Are there adequate human and physical resources available  to fully support the delivery of the fields aims and learning outcomes?

· Is there evidence of staff development plans in place to appropriately support the development of staff members?

· What processes are in place to provide opportunities for students to contribute to the development of the fields under review?

12. Panels should ensure that a range of questions relating to disability and equality are explored during all reviews: 

· Is there evidence of a range of inclusive methods of assessment which will be accessible to a range of needs, disabilities and abilities rather than expecting all students to fit the standard model?

· When students are required to study or work off campus are reasonable alternatives offered, either as standard course components or in certain cases where for any reason the off-campus course elements are not appropriate? 

· Has technology been used and are alternative formats available to maximise flexibility either in learning, teaching or assessment? For example, are there opportunities for those with caring responsibilities to access material outside teaching hours; are there virtual opportunities to participate in field trips or lab-work; where visual resources are an important part of the teaching how would a student with visual impairment access the same information? 

· Have learning and teaching resources been selected to appeal to students from a wide range of backgrounds (across the protected characteristics) and which demonstrate the strengths of those backgrounds? 

· Will feedback mechanisms support the needs of diverse students and in particular disabled students and those with learning differences?

· Is there evidence that the team have had equality and diversity and related training to enable them confidently to foster good relations between different groups of students

· Are participation, retention and achievement levels monitored in respect of people with protected characteristics? 

· How are significant patterns of participation, retention and achievement identified for those people with protected characteristics 

· If there are patterns identified, have steps been taken to improve participation or success either for this particular cohort of students or plans made for future cohorts of students? 

· What issues have students identified in respect of equality and diversity eg. design, content, delivery or assessment?

· What steps have been taken to address the issues/concerns identified through student feedback either for this particular cohort of students or plans made for future cohorts of students?

· How are improvements fed back to students to demonstrate the University’s commitment to equality and diversity?

Collaborative provision

13. Are appropriate liaison arrangements in place to assure the quality and standards of the field in the partner institution (including identification of responsible staff, boards of study, staff-student consultation, external examining, assessment boards etc.)?

14. Is there evidence of joint staff development to foster a mutual understanding of the standards and quality of student experience required by the University?

15. Fields delivered wholly or in part by Flexible and Distributed Learning (FDL), or “distance learning”

· How reliable is the FDL delivery system, and are there contingency plans in place in the event of failure of the designated mode(s) or delivery?

· Is the delivery system is fit for purpose, and does it have an appropriate availability and life expectancy?

· Is the delivery of study materials to students remotely secure and reliable, and is there a mechanism in place for confirming safe receipt of documentation which is delivered remotely?

· Are the study materials available to students appropriate?

· Is there an identified contact who can give students feedback (both formative and summative) on academic performance?

· Is there an opportunity (where appropriate) for inter-learner discussions about the field?

· Do students have appropriate opportunities to give formal feedback on their experience of the field?

· What is the appropriateness of the academic and technical expertise of staff involved in delivering the field (including learning support expertise)?

· How are students able to access services such as pastoral support, academic counselling, and library and IT facilities?

· What are the mechanisms in place to ensure that assessed work is properly attributed to students, particularly where assessment is conducted through remote methods that might be vulnerable to interception or interference?

· What are the mechanisms in place for ensuring that students’ assessed work is the original work of that student only, particularly where assessment is conducted through remote methods?

· What are the mechanisms in place for assuring the security and reliability of transfer of work to assessors, and the mechanisms for confirming safe receipt of work?

Guidance DG(ii)

Standard agenda for the ISR planning meeting

1. Identification of the scope of the review and the fields to be included.  AQS will provide list prior to the meeting for discussion.
2. Identification of the dates of the final review event. ISR events should not be held in July and August.

3. Identification of the key dates in the lead up to the ISR event:

· Date of ISR

· 1 week prior to ISR, AQS sends out draft agenda, list of module boxes and any additionally required evidence to be made available in base room

· 2 weeks prior to ISR, panel submits requests for additional evidence, suggestions for draft agenda and module box sample to AQS

· 4 weeks prior to ISR, the faculty submits the main contextual document and accompanying advance documentation to AQS

· At least 2 months prior to ISR, all collaborative visits must have taken place

· 1 week prior to collaborative visit, panel submits requests for additional evidence, suggestions for draft agenda and module box sample to AQS who sends this out to the faculty.

· 3 weeks prior to ISR, the faculty submits the collaborative contextual document and accompanying advance documentation to AQS

· 1 month after planning meeting, and at least 3 months prior to first collaborative event, the faculty submits the panel nomination form to AQS. 

4. Identification of the individual(s) responsible for preparing the contextual document(s).  It is expected that the contextual document will be widely discussed, and will have been approved by the relevant Board(s) of Study and finally signed off for submission by Head(s) of School and Dean(s)/Dean’s nominee(s)).

5. Identification of additional advance documentation to be included with the contextual document (ie. any particular supplements to the standard list).

6. Discuss arrangements for whether advance paperwork will be provided in hard copy, soft copy or a combination of both.  Note that this may need to be confirmed later once the panel members have been confirmed and any additional requirements due to disability have been identified.  Where it is agreed that some, or all, of the documentation in the baseroom will be provided in electronic copy, the guidance in paragraph 51 of section D must be followed. 
7. Identification of any additional evidence to be provided at the time of the review event where appropriate.  For example:

· PSRB reports

· information on placements 

· resources used for courses delivered by FDL

· publicity material

· locally produced questionnaires

8. Identification of the individuals responsible for the administration of the ISR who will liaise with Academic Quality & Standards and make the necessary local arrangements.

9. Identification of the review team:

· Chair

· At least two external review team members.  External review team members must be subject specialists and must have experience of audit and review methodologies, including familiarity with the UK Quality Code.  

· Two internal review team members
· Student reviewer  

10. Agree the appropriate range of students, graduates and employers to meet the ISR review team.  Consider if the number of event participants who will need to be invited will impact on the depth of discussion which can be usefully undertaken with the panel.  Consider if the panel will need to split into two groups and therefore if two clerks might be necessary. 

11. Consider the essential facilities required by the review team 

· 1 base room with working space, 2 x computers with access to internet and intranet and printer facilities

· 1 x meeting room

12. Plan the programme for the ISR event.  A typical programme is outlined below.

Day 1


1000 – 1015  
Brief presentation/introduction by subject team 

1015 – 1100   
Private review team meeting 

1100 – 1230 
Discussion with subject team of key items from review team’s agenda

1230 - 1315   
Lunch break

1315 – 1330
Private review team meeting

1330 - 1430
Meeting with current undergraduate and postgraduate students

1430 - 1630
Analysis of evidence by review team

1630 - 1700 
Break

1700 – 1730 
Private review team meeting

1730 – 1830   
Meeting with employers and recent graduates 

Day 2



0930 – 1000
Private review team meeting 

1000 – 1130
Analysis of evidence

1130 – 1300  
2nd meeting with subject team

1300 – 1330    
Lunch break

1330 – 1530
Review team private meeting to agree key matters of good practice/areas for further development to include in feedback

1530
Feedback

13. Additional meetings may be scheduled into the event, for example with employers, placement providers etc, but as far as possible this should not eat into the time available to the review team for review of evidence and for private meetings. 

14. Tours of resources will not normally be part of an ISR but may be included during the event or at the request of review team members if relevant to a particular agenda item.

Additional agenda for collaborative provision to be reviewed separately

15. Typically all collaborative provision should be reviewed separately by the review team.   

16. Clarification that it is both the University subject providers and the partner institution(s) that are being scrutinised in the ISR.  Kingston University subject team staff will not be permitted to join the review team in the scrutiny of the partner however will be permitted to join the collaborative partner staff in the meetings between them and the review team.  The planning meeting should therefore identify which members of the Kingston University team will be present at the meetings with senior staff and subject team.  

17. Identification of those responsible for producing the contextual document(s) specific to the link(s).

18. Plan the visit to the partner institution.  A typical programme is outlined below.

0930 – 1000   
Private review team meeting

1000 – 1100
Review team to review evidence 

1100 – 1200
Meeting with students (and recent graduates where possible)

1200 – 1245 
Private review team meeting


1245 – 1330 
Meeting with senior and QA staff

1330 – 1430 
Review team working lunch and reviewing of evidence

1430 – 1530
Meeting with subject team

1530 – 1615
Private review team meeting

1615

Feedback

19. Identification of the sub-set of the main review team to carry out the visit (typically the Chair, one external review team member, and (where feasible) one University review team member).

20. Identification of the range of staff and students (and any others) to be met during the visit.

21. Identification of any colleagues from the partner institution who will be invited to participate in the main ISR event if required (for the purpose of follow-up to the visit to the partner). Although this might be adjusted following the visit to the partner depending on the emerging issues.

22. Confirmation of the advance documentation that should accompany the contextual document and any additional documentation that should be available at the time of the visit, for example PSRB reports.

Additional agenda for collaborative provision to be included in the main ISR (ie. not reviewed separately)
23. The reason/justification for why a collaborative visit will not take place (see paragraph 111 in main section).

24. How staff in the partner institution(s) will be briefed about ISR and involved in the preparation of the contextual document.

25. How the ISR review team will be provided with sufficient evidence to establish that standards are equivalent in the franchised field(s) and the student experience is comparable (eg. establish a range of evidence specific to the franchised fields, including the identification of module boxes and student work).

26. How information on resources at partner institutions will be obtained and whether visits by subsets of the review team are necessary.

27. How sufficient representatives of partner institutions will be incorporated in the ISR event, with a separate meeting as necessary.  It is useful to ensure that partner institutions are represented at the final subject team meeting to ensure that any issues that may arise can be adequately addressed prior to the panel forming their final conclusions.  

28. How the review team will meet sufficient numbers of students from partners as part of the meeting with students or whether a separate meeting /video conference with students at the partner will be required.  Consider if two ISR clerks will be required? 

Guidance DG(iii)

Notes for Internal Subject Review XE "Internal Subject Review:ISR"  team members

1. Following agreement to participate in an Internal Subject Review XE "Internal Subject Review:ISR"  (ISR), all review team members will be provided with Section D of the Academic Quality and Standards Handbook which provides full details of the process.  These notes are not intended to repeat that information, rather to highlight important parts of the ISR for review team members.  (These notes refer primarily to the main ISR event, separate, specific briefings will be given to review team members involved in ISR visits to collaborating partners in the UK and Overseas by Academic Quality & Standards and review team chairs at the time of visits).

In advance of the ISR event

2. It is important that review team members note the timescale of the event and provide the required inputs to allow proper preparation.  In particular, review team members should provide the following, two weeks prior to the ISR event, having read the contextual document and its accompanying documentation:

· a provisional list of key issues that they wish to discuss with the subject team (this will be collated with issues raised by other review team members and provided to the subject team in advance).  This does not in any way preclude raising other matters at a later stage if necessary;

· any additional documentation that the subject team should provide at the time of the event;

· proposals for the sample of module boxes that should be available at the time of the event (the requests of all review team members will be collated and approved by the review team chair)

3. It is understood that review team members will wish to reflect their own interests and expertise in providing feedback prior to the event.  However, it is hoped that they will also view the advance material as broadly as possible 

Specific roles in the ISR event

4. Whilst it is essential that the conclusions of the ISR are agreed by the whole review team, it is understood that individual review team members will not be able, or have the expertise, to scrutinise all of the evidence in detail.  In order to make effective use of time, the review team chair will agree with review team members their specific roles and responsibilities.  Normally this will be done at the first private meeting of the event so that all review team members take an overview of all of the advance material prior to the event.  It is understood that external subject specialists will make different contributions than those of internal non-subject specialists, who may be more familiar with University procedures.  External review team members are likely to take the lead on their areas of the curriculum, teaching, learning and assessment, student work, the student experience, appropriateness of resources etc.  Internal review team members may take the lead on compliance with University procedures policies and strategies.

5. It should be stressed that although there is a range of topics to be covered in an ISR, the agenda for any particular event is set by review team members.  ISR is an evidence based procedure.  If the evidence is clear there may be no reason for discussion with the subject team.  The agenda should focus on matters of concern, areas that need clarification and identification of good practice.  Review team members should not feel constrained in any way in proposing agenda items for the consideration of the review team.  It is the role of the Chair to collate advance agendas, steer the ISR and manage the process; not to impose an agenda on the review team.

Contributions from the ISR review team

6. All review team members have equal rights to input to the discussions, agendas for meetings and final conclusions which are reached by consensus.  It is the role of the Chair, supported by the ISR Clerk (eg. for technical advice) to support the review team in reaching consensus and provide guidance as necessary.

Conduct of Meetings

7. Apart from the student meeting, where a standard agenda is provided for guidance, the agenda for meetings is at the discretion of the review team.  Wherever possible the agenda (at least in outline) should be provided for the subject team in advance and also reviewed at the start of each meeting.  The review team should decide who should Chair each meeting; it is not required that the ISR chair should chair all meetings, although this may be a practical solution that allows other review team members to concentrate on the dialogue with the meeting participants.  Regardless of the person chairing the meeting, individual review team members should take responsibility for the various agenda items for the meetings (decided in advance).

8. At the start of each meeting the Chair should ensure that introductions are made (including roles and responsibilities of all participants).  As far as is possible the meetings should be conducted as a dialogue and discussion amongst peers, avoiding questions of fact and an inquisitorial approach wherever possible (although some clarification of fact and procedure may be required in some instances).  Although review teams may be satisfied with the evidence they have viewed, it is worth considering asking questions such as “why do you do x that way?” to test the coherence and clarity of purpose of the subject team.  Always allow time at the end of the meetings for participants to review the meeting, correct apparent misunderstandings and add items of importance to them.

9. The review team clerk will make notes of all meetings and it should not be necessary for review team members to take their own detailed notes.  Immediately after each meeting the review team should review the meeting and record “bullet points”.  More generally, review team members should always keep records of important sources of evidence that might contribute to the final report (whether from documentation or meetings).  The ISR Clerk will require this information to produce the final evidence based report.

10. Finally, if the contextual document is self-critical and evaluative, the subject team may have raised issues for discussion with the ISR review team.  It is important that these should be addressed during the event.

Reaching Conclusions

11. The format of the conclusions of the ISR are detailed in section D, paragraph 84 of the Academic Quality & Standards Handbook.  The Chair and Clerk will guide the review team in reaching appropriate conclusions.  Two general points need to be made here: 

· it is often relatively easy to compile a list of recommendations and, perhaps, more difficult to compile a list of good and commendable practices.  In this context, commendable practice demonstrates excellence in its context without the implication that it can be transferred, while good practice has the capacity to be disseminated 

· the review team should carefully distinguish between matters that can be addressed to the subject team and other matters that should be addressed to the University
Follow up to the ISR

12. It is easy to feel that the role of the review team member is completed at the end of the event.  However, we would ask review team members to read and comment on draft reports of events and agree them.  It is the written report that is widely disseminated and used by the subject team in longer term follow-up to the ISR.  It is very important that the report fully reflects the consensus views and conclusions of the review team.

Summary of the specific roles of review team members

Role of the review team Chair

13. Prior to the ISR event, the Chair should

· Meet with the ISR clerk to:

a. agree the draft agenda items

b. discuss any potential issues that might arise at the event

c. agree the module box selection to be provided at the event

14. At the first private meeting of the review team, the Chair should:

· introduce participants to each other

· outline the ISR process, including the judgements that can be reached and the possible outcomes

· describe the scope of the ISR, including any franchised or validated collaborative provision and how this is being dealt with

· review the outcome of any preliminary reviews of overseas and UK validated provision and highlight any particular issues arising from these visits

· remind the review team of any background information on the provision under consideration, for example PSRB accreditation

· consider the provisional agenda for the event as indicated by the items submitted in advance by review team members and highlighted by the subject team in the contextual document

· agree the division of labour amongst review team members for:

a. consideration of the documentary evidence in the base room

b. attendance at meetings where it is necessary to split the review panel (for example, meetings with postgraduate/undergraduate students)

· after consideration of the evidence, and prior to the meeting with the subject team, agree the agenda items and the review team member who will lead the discussion of each one with the subject team

15. During the event the Chair should:

· review the agenda before each meeting in the light of the documentary evidence considered and discussions held with subject team

· provide an outline of the issues that are to be discussed at the beginning of each meeting

· summarise the outcomes resulting from each meeting (in order for the Clerk to keep a record), identifying any specific areas for further discussion

· ensure that the subject team are aware of the review team’s focus of activity during the review of documentary evidence in the base room

· regularly discuss the issues and resolutions emerging from the review of documentary evidence. 

· ensure that the evidence informing the final judgements is clearly conveyed to all participants

· together with the review team, agree the judgements to be included in the report

· identify areas of good and commendable practice

· agree ‘matters for immediate action’ (if necessary), and make forward-looking recommendations. In doing so, the Chair should:

a. ensure that none of the conditions/recommendations relate to issues that were not discussed with the subject team during the event

b. ensure that all of the recommendations are specific, targeted and achievable

· present an oral summary of the ISR findings to the subject team at the end of the event

· with the subject team, agree the deadline for the submission of the action plan and, if applicable, response to matters for immediate action and the review team members who will approve them

· thank all participants for their contribution to the event

16. After the event, the Chair should be involved in the follow-up process, including approving the response to matters of serious concern (if applicable), action plan and one year update

Role of review team Clerk

17. The review team clerk should:

· take notes during private review team meetings and all other meetings, for example with the subject team and students

· work as an equal team member in the base room, reviewing evidence alongside review team members, particularly advising on implementation of University regulations, policies and quality assurance procedures

· guide the review team through the paperwork

· act as liaison with the subject team in relation to arrangements for the review and additional requirements as they arise

· draft the ISR report

· track the follow up to the report

Role of review team members

18. Before the event review team members should:

· submit key issues that they wish to discuss based on their reading of the contextual document and advance information.  These should be sent to AQS at least two weeks prior to the event and will form the basis of the agenda for the first meeting with the subject team

· identify, in advance, any additional documents/information that they wish to view at the event

· identify, in advance, the ‘module box’ sample they wish to see (the review team chair will approve the final sample)

19. At the event, review team members will

·     collectively agree agenda items for meetings, key discussion points and conclusions

· lead on particular topics as agreed in advance with the chair

· contribute to, and where appropriate, chair the various meetings that take place during the event

20. After the event, review team members should be involved in the follow up process, including approving the response to matters for immediate action (if applicable) and the action plan.
Feedback from the panel

21. To assist the evaluation of the University’s quality assurance procedures, an ‘Evaluation of Review Procedures Questionnaire’ will be sent to each member of the panel with a copy of the final report.  This questionnaire has been designed to help us evaluate the effectiveness of the validation XE "validation"  procedures at Kingston University.  Any comments which would help us to improve the validation process would be most welcome.

Questions

22. If you have any queries about the review procedures at Kingston you can contact Annie Sander (Assistant Registrar) by telephone on 020 8417 3656 or by e-mail at A.Sander@kingston.ac.uk who will be happy to discuss any queries you may have.
Guidance DG(iv)

Agenda and guidance for meetings with current students, graduates and employers

Meetings with current Students and Graduates

1. Meetings with students and, where appropriate, graduates, enable reviewers to establish student views on the issues being considered.  These meetings provide an opportunity not only to hear the direct views of those present, but also to establish more generally whether there are effective arrangements for student feedback and representation.

2. The meeting is normally chaired by the ISR Chair who will introduce the other reviewers and provide a brief summary of the review method.  S/he will outline the purpose of the meeting and will emphasise the importance of transparency of the review process.  The dialogue will normally start with a question to establish on what basis the students and graduates were selected to attend the meeting.  Confidentiality will be stressed.

3. Throughout the meeting, students and graduates should be given opportunities to raise points not covered by the agenda.
Standard agenda items 

4. General matters in relation to quality and standards

a. How are student views sought?

b. Are students represented on committees?  If so, what is their role?

c. Are student views influential?  Can they provide examples?

5. The curriculum and intended learning outcomes 
a. Are students made aware of the intended learning outcomes by programme specifications or other means?
b. What is the match between the expectations of students, the intended learning outcomes and the curricular content?
c. What is its relevance to further study and prospective employment?
d. Are timetables and workloads appropriate?
e. What opportunities are there for practical and vocational experience?
6. Assessment and achievement 
a. Do students understand the criteria for assessment and the methods employed?
b. Is assessment formative as well as summative?
c. What feedback is there?  Is it prompt and effective?
d. In their experience, have the intended learning outcomes been achieved?
e. Do academic staff discuss student achievement with students?
f. Are further study and career aspirations likely to be satisfied?
7. Teaching and learning 
a. Is the range of teaching and learning methods appropriate for delivering the curriculum?
b. How do students perceive the quality of the teaching?
c. Is there effective support and guidance for independent study?
8. Student progression and support

a. What admission and induction procedures are in operation?
b. What are the arrangements for academic support?
c. Do these arrangements extend to work experience, placements, study abroad and other off-site experiences?
d. What skills are acquired?  Do they enhance employability?
e. Do students receive effective support?
9. Learning resources and their deployment 
a. How good are the library services in terms of opening hours, access, user support, availability of books and journals?
b. What IT support is there?  Are opening hours, access, user support and availability of work stations and software appropriate?
c. Are there suitable programme-specific materials and resources?
d. Are the accommodation and equipment adequate?
10. Some specific questions for graduates 
a. How well did your course prepare you for employment in terms of subject specific knowledge?

b. How well did your course prepare you for employment in terms of skills?

c. Did you receive adequate careers advice to enable you to make an appropriate career choice?

d. In hindsight is there anything which you wish the course had covered or provided which it didn’t?

Meeting with Employers

11. The following are some broad themes that review teams might like to discuss during their meeting with employers.   This list is not meant to be exhaustive and is for guidance only):

12. Employer Engagement 
a. Do the employers feel engaged with the University, faculty or school?

b. Do the employers have the opportunity to provide feedback to the subject team? If yes, could they see evidence that their feedback had been acted upon?

c. Are employer representatives used as visiting lecturers or asked to contribute to extra-curricular activities?

d. Have the employers been invited to take part in any career related events at the University (for example ‘speed interviewing’)? If so, were they useful?

13. Curriculum
a. Are the employers familiar with the learning outcomes and curriculum of the programmes?

b. To what extent do the employers feel that the curriculum articulates with industrial requirements?

c. Do the employers have the opportunity to input into the curriculum and module design?

14. Placements

a. Do the employers take placement students from Kingston?

b. If so, do they feel that they were supported by staff from Kingston before, during and after the placement period?

c. Were the students adequately prepared for, and supported during, the placement?

15. Job Market

a. Do the employers feel that the students are adequately prepared for the job market (e.g. CV writing skills and interview technique)?

16. Expectations

a. Have the employers’ expectations been met, in terms of the programme(s) producing graduates that have the necessary skills and subject specific knowledge?
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Abbreviations in this section 
	AB
	Academic Board XE "Academic Board:AB" 


	AD
	Academic Directorate XE "Academic Directorate:AD" 


	AQS
	Academic Quality and Standards



	ARC
	Academic Regulations XE "Regulations"  Committee XE "Academic Regulations Committee:ARC" 


	IQA
	Internal Quality Audit XE "Internal Quality Audit:IQA" 


	ISR
	Internal Subject Review XE "Internal Subject Review:ISR" 


	PCF
	Postgraduate Credit Framework XE "Postgraduate Credit Framework:PCF" 


	PSRB
	Professional and Statutory Body



	QAC
	Quality Assurance Committee XE "Quality Enhancement Committee:QEC" 


	UMS
	Undergraduate Modular Scheme XE "Undergraduate Modular Scheme:UMS" 



Definition

1. IQA is a University process which is designed to investigate specific quality-related issues or procedures with a view to finding solutions and providing support for quality assurance procedures where necessary.  It provides an important way, in a devolved quality assurance system, of assuring AB that significant problems are not only identified by quality assurance procedures, but can be rectified.  
Purpose
2. IQA will be undertaken by the University as part of its routine monitoring of its quality assurance processes but may also be prompted due to a specific need, as identified by QAC for example.  It also recognises that those responsible for quality assurance procedures may need help and support in solving problems and effectively implementing procedures.  It is a process that focuses on enhancement, improvement and dissemination of good practice, and is not a systematic search for and identification of problems, or a “naming and shaming” exercise.

3. IQA has three main purposes: 

i. audit of ongoing effectiveness of current procedures, with a focus on enhancement, improvement and dissemination of good practice

ii. audit of compliance, where evidence has emerged of significant non-compliance with agreed procedures
iii. investigation of specific problems, for example where a course team needs, or sees, help with an apparently intractable difficulty or where quality assurance procedures reveal a significant issue
4. In some cases, there may be a degree of overlap between these three purposes.

Initiating an IQA

5. It is the responsibility of QAC to approve and monitor IQAs.  QAC will receive the report of the meeting and the consequent action plan.

6. Once an IQA is initiated, AQS formally notifies the faculty or department being audited, and arranges the date for the IQA.  The Deputy Academic Registrar is responsible for overseeing and advising on the details of the arrangements for the IQA.

Flowchart

7. The following flowchart illustrates the series of events relating to IQA.
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Schedule

Timescales

8. An indicative timescale for an IQA is outlined below:

	Week*
	Activity

	0
	IQA approved and scope defined



	1-4
	IQA audit team identified

Dates for IQA agreed with faculties/departments and audit team



	5-8
	Venue for IQA agreed 
Sample / evidence to be made available agreed



	9
	Contextual document sent to AQS for circulation to the audit team 



	9-12
	Main IQA event 



	14
	Draft report to audit team



	15
	Draft report to faculties/departments involved in IQA



	16
	Report to QAC



	Post-IQA
	An update on the progress made as a result of the action plan will normally be submitted to the next QAC




*Note:  allowance in this timescale will be made for holiday periods and additional meetings.

Process 

The IQA Process

Audit Team
9. An audit team is identified as soon as the IQA has been initiated.  Audit teams are approved by the Deputy Academic Registrar.  The audit team will usually comprise of three internal auditors made up of colleagues from across the University, one external representative, and a secretary from AQS.  

Documentary Evidence  

10. The Deputy Academic Registrar and the audit secretary agree the off-the-shelf evidence required for the IQA.  AQS issues the request for evidence to the faculty/department being audited.  Requests for evidence will be kept to a minimum and issued to those being audited as quickly as possible.  Fields and modules which have undergone an ISR in the last academic year will normally be avoided.  

11. The Deputy Academic Registrar will also consider undertaking a survey of appropriate University colleagues in preparation for the event, in order to obtain wider representational feedback.  Outcomes will be summarised and presented in a report prepared by AQS to the IQA audit team at the IQA event.  

12. The evidence requested will normally be made available by the faculty/department in the IQA event base room on the day of the event.

Contextual document
13. Faculties or departments will also be required to submit a contextual document to AQS three weeks prior to the IQA event.  Although there is no set format for the contextual document, faculties may like to consider the guidelines outlined in paragraph 14 when producing this document.

14. Contextual documents should:

· be submitted to AQS three weeks in advance of the event in electronic format;

· be no more than four A4 sides in length; 

· introduce and explain the processes in place within the faculty/dept for the process/area which is being reviewed, in the context of University procedures;

· introduce and explain the layout of the sample which will be provided in the base-room;

· update the panel on progress made against recommendations made during last IQA (where applicable);

· make specific reference to any processes in place to deal with collaborative provision covered within the scope of the IQA;

· highlight any strengths or weaknesses with the current process;

· highlight any developmental or forward looking areas, either within the faculty or University

Main IQA event 

15. The focus of the main IQA event is to review the ongoing effectiveness of current procedures, with a focus on enhancement, improvement and dissemination of good practice or to identify problems and issues and to suggest possible solutions.  It is not the role of IQA to apportion blame for any problem being investigated.  

16. The event is likely to be organised over either one or two days, depending on the amount of documentation to be reviewed, and will include a short meeting between the panel and key faculty/departmental staff.

Internal Quality Audit XE "Internal Quality Audit:IQA"  Reports
17. The report of the IQA is written by the audit team secretary from AQS.  IQA reports are generally brief, comprising a summary of the process, a list of participants, the recommendations made by the audit team to those being audited and recommendations made by the audit team to the University.  Reports contain sufficient discursive content to provide the rationale and context for the recommendations.  Draft reports are circulated to participants within three working weeks of the IQA, and the agreed report is considered by QAC.

18. The faculty/department that was subject to the IQA is required to produce a response to the report, normally in the form of an action plan appropriate to the particular audit topic.  This may include proposals for dissemination and reviews of existing procedures.  This will be considered and approved by QAC.

19. Follow-up actions arising from the action plan will be monitored by QAC.
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Definitions

1. The University’s annual review procedures are designed for use with modules and courses (made up from fields) governed by the UMS and PCF. 

2. In operating the annual review processes it’s useful to keep in mind the following University definitions:

· a field is a set of modules leading to an award or part of an award (full, major, half (joint) or minor

· a course may be a full-field or  made up of a combination of fields (joint and major-minor)

· a cohort of students register for a course that leads to an award, the title of which reflects the field(s) that contribute to the course

· a programme is the set of modules taken by an individual student from the choices within the approved set of modules that contribute to the field(s) concerned (eg. option modules, free choice modules etc) 

3. For ease, the field/course/programme level report required under this process has been consistently described within this section as a Course Summary Report.  However, please note that the term ‘course’ will be interchangeable with field, programme, course.  Each faculty will decide on the most appropriate unit for review.  

4. The term ‘course leader’ has also been used as a generic term to describe the function an individual who has responsibility for completing the Course Summary Report. 

Purpose

5. Annual review is the process by which the University considers the effectiveness of modules and fields/courses in meeting their stated aims and learning outcomes and identifying any issues and necessary actions associated with the achievement of standards or the quality of the student experience.  Its specific purposes are:

· to evaluate the student experience of LTA and, wherever possible, to enhance it

· to support staff in maintaining academic standards

· to facilitate quality enhancement by spreading good practice

· to provide the University with information on generic quality issues that can only be considered above the level of individual fields/courses

· to provide a vehicle for implementing the University’s LTA Strategy,
· to provide the University with monitoring accountability as one way of supporting it in fulfilling its responsibility for monitoring the quality and standards of academic awards made in its name

6. In developing annual monitoring procedures a number of principles have been adopted.  These are as follows:

· to locate responsibility for quality assurance and enhancement as close as possible to the point of delivery of modules (and fields/courses)

· to ensure that annual monitoring is enhancement led and a forward looking process (with the absolute minimum of historic reporting)

· to link effectively to current University strategic priorities and enhancement goals derived from the Strategic Plan and the LTA Strategy to use existing management arrangements for modules and fields/courses

· to provide clear and effective links to the planning cycle and generate single reports which are fit for several purposes (eg. planning submissions, accountability for standards and quality etc)

· to incorporate clear processes of action planning accountability and follow-up of action plans

7. In order to support these principles, particularly in relation to the enhancement-led and forward-looking nature of the annual review and development process, the University recognises that the tools identified here operate in the context of a wider and more organic set of annual review and development tools, particularly for those faculties operating complex modular structures, or those fields which are largely cohort based.

Criteria

8. All credit bearing modules and course/fields are subject to the annual review and development requirements.

9. Modules contained within the Masters Awards by Learning Agreement Framework are not required to complete MRDPs, however all courses within MALA are required to complete a Course Summary Report which should feed into the relevant Board of Study XE "Board of Study:BoS" , or equivalent.   

A range of key performance indicators have been developed to inform the Annual Review and Development process.   These indicators articulate university-wide performance thresholds that are applied uniformly across the University’s provision to highlight potential areas of concern and to assist in identification of areas for improvement and enhancement. 

10. Flowcharts

11. The following flowchart illustrates the series of key events relating to the annual review and development process.
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12. The following flowchart illustrates the actions to be taken in relation to generating MRDPs 
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13. The following flow diagram illustrates the reporting structures between the key elements of the annual review and development process.  Where the receipt of reports and actions at Committees fall outside of the indicative timings below, these should be reported to the next available meeting, for example to the next BoS or Faculty Quality Committee XE "Faculty Quality Committee:FQC"  in the academic cycle.  
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Schedule 

14. The following table illustrates the timing of events based on a standard undergraduate and postgraduate cycle.  Faculties will be required to define the most appropriate schedule for any non-standard routes.
	
	Undergraduate Cycle (based on September entry)
	Postgraduate Cycle (based on October entry and 3 semesters)

	End of January - Feb 
	End of Semester 1
	MRDP can be produced based on ‘actual’ data
	End of Semester 1
	MRDP can be produced on ‘actual’ data

	June
	End of Semester 2: Prior to MAB
	MRDP can be produced based on ‘actual’ data prior to MAB
	
	

	End of June - Sept
	End of Semester 2: Post MAB
	MRDPs to be finalised and uploaded into Faculty repository based on first assessment data
	
	

	End of July 
	
	
	End of Semester 2
	MRDP can be produced on ‘actual’ data

	August – September
	Reassessments
	Re-run of MRDP required after reassessments if MP1 was not met first time round 
	
	

	September – October
	Semester 1 
	Course Summary reports completed after reassessments and submitted to Autumn Board of Study XE "Board of Study:BoS"  
	
	

	Oct – Nov


	Semester 1
	Autumn Board of Study XE "Board of Study:BoS"  held
	End of Semester 3
	MRDPs to be finalised and uploaded into Faculty repository

	Nov - Dec
	
	Confirmation all undergraduate EE responses have been completed 
	
	

	Nov - Dec
	Semester 1
	Board of Study XE "Board of Study:BoS"  reports to Faculty Board XE "Faculty Board" 
	
	

	Nov – January
	
	
	Semester 1
	Course Summary reports completed after reassessments and submitted to Spring Board of Study XE "Board of Study:BoS"  



	February  
	Beginning of Semester 2
	First draft of Faculty Review and Development Plan XE "Faculty Annual Review and Development Plan:FRDP"  circulated to relevant faculty meetings  

Faculty Scrutiny held
	
	First draft of Faculty Review and Development Plan XE "Faculty Annual Review and Development Plan:FRDP"  circulated to relevant faculty meetings

Faculty Scrutiny held 



	February 
	Spring Semester 2
	Faculty Review and Development Plan XE "Faculty Annual Review and Development Plan:FRDP"  completed and submitted to QAC 

	
	Faculty Review and Development Plan XE "Faculty Annual Review and Development Plan:FRDP"  completed and submitted to QAC

	March
	Spring Semester 2
	QAC considers Faculty Review and Development Plan XE "Faculty Annual Review and Development Plan:FRDP" 
	
	QAC considers  Faculty Review and Development Plan XE "Faculty Annual Review and Development Plan:FRDP" 


	March
	Spring Semester 2
	UEC receives Faculty Review and Development Plans for consideration of enhancement-based issues
	
	UEC receives Faculty Review and Development Plans for consideration of enhancement-based issues

	March
	Spring Semester 2
	QAC/UEC report to Academic Board XE "Academic Board:AB"  and SMT


	
	QAC/UEC report to Academic Board XE "Academic Board:AB"  and SMT

	March
	
	
	
	Confirmation all postgraduate EE responses have been completed 

	April – May 
	Spring Semester 2
	Spring Board of Study XE "Board of Study:BoS"  held

Feedback outcomes of QAC consideration and submit any remaining UG Course Summary reports
	
	Spring Board of Study XE "Board of Study:BoS"  held

Feedback outcomes of QAC consideration and submit PG Course Summary reports



	May – June 
	
	Board of Study XE "Board of Study:BoS"  reports to Faculty Board
 XE "Faculty Board" 
	
	Board of Study XE "Board of Study:BoS"  reports to Faculty Board XE "Faculty Board"  XE "Faculty Board" 


Process

15. The annual review and development procedures for module and fields/courses are largely delegated, with a minimum of essential reporting, and largely comprise forward looking action plans relating to planning and enhancement whilst ensuring the necessary oversight at appropriate levels. 

Modules and the management of modules

16. Each module is the unique responsibility of one managing school (some faculties may not have a school structure but do have clearly identified subject groupings).  Modules have a module leader (and module team) and Schools are responsible for all aspects of staffing and local resources for modules (modules also use central resources such as centrally programmed teaching rooms, LRCs and central services and there is an opportunity to comment on these aspects of resources in module monitoring and planning).  Review and development of modules is therefore located at school level (or subject level within a school if there are sub-divisions).  Groups of modules within a subject also map onto the responsibilities of external examiners and MABs.

Fields/Courses and the management of fields/courses

17. Regardless of whether fields/courses are made up from modules within a school or from across schools, it is a University requirement that they are managed by a BoS.  Whilst the construction of the BoS will depend upon field/course structures, their core responsibilities for the management, review and development of the fields/courses concerned remain constant. 

18. The relationship between modules and fields/courses can be complex.  The two core features of the University’s modular schemes provide the vehicles for annual review and development of modules and fields/courses as follows:

· Schools, and therefore, Heads of School, are responsible for module review and development for all modules offered by their schools

· BoS are responsible for review and development of fields/courses

Module level

Module Review and Development Plans (MRDPs)

19. MRDPs are required to be produced for all credit bearing modules offered by the University, including any standalone modules not validated within a specific programme.  A template for the MRDP is provided in this handbook (see template F1).  

20. A pre-populated template which contains the data for each module level Performance Indicator should be downloaded from KUBI once the first assessments have been undertaken and the results inputted into SITS.

21. Module leaders will be required to analyse the data provided and provide a commentary against each MRDP heading.  

Timings for running the MRDP

22. It is anticipated that the MRDP will be completed as early as possible in the annual review and development cycle and at a genuine point of reflection.   MRDPs can therefore be generated based on either ‘actual’ or ‘agreed’ marks, however, if choosing to run them on ‘actual’ marks, module leaders should bear in mind that the MRDP may need to be considerably adjusted once marks have been agreed at the MAB.  

23. Module leaders who generate their MRDPs early should also note that further amendments may also be required should external examiner comments or MEQ data raise any additional serious issues of concern. 

24. If a module fails to meet the first module level Performance Indicator: MP1, there is a requirement for module leaders to re-run the MRDP after the reassessment period to review performance against the third module level Performance Indicator: MP3, and update the action plan accordingly.    

MRDP action plans 
25. Every MRDP must contain an appropriate action plan embedded into the document and include a report back on the previous MRDP action plan, where appropriate.  

26. Whilst action plans may be partly re-active (i.e. responses to existing information), they should also be pro-active, for example looking at developments that relate to University and Faculty strategies, ideas generated by the module team and the dissemination of good practice through staff development.  

External Examiners XE "External Examiners:EE" ’ reports

27. External Examiners XE "External Examiners:EE" ’ reports, especially in relation to MABs can have an impact on module planning.  However, the timing of receipt of the formal reports does not always fit well with the MRDP process.  Individual modules are often not mentioned in reports.  Where appropriate the MRDP should make reference to external examiners views expressed at the time of assessment board meetings, which are likely to be held around the time that many MRDPs are being prepared.

Student Feedback 

28. Student feedback, and module team’s response to student feedback, is an essential element of the MRDP and of the annual review and development process. A summary of the Module Evaluation Questionnaire XE "Module Evaluation Questionnaire:MEQ"  (MEQ) including a summary of qualitative feedback received, must be appended to the plan.  For further information on student feedback see section L.
29. Providing feedback to students on actions taken in response to their views can be problematic, as they will often have moved on to new modules by the time it is available.  Publication of responses to student feedback should be provided to student representatives, and published on real and virtual notice boards.  Module teams should also ensure that feedback is provided to students at SSCCs.  Module teams should also consider incorporating a response to previous students feedback in the next module guide XE "Module Guide:module guide"  to illustrate how the University values student opinion and to reassure students that they are not wasting their time providing feedback as at the very least it will benefit the next cohort of students. 

Publication of MRDPs

30. All MRDPs must be completed and published on faculties’ central online repositories by end of July each year.  Faculties will need to identify and publish a clear administrative process for the receipt and uploading of each MRDP into the central repository, and a formal mechanism for ensuring that they have all been uploaded.

31. If a module fails MP1 (“more than 30% of level 3 or level 4, or 20% of level 5, level 6, or level 7 fail the module at first attempt”), there will be a requirement for module leaders to re-run their MRDP once the reassessments results have been confirmed to check performance against MP3 (“more than 25% of level 3 or level 4, or 15% of level 5, level 6 or level 7 students fail the module after reassessment”).  All MRDPs which have been re-run should be uploaded to the faculty central repository by the end of September. 

32. Faculties will also be required to make some MRDPs available to colleagues outside of the faculty where those modules contribute to courses in other faculties.  

Responsibility for MRDPs

33. It is the module leaders responsibility to generate the pre-populated MRDP template and complete the commentary section for each module that they are responsible for.  

34. Schools, and therefore, Heads of School, are responsible for module review and development for all modules offered by their schools, including any credit bearing standalone modules.  Schools are responsible for ensuring that all MRDPs are completed and made available from the faculty’s central repository by the deadline date. 

35. Heads of School retain responsibility for the resolution of any issues relating to the production of MRDPs, should they arise.  

36. There is no requirement for MRDPs to be formally approved, either by schools, Heads of School, or Boards of Study XE "Boards of Study" .  

Module Boxes

37. It is a requirement that MRDPs are retained in the relevant module boxes.  Module boxes, and their contents, must be kept for one full academic year.  It is advised that one full academic year is retained along with the current year.  MRDPs should continue to be archived electronically once the module box has been updated.  For further information on the requirements for module boxes - see section D, paragraphs 52-58.
Field/Courses level

Course Summary Report (CSR)

38. For ease, the term ‘course’ has been used consistently here to represent the unit of study being reviewed by faculties at either field, course or programme level (see definitions provided in paragraphs 3-4).  Faculties will define the most appropriate unit for review to suit their reporting purposes. 

39. All courses are required to produce a Course Summary Report.  A template for the Course Summary Report is provided in this handbook (see template F2).  

40. The Course Summary Report has been designed to provide an opportunity for Course Leaders to reflect holistically on the performance of the course and to evaluate its effectiveness in achieveing the stated aims and the success of students in attaining the programme’s learning outcomes.  Because of the reflective nature of the CSR it is also a vehicle for idenitfying areas of good practice and for identifying enhancements or improvements to the programme.

41. The CSR is based on the use of qualitative and quantitative evidence drawn from a variety of sources i.e. programme assessment board minutes and grids, NSS scores, first destination data (DLHE), external examiner reports, student feedback via the SSCC.  

42. Course leaders will also have access to the MRDPs for all modules which constitute their course via the relevant faculty central repository.  Course leaders may have to liaise with the relevant faculty administrator to gain access to repositories in other faculties than the one they are based in.   

Timings for the production of Course Summary Report
43. It is anticipated that CSRs will be completed annually at the point closest to the completion of reassessment boards i.e. beginning of semester 1 for standard undergraduate courses and between November and January for standard postgraduate courses (see table in paragraph 13 above).  Faculties should give careful consideration to the timing of CSRs for courses that do not fit this pattern.

Course Summary Report action plans

44. Each CSR must contain an action plan and include a report back on the previous annual course monitoring process, where appropriate.  In the academic year 2012/13 course leaders will be required to link back to the actions contained in Board of Study minutes for 2011/12.  The CSR contains a number of Performance Indicators (PIs).  Where the course under review exceeds any of the PIs, this should be addressed in the action plan in Section 3 of the report template.  

45. Whilst action plans may be partly reactive (i.e seeking ways to respond to existing information), they should also be proactive and forward looking, linking to developments that relate to University and Faculty LTA goals, 

Responsibility for CSRs

46. It is the course leaders responsibility to complete the Course Summary Report.

47. Schools, and therefore, Heads of School, are responsible for the annual monitoring of all courses offered by their school.  Schools are responsible for ensuring that all CSRs are completed and made available to the faculty by the deadline date.

48. Completed Course Summary Reports will be submitted to the Board of Study for further discussion and approval (see table in paragraph 13 for suggested timings.).

Boards of Study XE "Boards of Study"  

49. All fields/courses are required to report to a field/course Board of Study XE "Board of Study:BoS"  meeting.  For the standard BoS agenda items see the BoS Terms of Reference XE "Terms of Reference"  guidance note; FG(ii).

50. BoS are the committees that provide a focus for management and development of a field/course or a related group of fields/courses.  Where fields/courses are delivered in a different way, for example an alternative calendar or mode of delivery, the same agenda items must be used in the most appropriate way for the particular delivery pattern concerned.  The standard items do not preclude any other BoS agenda items being added.
51. BoS are required to meet twice a year in semester 1 and 2.  A further Summer Board may also be held if required in order to approve any changes to modules or courses which are proposed for implementation the following academic year.  It is important to note, however, that any definitive changes would still require formal approval by the Faculty’s Quality Committee, in line with the Changes to validated fields by delegated powers process described in Section G.  

52. The field/course review and development procedure is primarily a forward-looking process, however, it is based on analysis of past performance and reflection on course performance.  The effectiveness of the process depends on clear agenda setting, accurate minutes (including action notes, responsibilities, timescales and accountability), the recording of matters arising, and adequate referencing to supplementary papers, such as the Course Summary Reports.  In summary, there should be a clear audit trail in committee papers of all issues considered during the meeting and their subsequent follow-up. 

53. Enhancement is built into field/course review and development because it focuses on future actions.  However, because enhancement is not simply a reactive process, Course Summary Reports, and therefore Boards of Study XE "Boards of Study" , are required to respond in two important areas:

a. new ideas and initiatives developed by the field/course team, including information gained from staff development and dissemination of good practice

b. LTA goals as determined annually by the University and/or faculty

Learning, Teaching & Assessment Strategy (LTA)

54. The University’s LTA Strategy is available from the ADC website or by clicking here:  Learning, Teaching and Assessment Strategy and should be considered in schools (or equivalent) and Boards of Study XE "Boards of Study" .  During the year the ADC will work with faculties to offer a wide range of support and developmental activities to support them in their implementation of the goals contained within the strategy.  Faculties may have particular goals of their own which they may wish to additionally consider, however it is an expectation that any additional goals will have been approved by the relevant faculty committee and/or the Faculty Management Group.  
External Examiners XE "External Examiners:EE" ’ reports

55. As soon as external examiner reports are available they will be circulated for consideration in schools (or equivalent) so that a response can be produced.  Reports and their responses will also be noted at BoS.  It is also a requirement for faculties to provide a commentary on the key themes arising from external examiner reports and responses in their Faculty Review and Development Plan.  For further information on the External Examiner XE "External Examiner:EE"  process see Section I.       
56. It is not a requirement for responses to External Examiner XE "External Examiner:EE"  reports to be approved by a Board of Study XE "Board of Study:BoS" .  
Student Feedback

57. All BoS are required to have SSCCs that report to them (with formal minutes).  Guidance and terms of reference for SSCCs can be found in section L.  At least two SSCCs should be held each year (normally in semesters 1 and 2) and these must be scheduled to report to their parent BoS.  Discussion and actions should be clearly recorded and followed up in BoS minutes. 

58. The University requires that BoS include student representatives from SSCCs.  BoS should take active steps to support student representatives in providing feedback to the rest of their cohort.

Approval and action tracking

59. Accountability for BoS lies with the senior academic faculty level committee, Faculty Board XE "Faculty Board" , or a nominated sub-committee with delegated responsibility for matters relating to quality, standards, teaching, learning, assessment and the student experience.  This committee should ensure that the standard agenda items of the BoS have been addressed and that appropriate actions have been proposed and actioned. 

60. While Faculty Boards have ultimate responsibility for the annual review and development processes, this should not adversely affect the timing of sub-committee meetings being scheduled throughout the academic year, or of actions being reported to and from committees .  For example, where Boards of Study XE "Boards of Study"  held in Semester 1 meet after the Faculty Board XE "Faculty Board"  for Semester 1, reports should be submitted to the next scheduled Faculty Board (i.e. Semester 2). 
Faculty Level
Faculty Review and Development Plan (FRDP)

61. Once a year a senior member of faculty staff (normally the Faculty Associate Dean with responsibility for academic quality and standards) produces an analysis of quality assurance and enhancement matters extracted from the BoS minutes, Course Summary Reports and informed by an analysis against the faculty’s key performance indicators and external examiners reports and responses, where appropriate.  A suggested template for the FRDP is provided in this handbook (see template F3) which will allow easier comparison across faculties and the identification of common themes, issue or systemic problems which cannot be dealt with by a single faculty.  
62. The faculty review and development plan is designed to fulfil three purposes:
· It is part of the faculty annual planning submission (planning will align these questions with the planning process as far as possible)

· It provides QAC and UEC with a standalone analytical report in relation to quality assurance and enhancement matters and key performance indicators for the previous academic cycle.  

· It formally confirms to QAC that the faculty has carried out all the annual review and development procedures required and that, where necessary, audits have been carried out if there is any evidence of quality and standards being at risk.

63. Any issues that are outside the remit and control of the QAC and UEC, for example, resource issues, administrative issues relating to SITS, “hygiene factors” such as maintenance etc, should be taken up by the faculty directly with the head of the relevant service department.

64. The report will contain a follow-up to the key actions set the previous year  and responses to the LTA goals set by the University 
65. A draft of the report should be scrutinised at faculty level in order to feed in faculty-wide discussions relating to the sharing of good practice and the formation of the faculty action plan.  
66. It is also recommended that the draft FRDP is submitted to the Faculty Quality Committee XE "Faculty Quality Committee:FQC"  and Faculty Management Group for further comment, prior to submission to QAC and UEC in the Spring term.  
67. Faculties should ensure that discussions held, and actions taken, by faculty level and university level committees in respect of recommendations made in the FRDP should be cascaded back down to Boards of Study XE "Boards of Study"  and course and module leaders, as appropriate
Faculty level Scrutiny 
68. All faculties must undertake annual scrutiny of the faculty annual review and development process.  It is recommended that this takes place at an appropriate forum which could provide the necessary level of oversight and record the findings and actions arising from this scrutiny.  
69. The main objectives of faculty level scrutiny will be
· to provide assurance that all elements of the faculty’s annual review and development requirements have been completed to a satisfactory standard

· to consider module, course or faculty level exception reports

· to aid enhancement-led consultation for the formulation of the Faculty Review and Development Plan (FRDP)

70. The following members of faculty staff should have an opportunity to feed into the faculty level scrutiny; Faculty’s Associate Dean, or equivalent, Heads of School (or their nominees), the Faculty Learning and Teaching Co-ordinator, Faculty Business Manager, administrators with responsibility for annual review and development.  Representatives from AQS and ADC could also be invited to participate.  This will ensure that cross-faculty issues, good practice and enhancement themes can be identified and disseminated appropriately. 

71. It is expected that a draft of the Faculty Review and Development Plan will be prepared by the Associate Dean, or equivalent, and circulated to members in advance.  Discussions in relation to the sharing of good practice, the formation of the faculty’s action plan and dissemination methods for communicating the outcomes of the Plan should be considered. 
72. A suggested agenda for the faculty level scrutiny is provided below:
· Confirmation that all annual review and development requirements have been completed
· Review of faculty level key performance indicators and faculty exception reports

· Review of faculty level Learning, Teaching and Assessment Strategy 

· Updates from schools, sharing of enhancement issues and good practice

· Review of draft Faculty Review and Development Plan  

· Agree methods of dissemination

Exception Reporting 

73. Faculties will be able to access data about modules and courses through the University’s data warehousing system, KUBI.  The data warehousing system provides data for previous years and allows trends to be tracked by module teams, BoS, schools and faculties. 

74. Faculties will also be able to generate exception reports from KUBI at module, course, school and faculty level which will identify where standards have fallen outside of the University’s Performance Indicators for annual review and development and where quality and standards may therefore be at risk.  Guidance FG(i) lists the performance indicators to be considered when evaluating data.  Faculties should use exception reporting at all levels to assure themselves that appropriate action plans are in place for those modules and fields/courses which fall outside of the University’s Performance Indicators.   

University level oversight
75. A key feature of the process for annual review and development is that the responsibility for quality and standards is located as close as possible to the point of delivery, for example within faculties and with module and course leaders.  

76. Nevertheless, the University employs a number of mechanisms to assure itself of the effectiveness and fitness of purpose of its procedures for annual review and development.  
77. The University has identified a reporting structure designed to ensure that at each level of the process, each element is completed to a satisfactory standard.  Heads of School retain overall responsibility for ensuring that all MRDPs have been completed and uploaded into the faculty’s central repository.  Boards of Study XE "Boards of Study"  will monitor and approve Course Summary Reports to ensure that these have been completed to the satisfactory standard.
78. The compilation of the Faculty Review and Development Plan XE "Faculty Annual Review and Development Plan:FRDP"  (FRDP), which is formulated in consultation with members of the Faculty Scrutiny meeting, formally confirms to the University that all annual review and development requirements have been completed.
79. FRDPs are submitted to QAC which retains institutional oversight.  UEC will also receive FRDPs in order to consider any enhancement-based issues relating to learing and teaching.  

80. FRDPs will also be further tested via internal quality audit (see section E).  

Annual Review and Development Procedures for Collaborative Provision XE "Collaborative Provision" 
81. All collaborative courses have a designated management point, usually a school, but possibly across several schools.  The liaison document for the partnership will include management arrangements and committee structures. 

82. The same annual review and development arrangements will be utilised for collaborative courses as for in-house ones.  MRDPs will remain the responsibility of the relevant Head of School XE "Head of School:HoS" , Course Summary Reports will be reported to Boards of Study and  BoS minutes will be reported to the relevant Faculty Board XE "Faculty Board"  as for any other BoS.  

83. The detailed arrangements for franchised provision will be documented in the liaison document and may require tiers of MRDPs, Course Summary Reports and sub-BoS where there are several partners.  Comparability across partners will be a key consideration, but normally one overarching MRDP plan for each module should be produced, one overarching Course Summary Report and one overarching set of BoS minutes should be considered by the faculty (i.e. matters of detailed comparability across partners should be handled at BoS level and below).

84. If Heads of School wish to discuss alternative arrangements for the management of annual review and development with collaborative partners, these can be discussed on a case-by-case basis with the Deputy Academic Registrar.   

Relationship of Annual Review and Development and the Planning process 
85. The information generated for Faculty Review and Development Plans should provide relevant information for the planning process.  In addition any recommendations generated by QAC or UEC on consideration of FRDPs will be passed by AQS to SMT for the planning process.
Relationship of Annual Review and Development to Approval of Change and Updating of Key Documents 

Module Descriptors 

86. Proposals for changes to “definitive” parts of modules should be included in MRDPs and approved at school/subject level before proceeding to formal faculty level approval.  See section G for further information on the procedures for making changes to modules.

Module Guides  

87. The University has formally agreed that module guides must be updated annually.  Module teams must ensure that the most current version of the definitive module descriptor is always included as the front section of the module guide XE "Module Guide:module guide" .  Updating of indicative parts of modules must occur annually in the module guide XE "Module Guide:module guide" .  For further information on making changes to modules see section G. 

Fields/courses

88. Course Summary Reports and BoS minutes should incorporate details of proposals for changes to fields/courses (i.e. those that result in changes to programme specifications) and approved at school/subject level before proceeding to formal faculty level approval.  See section G for further information on the procedures for making changes to fields/courses.
Back_to_top
Template F1

Module Review and Development Plan XE "Module Review and Development Plan:MRDP"  (MRDP)

Please note that this template should be generated using the Kingston University Business Intelligence (KUBI) programme:  https://kubiweb.kingston.ac.uk/analytics/ 

SECTION 1: PRE-POPULATED DATA

	Module Code:


	

	Module Title:
	

	Managing School:
	

	Year:
	

	Level of Module:
	

	Number of students enrolled on module: 
	

	Performance Indicators

If any of these boxes are red, the performance indicator is outside the required parameters and requires an action plan to be completed in Section 2 below

	MP1
	More than 30% of Level 3 or Level 4, or 20% of Level 5, Level 6 or Level 7 students fail the module at first assessment
	

	MP2
	The mean mark for the module is below 40% or above 70% (undergraduate module), or below 50% or above 70% (postgraduate module)
	

	MP3
	More than 25% of Level 3 or Level 4, or 15% of Level 5, Level 6 or Level 7 students fail the module after reassessment

	

	Module Results

	

	Other Useful Information

	MD1


	The % of non-submissions/non-attendance (F0,N0,Q0,R0,X0) at the first presentation is greater than 10% for Level 3, Level 4 and 5 or 5% for Level 6 or Level 7.
	


SECTION 2: MODULE COMMENTARY 

	1. Commentary on pre-populated data and performance indicators (commentary only required where data falls outside agreed performance indicators)

	


	2. Action plan and report back on previous action plan



	


	3. Commentary on learning, teaching and assessment strategies (to include reference to external examiner reports, where applicable)



	


	4. Commentary on student feedback (to include reference to both quantitative and qualitative data from MEQs, module mid-point reviews, NSS, SSCCs and any other feedback received)

	


	5. Commentary on resources



	


	6. General comments and identification of areas of good practice



	


	7. Proposed changes to definitive elements of modules 



	


Guidance Notes:

In all cases Section 2 must be completed.  Additionally, if any statistics exceed the Performance Indicators provided in Section 1, an in-depth commentary should accompany the action plan.  When looking at relevant factors affecting pass marks it may be useful to compare learning, teaching and assessment practice to other modules in that subject area.   

Consideration should also be given to the comparative performance of different student groups within the module (eg. different protected characteristics and qualifications and those taking different courses or programmes) 
Where modules are franchised to collaborative partners, reference must be made to each occurrence of the module either through one ‘master’ MRDP, or through the production of separate MRDPs with one overview MRDP which pulls the information together at module level.


Completed on behalf of the module team by:

	Module Leader (Name):

	

	Date:
	


Template F2

Course Summary Report (version 2)
SECTION 1: COURSE OVERVIEW

	Programme / field:


	

	Managing School:
	

	Year:
	

	Report run on date:
	

	Number of Students per level (FPE):
	Level
	

	
	Level
	

	
	Level
	

	
	Level
	


SECTION 2: DATA

Data to populate this table can be drawn from programme assessment board minutes/grids, Complete as applicable for the level of course under consideration.
	
	 
	No.
	%
	Performance Indicator

	PP1
	The total number of students who withdrew or transferred out (not including interruptions) during either level 3 or 4 for UG or during PG study
	 
	 
	Please comment in the action plan if this number is >15%

	PP2
	The total number of students at level 3 or level 4 ineligible to progress to the next level
	 
	 
	Please comment in the action plan if this number is >30% for level 3 and >20% for level 4

	PP3
	The total number of students at level 5 for Bachelors awards and level 4 for DipHE, Foundation Degree or HND ineligible to progress to the next level
	 
	 
	Please comment in the action plan if this number is >15% 

	PP4
	The total number of students at level 5 of a DipHE, Foundation Degree or HND, level 6 of a Bachelors award or at level 7 who failed to achieve their intended award
	
	
	Please comment in the action plan if this number is >5%

	PP5
	The total combined  number of 1st class and 2.1 degrees awarded
	
	
	Please comment in the action plan where there is a marked increase or decrease in the number of good degrees 

	PP6
	The total combined number of PG awards made with commendation or distinction
	 
	 
	 Please comment in the action plan where there is a marked increase or decrease in the number of awards made with commendation or distinction 


SECTION 3: COURSE COMMENTARY 

	1. A) Report back on previous action plan
In its first year of implementation, you may decide this is non-applicable, unless you have any particular comments to make in reference to actions which previously arose from Boards of Study 

	

	1. B) New action plan 

You must provide an action plan if any of the performance indicators in Section 2 have been exceeded

	


	2. Commentary on admissions, progression and achievement 

It is expected that this section will make reference to the most recent admission cycle and any trends in progression and achievement for the previous academic year.

A more detailed commentary is required should any of the performance indicators relating to performance or achievement have been exceeded.

Consideration of the comparative performance of different students groups within the course (i.e. those with protected characteristics) could also be helpful if this data is available. 

	


	3. Commentary on Graduate Destinations data 

This commentary should be based on data drawn from the most recent Destination of Leavers from Higher Education (DLHE) survey (i.e. for Autumn 2012 this would be 2010/11 data) 

	


	4. Commentary on learning, teaching and assessment strategies 

It is expected that this will include reference to the coherence of the curriculum, appropriateness of course level learning outcomes, appropriateness of the programme structure, appropriateness of the programme level assessment regime and feedback from External Examiner reports, where applicable

	


	5. Commentary on student feedback

It is expected that this will include reference to feedback from Student Staff Consultative Committees and any other feedback received

	


	6. Commentary on NSS results (available here) 

It is expected that this should take account of both quantitative and qualitative results and that specific attention should be given to areas that have changed since the previous year’s results or where results are significantly below the sector scores at subject level.

	


	7. Commentary on Student Support and Guidance

It is expected that this to include reference to pre-induction, induction, transition between levels, personal tutor scheme and ongoing/alumni support

	


	8. Commentary on resources



	


	9. Commentary on any applicable internal or external reviews undertaken 

For example, this could include any recent Professional Body visits (PSRB), Internal Subject Reviews (ISRs) or Internal Quality Audits (IQA) that may have taken place. 

	


	10. General comments and identification of areas of good practice



	


	11. Proposed changes to definitive elements of programmes 



	


Guidance Notes: 

In all cases Section 3 must be completed.  Additionally, if any statistics fall outside the Performance Indicators provided in Section 2, an in-depth commentary should accompany the action plan.  When looking at relevant factors affecting pass marks it may be useful to compare learning, teaching and assessment practice to other courses in that subject area.   Consideration should also be given to the comparative performance of different student groups within the course (e.g. different protected characteristics) 
Where courses are franchised to collaborative partners, reference must be made to each occurrence of the course either through one ‘master’ course summary report, or through the production of separate reports with one overview report which pulls the information together at course level.

	Submitted on behalf of the course team by (name and title):


	

	Date:


	


Template F3

Faculty Review and Development Plan (FRDP) (version 2)

	Faculty:


	

	Academic Year that report covers:
	


OVERVIEW OF COURSE SUMMARY REPORTS AND PROGRAMME LEVEL PERFORMANCE INDICATORS

Please provide a commentary against the following programme level performance indicators in relation to the courses within your faculty.  

	Programme level Performance Indicators and data sets

	PP1
	More than 15% of students withdraw or transfer out (not including interrupts) during level 3 or 4 of UG study or during PG study

	

	PP2
	More than 30% of Level 3 or 20% of Level 4 undergraduate students due to progress directly to the next level are not eligible to do so

	

	PP3
	More than 15% of undergraduate students due to progress from level 5 to level 6 of a Bachelors or from level 4 to level 5 of a Foundation Degree, DipHE or HND are not eligible to do so

	

	PP4
	More than 5% of level 6 Bachelors or level 5 Foundation Degree, DipHE or HND students, due to complete, fail to do so after retakes

	

	PD5
	The total combined number (%) of 1st class and 2.1 degrees award in terms of continued upwards and downwards trends

	

	PD6
	The total combined number (%) of postgraduate awards made with commendation or distinction in terms of continued upwards and downwards trends

	


COMMENTARY ON EMPLOYABILITY AND FIRST DESTINATIONS DATA

The University receives data annually from the Destination of Leavers from Higher Education survey (DLHE) and liaises with faculties in order to produce faculty level action plans which will be put in place in order to support the University’s overall institutional performance indicators.  

Faculties are asked to append the action plan and any accompanying data relating to this and provide a brief commentary below.  

	


COMMENTARY ON NATIONAL STUDENT SURVEY (NSS) RESULTS

The University receives data annually from the NSS and liaises with faculties in order to produce faculty level action plans which will be put in place in order to support the University’s overall institutional performance indicators.  

Faculties are asked to append the action plan and any accompanying data relating to this and provide a brief commentary below.  

	


COMMENTARY ON ACCESS AGREEMENT AND WIDENING PARTICIPATION DATA

The University has to report annually to HEFCE on its progress against the targets and milestones from our Access Agreement and Widening Participation Strategic Assessments (WPSA).  

Conversations take place between faculties and the Academic Development Centre (ADC) on an annual basis in order to produce faculty level action plans which will be put in place in order to support the University’s overall institutional performance indicators.  

Faculties are asked to append the action plan and any accompanying data relating to this and provide a brief commentary below.  

	


OVERVIEW OF ANNUAL REVIEW AND DEVELOPMENT 

	1. Confirmation that annual review and development requirements in the Faculty have been completed

	


	2. Report back on previous action plan

	


	3. Commentary on key themes of External Examiner XE "External Examiner:EE"  reports and responses 

	


	4. Learning, Teaching and Assessment (an update provided on LTA goals and the Faculty’s annual action plan should be appended to the report)

	


	5. Commentary on student feedback (to include reference to SSCCs, NSS and any other feedback received)

	


	6. Commentary on student support and guidance (to include reference to pre-induction, induction, personal tutor scheme, transition between levels, and ongoing/alumni support)

	


	7. Commentary on resources

	


	8. Commentary on any applicable internal or external review undertaken (for example validations, PSRB, ISR or IQA)
List all the events which have taken place in the last academic year and include reference to any common themes arising from these or outcomes which may have institutional level relevance

	


	9. General comments and identification of areas of good practice 



	


	10. New action plan

	


	Report compiled on behalf of the Faculty by:
	


Guidance FG (i)

Performance Indicators for Annual Review and Development (version 2)
Introduction

1 Performance indicators are used to check that, where quality or standards might be at risk, module teams/schools have in place appropriate action plans to address the possible risk.  It must be emphasised that this is an exceptional audit process based on available information.

2 It is recognised that when using the performance indicators listed below, different subjects will have different expectations of performance measures and that there can be good reasons for an indicator falling outside the ranges identified, for example small sample sizes.  However, module teams, Heads of School and faculties should consider whether the reasons are justified.  In summary, PIs provide one part of the management information that informs action planning.  
3 Faculties will be able to make use of the University data warehousing system (KUBI) in order to download pre-populated templates at module and course/field level which will contain the data against relevant performance indicators, their sector comparisons, and other data sets.  Guidance on how to use this facility is provided on the AQS Website  
Rationale and Review of Performance Indicators

4
The University undertook a review of its performance indicators during 2011/2012 and agreed on a set of PIs for annual review and development which were in line with other university level indicators reported on for Strategic and Access agreement purposes.

5
The University will undertake a bi-annual review of the performance indicators used for annual review and development, based on a consideration of the performance indicators used elsewhere in the University for strategy, planning, equality and diversity and widening participation purposes.  

Module level Performance Indicators 

	Module level performance indicators 



	MP1
	More than 30% of Level 3 or Level 4, or 20% of Level 5, Level 6 or Level 7 students fail the module at first assessment

	MP2
	The mean mark for the module is below 40% or above 70% (undergraduate module), or below 50% or above 70% (postgraduate module)

	MP3
	More than 25% of Level 3 or Level 4, or 15% of Level 5, Level 6 or Level 7 students fail the module after reassessment


Field/course level Performance Indicators 

	Field/course level performance indicators 



	PP1
	More than 15% of students withdraw or transfer out (not including interrupts) during level 3 or 4 of UG study or during PG study

	PP2
	More than 30% of Level 3 or 20% of Level 4 undergraduate students due to progress directly to the next level are not eligible to do so

	PP3
	More than 15% of undergraduate students due to progress from level 5 to level 6 of a Bachelors or from level 4 to level 5 of a Foundation Degree, DipHE or HND are not eligible to do so

	PP4
	More than 5% of level 6 Bachelors or level 5 Foundation Degree, DipHE or HND students, due to complete, fail to do so after retakes

	PD5
	The total combined number (%) of 1st class and 2.1 degrees award in terms of continued upwards and downwards trends

	PD6
	The total combined number (%) of postgraduate awards made with commendation or distinction in terms of continued upwards and downwards trends


Guidance FG (ii)

Terms of Reference XE "Terms of Reference" , Agenda Items and Guidance for Boards of Study XE "Boards of Study" 
Introduction

The template below provides the standard agenda items that must be considered by all Boards of Study XE "Boards of Study"  throughout the course of an academic cycle for all undergraduate and postgraduate taught fields/courses. 

· Faculties must also ensure that where BoS manage fields/courses which run with collaborative partners, that the minutes clearly record their input in relation to each agenda item. 

· Faculties are advised to construct and publish clear calendars of Staff Student Consultative Committee XE "Staff Student Consultative Committee:SSCC"  (SSCC) meetings, Boards of Study XE "Boards of Study"  and faculty level committees to ensure that the appropriate reporting arrangements are in place. 

· Each standard agenda item should result in a clear minute which summarises the discussion and indicates the agreed actions, responsibility and timescales.

· Matters arising should be recorded in the minutes of the meeting and demonstrate a clear audit trail.

· The standard agenda items do not preclude any other items that BoS may wish to discuss.  

· It is good practice for BoS to receive the minutes (or extracts of the minutes) of their parent Board (or relevant committee with delegated powers) and the Faculty Review and Development Plan (FRDP) XE "Faculty Annual Review and Development Plan:FRDP" .

· Quoracy will be the same as for other committees of the Academic Board, i.e. 50% of membership

Standard Agenda Items

1. Minutes and matters arising from the last meeting 

2. Minutes of SSCC meetings.

3. Discuss and agree Course Summary Reports

4. Note external examiners’ reports and responses 

5. Note any staff appointments as External Examiners XE "External Examiners:EE"  for other institutions

6. Update from Faculty Quality Committee XE "Faculty Quality Committee:FQC"  or Faculty Management Group, where applicable to annual review and development 

7. Agree changes by Faculty delegated powers to be referred to the Faculty Quality Committee XE "Faculty Quality Committee:FQC"  

Guidance for Boards of Study XE "Boards of Study" :
Boards of Study XE "Boards of Study"  report to Faculty Boards, but may make recommendations directly to Faculty Quality Committees. 

Boards of Study XE "Boards of Study"  will:

· be Chaired by the Head of School XE "Head of School:HoS"  or a senior member of the course team

· normally have at least two student representatives in attendance (Chair to ensure that two student representatives have confirmed their attendance to ensure adequate representation)

· consider the currency of the field related to research, consultancy and current practice

· consider changes to modules, fields, titles (see section G) 

· recommend changes of field title to Faculty Board XE "Faculty Board"  (see section G)

· consider proposals for new external examiners or extensions to existing ones and make recommendations to Faculty Board XE "Faculty Board"  (see section I) 

· note external examiner reports and responses (see section I) 

· nominate student representatives to attend Faculty Forum XE "Faculty Forum" 
· consider documents prepared for validation XE "validation"  and internal subject review (see sections C & D)

· consider recommendations from validations and internal subject reviews (see sections C & D)

· agree arrangements for any professional body visits (see section J)

· consider responses to reports from professional bodies (see section J)

· agree arrangements for staff/student consultative committees and consider any issues raised by them (see section L)

· confirm membership (named individuals) on assessment boards annually

· consider minutes from any sub-board of study (ie. collaborative partnerships)

· advise the Head of School XE "Head of School:HoS"  (or equivalent) on resource matters relating to the field
	Section G

Changes to validated fields/modules
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	13-15

	· Introduction/publication of changes or variations to the UMS and PCF
	16-17

	· Field based variations to the UMS and PCF
	18-23
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	24

	· Changes to validated fields/programmes requiring university level approval
	

	· Introduction of new minor, half, major or full field to an existing minor, half, major or full field
	25-26
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	27
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	28-30

	· Changes to field titles
	31-37
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	38-39
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	40-41
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	42-43
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	44
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	45

	· Changes to validated fields/programmes by delegated powers
	46-48
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	49-52

	· Relationship and recording of changes to fields/programmes and changes to modules 
	53-55

	· Addition and deletion of modules
	56

	· Approval standalone modules
	57

	· Changes to modules
	58-59

	· Changes to indicative parts of modules
	60-63

	· Changes to definitive parts of modules
	64-65

	· Changes to definitive parts of modules requiring creation of a new module
	66-67

	· Changes to definitive parts of modules not requiring creation of a new module
	68-71

	· Recording changes to modules
	72-73

	· Student Consultation 


	74-75

	Forms

G1
Change of field title or qualification
G2
Change/additions to the duration and/or mode of delivery of a field
G3
Application for a variation to UMS/PCF
G4
Changes to fields by delegated powers

	

	Guidance Notes

GG(i)
Criteria for approval of variants and cycle for review 
	


Abbreviations in this section 
	AB
	Academic Board XE "Academic Board:AB" 


	AD
	Academic Directorate XE "Academic Directorate:AD" 


	AQS
	Academic Quality and Standards



	AQSH
	Academic Quality and Standards Handbook



	ARC
	Academic Regulations XE "Regulations"  Committee XE "Academic Regulations Committee:ARC"   



	BoS
	Board of Study XE "Board of Study:BoS" 


	PCF
	Postgraduate Credit Framework XE "Postgraduate Credit Framework:PCF" .  



	PSRB
	Professional Statutory Body



	QAA
	Quality Assurance Agency XE "Quality Assurance Agency:QAA" .  



	QAC
	Quality Assurance Committee XE "Quality Enhancement Committee:QEC" .  



	SITS
	Strategic Information Technology Services XE "Strategic Information Technology Services:SITS" 


	UMS
	Undergraduate Modular Scheme XE "Undergraduate Modular Scheme:UMS" .  


Definitions

1. The University has distinguished between minor changes, which can be delegated to faculties for approval, and major or significant changes which require University level approval.

Major changes to fields/programmes

2. Major changes to fields/programmes are those which alter the nature of the contract between the University and the student.  These include:  

· Field based variations to the UMS/PCF 

· Changes to the overall credit-structure of an award (ie. the total level of credit offered at each level)

· Changes/additions to the duration and/or mode of delivery of a field

· Changes to the field title

· Changes to the award/qualification 

· A change or addition of a partner campus or site

Significant changes to fields/programmes

3. Significant changes to fields/programmes could include:

· Significant changes to field/programme aims or learning outcomes

· Significant changes to the structure of a field/programme

· Incremental changes to fields/programmes which lead to significant  overall changes to field/programme aims or learning outcomes, or to the structure of a field/programme 

4. The decision as to whether the proposed changes to a field/programme constitutes significant change XE "significant change"  should be discussed and agreed at the faculty’s Quality Committee, prior to being submitted to AD for approval.  It is the responsibility of the faculty Quality Committee to monitor incremental changes to fields/programmes.  If further guidance is required about specific proposals, faculties are advised to contact AQS. 

Minor changes to fields/programmes

5. Minor changes are those which do not alter the contract between the University and the student, or significantly alter the nature of the validated field.  Such changes could include: 

· Minor changes to fields/programmes

· Changes to definitive and indicative parts of modules which do not lead to significant change XE "significant change"  or significant incremental change to fields/programmes

6. For changes to modules see paragraphs 57-72.  Faculties need to ensure that the impact of changes (including incremental changes) to modules on the structure of fields/programmes and on field/programme aims and learning outcomes is monitored by the Faculty Quality Committee. 


Table of level of approval and forms

7. The table below summarises the various changes that can be proposed and whether they are defined as major, significant, or minor changes.  

	Change proposed
	Major/

Minor
	Level of approval required
	Form

	Field based variation to the UMS or PCF
	Major
	University (ARC)
	G3

	Changes to the credit structure of a field 
	Major
	University (ARC)
	G3

	Change or addition to duration or mode of delivery, such as part time or flexible or distributed learning (FDL)
	Major
	University (AD)
	G2

	Change of field title*

*Note: A change of title can be in anticipation of changes to the field.  However, if significant changes to the field are proposed it will be regarded as the introduction of a new field rather than a change to an existing field and a form A2c will be required.
	Major
	University (AD)
	G1

	Change of award/qualification 
	Major 
	University (AD)
	G1



	Significant changes to field 
	Significant
	University (AD)
	A2c

	Introduction of new minor, half, major or full field to an existing minor, half, major or full field
	Major
	University (AD)
	A2 and A2a

	Change / addition of a partner site or campus
	Major
	University (AD)
	A4

	Changes to definitive parts of modules


	Minor
	Faculty
	G4

	Changes to indicative parts of modules


	Minor
	Faculty
	G4

	Minor changes to programme specification
	Minor
	Faculty
	G4

	Changes relating to external examiners
	Major
	University (QAC)
	See section I


Purpose
8. This section of the AQSH outlines the procedures for making changes to validated fields.  These procedures ensure that proposed changes to fields/programmes are considered and approved (or not approved) by a committee at the most appropriate level (ie. University or faculty).  The procedures also ensure that an audit trail is maintained and that any approved changes are correctly recorded.   

Criteria

9. Changes to validated fields/programmes are categorised as either ‘major’ or ‘significant’ changes requiring University level approval, or ‘minor’ changes, which can be delegated to faculties for approval.  Minor, major and significant changes are defined in paragraphs 2-6. 
Schedule

10. Major and significant changes require initial approval from AD or ARC.  AD and ARC meet regularly throughout the academic year (see relevant Committee pages for schedule of dates).  Papers should be submitted to AQS at least ten days prior to the date of the relevant meeting.

11. Minor changes, delegated to the faculty for approval, should be considered by the Faculty Quality Committee.  These committees meet regularly throughout the academic year.

Flowchart

12. The following flowchart illustrates the sequence of events in relation to changes to validated fields/programmes.
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Process


Changes to the UMS and PCF


Regulations XE "Regulations" 
13. The academic regulations for courses are published as the UMS and PCF.  

14. These regulations are monitored by ARC.  ARC has delegated authority to make minor changes to the UMS and PCF.  It makes recommendations for major changes to AB for consideration and approval.

15. ARC is also responsible for considering any field specific variations to the UMS and PCF for approval.


Introduction/publication of changes or variations to the UMS and PCF

16. Minor changes to the UMS and PCF approved during the academic year will result in the publication of an updated version for all staff and students from September of the new academic year. 

17. Major changes to the UMS or PCF approved by AB will result in the publication of a new version of the regulations.  Normally, unless the changes are clearly to the advantage of students, only new students will be subject to the new regulations which must be provided to applicants in their enrolment pack before they are required to enrol with the University. 

Field based variations to the UMS and PCF

18. All fields in validation XE "validation"  will normally operate within the published UMS or PCF.  However, there are some instances (eg. PSRB accreditation requirements) where additions/variations are required.  These are summarised in the guidance GG (i) – Criteria for the approval of variants and cycle for review. 

19. Proposed variations and/or additions to the UMS or PCF should be submitted to ARC on form G3 for approval (or non-approval) who will act with delegated authority on behalf of AB. 

20. Field based variations and/or additions to the UMS or PCF which are field specific and alter the contract with the student/applicant must: 

· only apply to the next cohort of applicants; or 

· apply to existing applicants and/or students if a process of consultation and agreement has been completed; or 

· apply immediately if the revisions are clearly to the advantage of students

21. Approval of variations/additions to the UMS and PCF by ARC will require the proposal to state which of the above outcomes applies and to detail the plan for implementation.  

22. Approved field specific variations/additions to the UMS or PCF must be clearly published by the faculty in programme specifications and student handbooks.  Where the specific regulations apply immediately, students must be informed and the programme specification must be updated for the start of the subsequent academic year.  When regulations apply to specific cohorts of students, care must be taken over version control and references in student handbooks.  For advice on maintaining programme specifications see paragraphs 49-52 or consult AQS.

23. It should be noted that validation XE "validation"  panels or faculty committees approving new fields do not have the authority to approve variations and/or additions to the UMS or PCF.  A case must be made to ARC by the sponsoring faculty on form G3.  Any relevant recommendations from validation panels or faculty committees are likely to be included in the case.


Review of Regulations XE "Regulations" 
24. This process will require consultation with staff, students and other agencies, including professional bodies.  The review will be informed by various sources of information, for example feedback from external examiners in their reports and national guidance (eg. the Framework for Higher Education Qualification and the UK Quality Code).  The review will be carried out by ARC on behalf of AB.  Any proposed changes will be recommended to AB.

Changes to validated fields/programmes requiring university level approval

Introduction of new minor, half, major or full field to an existing minor, half, major or full field

25. This could include introducing subsidiary minor, half or major fields within an existing full field or increasing the scale of an existing minor, half or major field to full field.  Forms A2 and A2a for approval of new fields must be submitted to AD via AQS for detailed consideration and recommendation to AB for approval.

26. Normally, the resulting validation XE "validation"  will be delegated to faculties.  However, AD will advise on the scale of validation required where fields are being extended in scope, depending on the proportion of new modules involved and the effect on any collaborative partners.


Changes to credit structure 

27. Changes to the credit structure of an award (ie. the total amount of credit offered at each level) must be submitted on form G3 to AQS for consideration by ARC.  Changes to the credit rating of individual modules can be approved under delegated powers as long as these do not affect the overall credit structure of the award.

Changes or additions to the duration and/or mode of delivery of a field

28. Changes or additions to the duration and/or mode of delivery of a field represent major change and form G2 must be submitted to AQS for consideration by AD and approval by AB.
29. The approval process for this type of change will normally be delegated to faculties, unless the change involves flexible or distributed learning (FDL) or significantly affects the nature of collaborative arrangements.  The nature of the approval event should be discussed and agreed at AD depending on type of change. 

30. Where the proposal is to add a part time mode to an existing full time field, this process would only apply to situations where the part time mode is intended to be marketed as such and offered formally.  This does not apply to situations where students simply choose to study a fraction of a full time course.


Changes to field titles

31. Proposals for changes to field titles must be submitted to AQS for consideration by AD using form G1.  AD will recommend changes for approval by AB.
32. Changes to field titles must be fully approved by Academic Board before their introduction in the next academic year.

33. If the title change is to be applied to current students their agreement to the proposed change should be sought.  Where this is the case, existing students should be provided with a formal opportunity, within defined time limits, to comment on, and object to the change as appropriate.  No existing student will be required to accept a changed award title that they do not agree to.  In such instances the original award title would be retained.  However, individual preferences might be over-ridden where existing course titles are deemed to be inaccurate or misleading.  Faculties should endeavour to ensure that, where possible, cohorts graduate with the same award title.  Only in exceptional circumstances should a cohort have more than one title.  Evidence of consultation with the existing students should be maintained by the course team. 

34. Where the title change is to be applied to new intakes, the course team is required to notify prospective students of the change as soon as this has been approved by Academic Board.

35. Course teams should put in place appropriate communication methods to notify students of the changes that include details of the date of implementation and any implications for part-time students or those who may need to defer or repeat years.

36. Careful consideration should be given to the timing of changes to field titles with due consideration being given to the recruitment cycle and the marketing of courses.  The Communications team can provide advice on the impact of title changes for the timing of marketing and publications.  Applicant Services can advise on the impact of title changes on UCAS recruitment. 
37. A change of title may result from cumulative changes to a field over a prolonged period of time, or may reflect a change in terminology within industry or academe.  In these cases there are no consequences for validation XE "validation" .  


Changes to field titles linked to changes to the field

38. A change of title may be linked to recent, or anticipated, changes to the field.  Where the changes are minor, (see paragraphs 2-6 for further guidance) form G1 should be completed and submitted to AD for initial approval.  

39. If the scale of change to the field is more significant (see paragraphs 2-6 for further guidance) the proposal should be regarded as the introduction of a new field rather than a change to an existing field and form A2c should be submitted to AD.



Significant changes to fields/programmes

40. Where the changes proposed to a field/programme constitute significant change XE "significant change"  (see paragraphs 2-6 for further guidance), the proposal should be submitted to AD for formal approval on Form A2c.  A validation XE "validation"  event will usually be required and AD will decide the most appropriate level of event depending on the nature of the proposed changes.

41. The decision as to whether the proposed changes to a field/programme constitute significant change XE "significant change" , should be discussed and agreed at the faculty’s Quality Committee prior to being submitted to AD for approval.  It is the responsibility of the Faculty Quality Committee XE "Faculty Quality Committee"  to monitor incremental changes to fields/programmes.   

Collaborative provision
42. The same procedures as outlined above apply to changes to a field offered by/with a collaborative partner.  Changes or additions of venues at partner institutions will be considered as a new field proposal and require the submission of form A2 to AD.  (See section A)

43. Following approval of changes for collaborative fields, an appropriate validation XE "validation"  process will be considered.  The Deputy Academic Registrar will approve the procedure.  In deciding upon a procedure a similar risk based approach to that used for initial validation of collaborative fields will be utilised (see section C).


Changes relating to external examiners

44. Any possible changes in the responsibilities of external examiners resulting from any of the changes delineated above must be carefully considered.  Proposals for new or substitute external examiners and change of duties will require approval by the Dean of Faculty (see section I).


Recording changes in programme specifications

45. Following the approval of changes (with any necessary validation XE "validation"  procedure), the changes must be incorporated in the programme specification (or in some instances a new programme specification produced).  Further details are included in paragraph 53.  Further advice can be sought from AQS.

Changes to validated fields/programmes by delegated powers

46. Other than those changes described in paragraphs 25-39, faculties have delegated authority to make changes to fields/programmes and modules within the UMS and PCF, through the Faculty Quality Committee.  All changes should be signed off by a designated officer of the school (or equivalent) responsible for managing the field and should be recorded on form G4, for use internally within the faculty.

47. Fields and modules are described in programme specifications and module descriptors which should be presented to the Faculty Quality Committee in standard format according to the published templates (see section C, templates C6 and C7).  

48. The Faculty Quality Committee is responsible for approving changes to programme specifications.  In some instances the changes to the field may lie in the more discursive parts of the programme specification (eg. learning and teaching strategies etc), in which case it is anticipated that chair’s action would be taken.  In order to simplify the procedure, faculties may wish to develop internal procedures and timetables for updating programme specifications to meet the University’s deadline for publishing them (see paragraph 50).


Maintenance and archiving of Programme Specifications
49. Each faculty should have a separate programme specification repository on StaffSpace XE "StaffSpace" .  These should be archived according to academic year.  Thus for the current academic year a folder of specifications should be created.  An additional folder for the subsequent academic year should also be created which will house updated programme specifications as they are approved for the coming academic year.

50. In September of each year the programme specifications in each faculty for the forthcoming academic year should be made available to AQS, for example, programme specifications for 2013/2014 should be made available in September 2013.  AQS will upload these to the external University website.  An archive of specifications will be maintained electronically.

51. Faculties should nominate an officer with delegated responsibility for ensuring that:

· programme specifications for all courses within the faculty are maintained on the faculty’s StaffSpace XE "StaffSpace"  repository 

· programme specifications for the coming academic year are made available on the faculty’s StaffSpace XE "StaffSpace"  repository by August of each year

· all changes to programme specifications are approved through the faculty Quality Committee and updated on the faculty programme specification site.

52. The faculty officer should be the same person responsible for maintaining module change records and the faculty module catalogue to ensure consistency in all source documents (see paragraph 71).  

Relationship and recording of changes to fields/programmes and changes to modules

53. The maintenance of separate programme specifications and a faculty module catalogue minimizes the impact of one changing, on the other.  However, faculties should be aware that additions and deletions of modules and changes to definitive parts of modules which are included in programme specifications, must be consistently recorded in the faculty module catalogue and in all the programme specifications that incorporate the changed module(s).

54. All changes to fields/programmes should be recorded on form G4.  The procedures for approval of these changes are identical to those described in paragraph 71.
55. Faculties should ensure that they have appropriate systems in place to monitor and record incremental changes to modules and fields/programmes in order to identify occurrences of where these constitute significant change XE "significant change"  and must be submitted to the University for approval (see paragraphs 40-41).  


Addition and deletion of modules

56. The approval process is essentially as described in paragraphs 66 and 71 and faculties should complete form G4 in all cases.  In the case of the deletion of modules, the faculty committee must satisfy itself that all fields/programmes using the module have been consulted.  If the deleted module incorporated unique learning outcomes, the committee should satisfy itself that overall field learning outcomes can still be achieved.  In the case of the addition of new modules, the consequence for changes to programme specifications should be considered (eg. additional learning outcomes, new teaching, learning and assessment strategies etc.).  Faculties should take into consideration the guidance contained in paragraphs 3-4 in relation to significant change XE "significant change" .

Approval of standalone modules

57. Standalone modules are defined as credit bearing modules which are not validated within taught programmes and which do not in themselves lead to a University award but can contribute towards a qualification of the University as part of a claim for AP(C) L. Standalone modules should be recorded on form G4. The procedures for approval are identical to those described in paragraph 72 with the additional requirement that the Faculty Quality Committee considers the timing of assessment boards so that there is a reasonable time span between completion of the assessments and the availability of results. Standalone modules are subject to the University’s standard QA processes
Changes to modules

58. It is not a requirement to routinely update module descriptors every year, but “definitive” parts of module descriptors, which are required to be included in the module guide XE "Module Guide:module guide"  (see section C – guidance CG (v)), must be updated if changes have been made and approved.  Module descriptors must also be updated before they are provided for validation XE "validation" /ISR panels even if they have been previously validated.  If the University agrees changes to the module descriptor template a rolling programme of update will be implemented.  

59. When faculties are making updates to the definitive versions of module descriptors, it is helpful to ensure that they identify their currency, either in the form of a date or version number (or a combination of both).  Old module descriptors which have been subject to revisions should be archived appropriately by the faculty.  

Changes to indicative parts of modules

60. Indicative parts of modules and fields are those that are illustrative of the way in which a module will be offered at the time of validation XE "validation" .  They help the validating body understand the nature of the module as envisaged.  It is understood that indicative parts of modules will evolve with experience and as subjects change.  This is a natural part of curriculum development and should be encouraged.

61. Changes to indicative parts of modules include:

· the curriculum content

· teaching and learning strategies (including approximate proportions of different teaching and learning methods)

· bibliographies, including recommended core texts

· assessment strategies within major categories of assessment

62. None of these changes require approval at faculty level and are the responsibility of module teams and school level committees.  However, it is good practice for changes to be discussed rather than based upon individual actions to ensure that modules across a subject and in the fields/programmes to which they contribute are considered in a holistic way.  

63. If the module is shared outside of the school and if changes are significant, colleagues in other schools must be consulted over the changes.  Faculties must ensure that any changes to franchised modules are communicated to partner institutions.  It is good practice to provide field leaders in other schools with copies of the changed module descriptor or module guide XE "Module Guide:module guide" .  Following revisions to indicative parts of modules, they must be reported to the faculty using form G4 for inclusion in the faculty module catalogue.


Changes to definitive parts of modules

64. Definitive parts of modules are those that are approved at the time of validation XE "validation"  (or in the formal approval of change procedure) and are the formal record of the module or field.  Students should have an expectation that the formally approved definitive parts of fields and modules will be followed unless the change procedures have been instigated.  Unless to the advantage of students; changes are not normally introduced until the next offering of a module.  Definitive changes must be formally recorded.

65. Faculties are required to ensure that the impact of changes (including incremental changes) to modules on the structure of fields/programmes and on field/programme aims and learning outcomes is monitored by the faculty Quality Committee


Changes to definitive parts of modules requiring creation of a new 
module
66. The following changes require the creation of a new module to be validated (thus a new module code): 

· credit value

· credit level

· new title linked to new content, aims or learning outcomes

· significant changes to aims, learning outcomes etc

67. Such changes should be considered by the school responsible for managing the module (although the origin for the proposal may be in field BoS).  The proposal must be signed off at school level and considered for approval by a faculty level committee responsible for quality matters.  The faculty committee must satisfy itself that the BoS for all fields which use the module (both within and outside the faculty) have been consulted (in cases of dispute over changes to modules, ARC will arbitrate).  Faculties must ensure that any changes to franchised modules are communicated to partner institutions.  

Changes to definitive parts of modules not requiring creation of a new module:

68. The following changes to definitive parts of a module can be made without need for creation of a new module: 

· pre-requisites and co-requisites

· changes to aims and learning outcomes that do not lead to a title change

· minor textual change to a title that does not change the meaning of the title

· major categories of assessment and their weighting

69. The procedures for approval of these changes are identical to those described in paragraph 66.

70. Individual elements of assessment within a major category are not definitive and can be changed from time to time (ie. are regarded as indicative).  However, the individual elements in use at any one time will be recorded on the Student Data System in order to produce assessment board data.  Faculties are responsible for ensuring that appropriate procedures are in place to deal with changes affecting SITS data. 

71. The table below summarises the definitive and indicative sections of the module descriptor (see section C, template C7 and guidance CG(v))
	Part of module
	Indicative/definitive
	Approval of changes by



	Title
	Definitive
	Faculty level committee

	Credit level
	Definitive
	Faculty level committee

	Credit value
	Definitive
	Faculty level committee

	Pre-requisite
	Definitive
	Faculty level committee

	Co-requisite
	Definitive
	Faculty level committee

	Summary
	Indicative
	School level committee

	Aims
	Definitive
	Faculty level committee

	Learning outcomes XE "Learning outcomes" 
	Definitive
	Faculty level committee

	Curriculum content
	Indicative
	School level committee

	Teaching and learning strategy
	Indicative
	School level committee

	Assessment strategy
	Indicative
	School level committee 

	Major categories of assessment 
	Definitive
	Faculty level committee

	Achieving a pass
	Definitive
	Faculty level committee

	Bibliography
	Indicative
	School level committee



Recording changes to modules

72. All changes to modules, whether to indicative or definitive parts, should be recorded in two ways:  

· Firstly, a record of each change should be kept using form G4 to provide an audit trail of the procedure.  It is anticipated that faculties will develop internal procedures and timetables to track changes and it is suggested that one individual is identified in schools to sign off indicative changes to submit to the faculty for recording.  Faculties should also identify an individual delegated to maintain records of changes to definitive parts of modules approved by the faculty quality committee and of changes to indicative parts of modules forwarded by schools.  This person should also ensure that any changes affecting SITS data are communicated appropriately.     

· Secondly, the faculty should maintain a catalogue of modules in standard template format.  This should be the single source of approved modules for all purposes (eg. for use in student module guides etc).  The same locus of responsibility for the module catalogue is suggested as for recording and tracking changes.  This will include the addition, deletion and archiving of modules.

73. Faculties are permitted to create variations of form G4 to suit their individual needs, however it is a minimum requirement that all the points covered by form G4 are recorded in all cases.  

Student Consultation 

74. Students should have an expectation that the formally approved definitive parts of fields and modules will be followed unless the change procedures have been instigated and approved.  Unless to the advantage of students; changes should not normally be introduced until the next offering of a module.  Where changes to definitive elements of fields or modules are proposed to the current offering of a field or module, faculties should ensure that some student consultation has taken place and recorded formally.  This could be achieved through SSCC meetings, notices on notice boards or on StudySpace XE "StudySpace" , or emails to student reps.  

75. The University values the views of its students, so even if the changes do not affect a current cohort, it is considered good practice to consult on proposed changes wherever possible.  See also the paragraphs on changes to field titles, paragraphs 33-36.
Back_to_top
Form G1

Application for change of field title or qualification

	FACULTY


	

	COLLABORATIVE PARTNER(S) (where applicable)
	


	CURRENT TITLE AND QUALIFICATION


	

	PROPOSED TITLE AND QUALIFICATION


	


	DETAILS AND RATIONALE FOR PROPOSED CHANGE(S):



	


	IMPLEMENTATION DATE (ie. date of first cohort to which proposed change is applicable):

	

	DETAILS OF HOW THE CHANGE OF TITLE/QUALIFICATION WILL AFFECT ON-COURSE STUDENTS OR APPLICANTS?

	include impact on part-time, repeating or deferred students

	HOW HAVE THEY BEEN CONSULTED/INFORMED OF PROPOSED CHANGE?


	


	LEAD CONTACT IN FACULTY


	


Faculty Approval

The faculty approves the proposed change with effect from the date indicated

SIGNATURE OF DEAN: 
Form G2

Changes/additions to the duration and/or the mode of delivery of a field

	FACULTY:


	

	COLLABORATIVE PARTNER(S): (where applicable)
	

	AWARD AND TITLE:


	


	DETAILS OF PROPOSED CHANGES/ADDITIONS TO DURATION AND/OR MODE OF DELIVERY OF FIELD.  (Please specify the existing and proposed changes/additions)

	

	PROVIDE DETAILS OF WHAT IMPACT THE PROPOSAL WILL HAVE ON RESOURCE REQUIREMENTS AND HOW THESE WILL BE ADDRESSED?

	

	WHERE APPLICABLE, HAVE COLLABORATIVE PARTNERS BEEN CONSULTED ABOUT THE CHANGES?

	


	PROPOSED START DATE:

	

	LEAD CONTACT IN FACULTY:


	


Faculty Approval

The faculty approves the proposed changes/additions to the above field:

	Signature Dean of Faculty


	


Form G3

Application for variation to UMS/PCF

	FACULTY:
	

	FIELD:
	

	COLLABORATIVE PARTNER(S): (if applicable)
	


	1. DETAILS AND RATIONALE FOR PROPOSED VARIATION:

	

	2. PLEASE INDICATE WHICH OF THE FOLLOWING APPLY:

	Variation to:

	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Undergraduate Modular Scheme XE "Undergraduate Modular Scheme:UMS"  (UMS)


	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Postgraduate Credit Framework XE "Postgraduate Credit Framework:PCF"  (PCF)



	The variant requested is:
	

	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 new
	 FORMCHECKBOX 
 supersedes an existing variant

	Please specify when the proposed variation applies:

 FORMCHECKBOX 
  
to the next cohort of applicants; or 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
  
to current applicants and/or existing students where a process of consultation and agreement has been completed; or 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 
immediately if the revisions are clearly to the advantage of students


	3. PLEASE INDICATE CATEGORY OF VARIANT:

	i)  FORMCHECKBOX 

	PSRB
	to meet PSRB requirements.  This includes variants that might be due to a secondary effect of the PSRB requirement, e.g the need to rationalise all provision within a cognate group of programmes.

	ii)  FORMCHECKBOX 

	CP compatibility
	a compromise with a collaborative partner and their requirements e.g to meet the needs of a validated closed course; in joint and dual degrees.

	iii)  FORMCHECKBOX 

	Revised regulations
	when revisions to regulations impact on specific cohorts. Please indicate the duration of the requested variant.

	iv)  FORMCHECKBOX 

	Module credit size / assessment
	where a large module affects the limits of credit that can be retaken, and the module cannot be expressed in smaller modules without compromising the academic aims;

or

a module is not graded, and so affects the amount of credit available to include in the classification algorithm.

	v)  FORMCHECKBOX 

	Cross programme compatibility
	to ensure parity for students transferring in and those directly registered a programme, e.g integrated Masters programmes


	4. PROPOSED IMPLEMENTATION DATE: 
	

	5. DETAILS OF CONSULTATION WITH OTHER FACULTIES /COLLABORATIVE PARTNERS (where applicable):

	

	6. DETAILS OF IMPLEMENTATION PLAN: 


	


*Approved field specific variations/additions to the UMS or PCF must be clearly published in programme specifications and student handbooks.  Where the specific regulations apply immediately, students must be informed and an updated version of the programme specification be submitted to Academic Registry.  Care must be taken over version control and references in student handbooks.
	7. PROPOSED TEXT TO BE INCLUDED IN PROGRAMME SPECIFICATION
(Section L):


	


	8. DETAILS OF APPROVAL:


(Please include, or attach, details of student consultation (if applicable) and extract of approval by relevant field Board(s) of Study)

	


	9. APPROVAL BY FACULTY:


I confirm that the Faculty approves the proposed change with effect from the date indicated:

	_____________________________

_________________________

Dean’s Signature




Date

______________________________

Name


Form G4

Changes to fields by delegated powers

	School(s):
	

	Field / Course(s):
	

	Module Title(s):

	

	Module Code(s):
	

	Module/Course Director(s):
	

	Proposed date of implementation:
	


Faculties have delegated authority to make changes to modules/fields/courses within the University Modular Scheme and the Postgraduate Credit Framework XE "Postgraduate Credit Framework:PCF"  as specified below:  

1. NATURE OF CHANGE 

	CHANGES TO MODULES
	Tick where appropriate 

	Indicative parts of modules

(curriculum, learning and teaching strategy, assessment strategy, bibliography)
	

	Definitive parts of modules 

(pre-requisites, co-requisites, aims, learning outcomes, major categories of assessment, achieving a pass, minor textual changes to the title)
	

	Approval of a new module 

(full module template required.  Please note that changes to codes, level and value of existing modules requires the creation of a new module)
	

	Approval of a new standalone module

(Standalone modules are defined as a credit bearing module, not validated within a taught programme and which does not in itself lead to a University award but can contribute towards a qualification of the University as part of a claim for AP(C)L. 

Full module template required).
	

	Change to delivery of module 

(for example, Semester long to year long or Semester 1 to Semester 2)
	

	CHANGES TO FIELDS
	

	Additions of validated modules or deletions of modules within fields


	

	Addition of distance learning 

(note: where this brings the overall level of distance learning on a field to over 50%, faculties are asked to notify Academic Quality & Standards in order that the field can be included on the University’s register of distance learning provision)
	

	Changes to Programme Specification XE "Programme Specification"  


	

	Other changes (please specify)


	


2
RATIONALE AND DETAILS OF CHANGE(S) 

Where has the proposed change originated from?  What is the rationale for the proposal?  What are the precise details of the proposed change?) 

	


3
DOES THE PROPOSAL MEET THE CRITERIA FOR ‘SIGNIFICANT CHANGES’ AT PROGRAMME LEVEL
?

The impact of incremental change must be also considered here.  Proposals leading to ‘significant change XE "significant change" ’ must be submitted to AD on Form A2c for formal approval.

	


4
ARE THERE ANY RESOURCING IMPLICATIONS TO CONSIDER?  


For example staffing or physical resources 

	


4a
WILL THE PROPOSED CHANGES AFFECT COLLABORATIVE PARTNERS:  


Please select one 


YES

NO 

4b
IF YES, PROVIDE DETAILS OF CONSULTATION 


For example an extract of minutes or email

	


5a
ARE MODULES/FIELDS OFFERED TO OTHER SCHOOLS IN OTHER FACULTIES?  


YES

NO

5b
IF YES, PROVIDE DETAILS OF CONSULTATION 


For example an extract of minutes or email
	


6a
WILL THE PROPOSED CHANGES AFFECT STUDENTS CURRENTLY ENROLLED ON MODULES?  


YES

NO

6b
IF YES, PROVIDE DETAILS OF CONSULTATION 


For example an extract of minutes or email


Please note that unless to the advantage of students, changes should not normally be introduced until the next offering of a module.  If a current cohort is affected by the proposed changes, some evidence of student consultation should be provided

	


7
APPROVAL BY THE BOARD(S) OF STUDY


Please supply an extract of all relevant BOS minutes with date

	Date:


8
DATE OF APPROVAL BY THE FACULTY QUALITY COMMITTEE

	


Guidance GG (i)

Criteria for approval of variants and cycle of review

	Category
	Main consideration 
	Secondary questions and/or further consideration 
	Rationale

	PSRB
	Variant is approved when it is required by PSRB to award exemption for professional exams/recognition 
	Is the variant required for the programme to cohere with related a programme(s) that have an approved variant(s) because of PSRB requirements?
	Depends on the specifics of the PSRB requirement 

	CP compatibility
	Variant is approved when it is a compromise with a collaborative partner and their requirements.
	Applies only to: 

· Validated closed courses

· Joint degree

· Dual degree
	Depends on the specifics of the partner requirements



	Revised regulations
	Variant is approved when revised regulations impact on specific cohorts.
	What is the duration of the variant before the new regulations take full effect?
	The variant is required to cover a programme where students are subject to an earlier regulation that has since been revised. Reasons for maintaining existing cohorts on older regulations should be argued

	Module credit size


	Variant is considered where a large module impacts on reassessment opportunity and/or the application of the classification algorithm 
	Is the module credit size greater than the maximum re-assessable credit?

Is the module credit size of a pass/fail module such that it impacts on the credit available for classification?
	Provide the academic reason for the large module

and/or

the academic reason for pass/fail

	Cross programme compatibility (UG/PG)
	Variant is considered where progression routes between related programmes require module pass marks to reflect entry criteria
	Can all students be registered on one and transferred based on performance?

Can students be counselled down as well as transferred up?

(If yes to either question, consider these before applying for variant)
	Explain how the programmes articulate and justify the variant against alternatives.

(e.g. progression on one should reflect the same difficulty as transfer across)


Cycle for Review 

Annual 

Variants will be reviewed annually and reported to the June ARC, which will approve the removal of lapsed variants. 

Mid-March: 

AQS contact faculties with faculty list of variants

End of April: 

Faculties report back on variants; no longer valid or current.

May:


AQS identify all lapsed variants

June:


Report to ARC

Triennial

Every three years faculties will undertake a full review of the variants to check that they are required or can be removed from the list. The first review year will be academic year 2013/14. 

Mid-March 2014: 
AQS contact faculties with faculty list of variants

End of April 2014: 
Faculties consider alongside programme specifications and report back on variants; no longer valid; current or required.

May2014:

AQS identify all lapsed variants

June 2014:

Reported to ARC. ARC also consider any final requests for variants to apply in the next academic year
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Abbreviations in this section 
	
	

	AD
	Academic Directorate XE "Academic Directorate:AD" 


	APL


	Accreditation of Prior Learning XE "Accreditation of Prior Learning:APL" 

	APEL
	Accreditation of Prior Experiential Learning XE "Accreditation of Prior Experiential Learning:APEL" 


	APCL
	Accreditation of Prior Certificated Learning XE "Accreditation of Prior Certificated Learning:APCL" 


	AQS


	Academic Quality and Standards 

	BoS
	Board of Study XE "Board of Study:BoS" 


	CATS
	Credit Accumulation and Transfer Scheme XE "Credit Accumulation and Transfer Scheme:CATS" 


	FDL
	Flexible and Distributed Learning



	FQC
	Faculty Quality Committee XE "Faculty Quality Committee:FQC" 


	HE
	Higher Education



	HEI
	Higher Education Institution



	KU
	Kingston University



	MAB
	Module Assessment Board XE "Module Assessment Board:MAB" 


	MALA
	Masters Award(s) by Learning Agreement XE "Masters Award(s) by Learning Agreement:MALA" 


	NARIC
	National Academic Recognition Information Centre XE "National Academic Recognition Information Centre:NARIC" 


	PAB
	Programme Assessment Board XE "Programme Assessment Board:PAB" 


	PCF
	Postgraduate Credit Framework XE "Postgraduate Credit Framework:PCF" 


	QA
	Quality Assurance



	QAA
	Quality Assurance Agency XE "Quality Assurance Agency:QAA" 


	QAC
	Quality Assurance Committee XE "Quality Enhancement Committee:QEC" 


	UMS
	Undergraduate Modular Scheme XE "Undergraduate Modular Scheme:UMS" 


	USD
	University Secretary’s Department



	WBL
	Work Based Learning XE "Work Based Learning:WBL" 


Definitions

Advanced standing

1. Where an individual applicant is entered onto a later year or level or stage of a University award (including exemption of one or more modules), through the use of APL or via an Articulation Agreement XE "Articulation Agreement" .

Accreditation of Prior Learning XE "Accreditation of Prior Learning:APL"  (APL)
2. A process for accessing and, as appropriate, recognising prior experiential learning or prior certificated learning for academic purposes.  This learning may be given a credit value in a credit based structure and allows it to be counted towards the completion of a programme of study and the award(s) or qualifications associated with it (for blanket recognition of credit see paragraph 5).

Accreditation of Prior Certificated Learning XE "Accreditation of Prior Certificated Learning:APCL"  (APCL)
3. A process, through which previously assessed and certificated learning is considered and, as appropriate, recognised for academic purposes. 

Accreditation of Prior Experiential Learning XE "Accreditation of Prior Experiential Learning:APEL"  (APEL)

4. A process, through which learning achieved outside education or training systems is assessed and, as appropriate, recognised for academic purposes. 

Articulation

5. A formal agreement recognising the credit rating of a named qualification of another institution or organisation creating the opportunity to transfer credit and enable student entry from the named institution or organisation with advanced standing and specific credit to a University award.  Students who achieve the agreed standard have the right to enrol on the articulated programme.

Credit rating

6. The process of assigning to a module (or equivalent unit of learning) a number of credits at a specified level.

General Credit

7. Credit that recognises educational level and extent of prior or alternative learning. 

Progression Agreement XE "Progression Agreement"  
8. An agreement between the University and another Educational Institution which recognises alternative entry pathways onto University awards.  In some cases, the awards of other Institutions can lead to advanced standing for individual students.  Students are always considered on a case by case basis.

Specific Credit

9. Credit that recognises prior or alternative learning against specific programme learning outcomes leading to advanced standing and exemption.

Work based learning

10. Learning that is usually achieved and demonstrated through engagement with a workplace environment, the assessment of reflective practice and the designation of appropriate learning outcomes.

Masters Award by Learning Agreement (MALA)

11. MALA is a form of programme followed by individuals or cohorts who do all or a significant part of their study in a work setting.  It involves the analysis of WBL by an academic in negotiation with an applicant and/or employer, and the mapping of these into:

· a generic framework specification to ensure that the learning matches that of a PG Cert, PG Dip or full Masters (drawn from the QAA Descriptors for level 7) 

· a generic programme specification 

· the specific learning agreement that sets out the learning into assessable and credited learning outcomes. 

12. Additionally, the MALA may also include taught modules and accredited learning including APL and credit via Articulation Agreements. 

Purpose
13. The aim of the accreditation processes is to maximise the flexibility of the University modular schemes and credit frameworks, through the recognition of alternative forms of evidence against the defined University level descriptors and programme learning outcomes, to enhance widening participation and social inclusion, employer engagement, the recognition of work based learning and the reintegration of work based and lifelong learning principles into the core curricula of the University. 

14. Alternative learning can be recognised by the University if sufficient and relevant evidence of that learning is available and subject to at least one of three academic processes:  validation XE "validation"  and monitoring of programmes; curriculum matching; assessment of individually produced evidence against identified learning outcomes.  Underlying these processes is the principal of academic judgement within a clear, explicit and accessible framework of self-regulation. 

The University’s overarching approach to credit is that there should be:

· consistency in the award of credit

· consistency in the determination of credit value with credit only being awarded for demonstrable learning achievement, not for time taken

· common approaches to the accumulation of credit across programmes

· consistency in the approaches to credit transfers

Criteria

15. General Credit is recognised through the credit rating exercise.  Specific Credit is recognised through either the APL process or the Articulation process.

16. Where credit is awarded against identified programme learning outcomes credit awarded is specific.  Where the credit is not mapped against programme learning outcomes, the credit awarded is general. 

17. If credit is being awarded for learning done by an individual, the process is APL.  If blanket credit is being given to cohorts of students and advanced standing places are guaranteed, the process is Articulation.

Flowcharts

18. The following flowchart demonstrates the series of events relating to Articulation Agreements
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19. The following flowchart demonstrates the series of events relating to Masters by Learning Agreement XE "Masters by Learning Agreement:MALA" 
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Process

APL (Individuals)

Introduction

20. This process is only applicable to APL leading to the award of credit.  Where APL is used for entry into a programme, this is governed by Faculty policy on admissions and monitored through appropriate BoS. 

The APL process will focus on learning and achievement that has occurred:

· at some time prior to the formal HE programme 

· concurrently with participation in a HE programme, but which is not a formal part of that experience

21. The upper limit of APL on a taught programme is two thirds of the total credit required; the lower limit is 15 credits, equivalent to one standard module (See UMS and PCF)

22. The management of APL lies with the faculties.  However, all faculty members involved in the processing of APL must have the necessary experience and/or access to staff development opportunities to implement the APL processes and assess APL evidence against programme criteria. 

23. All evidence artifacts of the APL process (notes of meetings, agreements with students, formative assessments) emerge from the process and as such are not subject to standard forms or templates.  However, all documentation must be kept in an appropriate central repository for moderation, monitoring and auditing purposes.

Process (APL Individual)
24. The applicant approaches the Faculty about the possibility of gaining specific credit through APL. 

25. The faculty asks the applicant to complete form H1.

26. The completed form is considered by the appropriate faculty members (for example; admissions tutor, field leader, APL coordinator, Chair of the BoS), who decide whether to recommend the applicant proceeds and if so whether to communicate the likely extent of credit.

APCL applications

27. APCL applies only when the prior certificated learning meets one of the following criteria:

· the prior certificate was awarded by another UK HEI (faculties should ensure that such recognition does not contravene the University rules on double counting credit cf. UMS/PCF)

· the prior certificate falls within another UK regulated credit framework (eg. the Qualifications and Credit Framework)

· the prior certificate is mediated by a Progression Agreement XE "Progression Agreement"  with another Educational Institute (see paragraphs 80-88)

· the prior certificate is from an international institution and has been reviewed by NARIC to determine its credit value and equivalence to one of the UK national credit frameworks.

28. If the certificate does not meet one of the above, the student is required to apply for APEL, demonstrating how their learning represented by the certificate a) maps into University curricula and b) has been applied and consolidated in their wider experience, to allow an academic to determine extent and level of credit and the relevant University learning outcomes.

29. If it is determined that the application is for APCL, the faculty request, at a minimum, a transcript as evidence of completion, and an outline of the programme content, sufficiently detailed to permit curriculum matching.  (It is at the faculty’s discretion whether more evidence is requested.) 

30. If the APCL application is for a franchised programme delivered wholly or partly at a partner, the entire APCL process and decision making is undertaken by the faculty. If the APCL application is for a validated programme delivered only by the partner, the faculty must moderate the process and keep copies of all evidence provided.

31. In exceptional cases a partner might be in a position to undertake initial analysis of APCL claims for franchised provision, for instance if the partner is a FEC with long experience in HE delivery and detailed knowledge of the qualification frameworks.  If a faculty wishes to devolve some responsibility for APCL to a partner, they must seek approval via the AAB, identifying the relevant prior programmes, and outline the monitoring process in place to ensure faculty oversight.
32. An appropriate member of the faculty maps the certificated learning against the University programme outcomes to:

· determine whether credit can be given; and

· identify which modules can be credited (if relevant)  

33. Evidence of this work is kept by the Faculty in an appropriate place, and is available for monitoring and audit.

34. The University recognises that some qualifications are accredited by professional bodies that define a comprehensive set of standards against which all accredited qualifications are mapped. Where some of these standards might be generic (e.g. the Institute of Engineering UK Spec) others are quite specific and awarding institutions must link curriculum closely to these standards. In such instances, APCL across different accredited awarding institutions is facilitated and the need for an individual mapping for each student obviated. The expectation in such cases is that the faculty maintains sufficient documentation to demonstrate how the dovetailing into national standards evidences APCL.
35. The faculty must guarantee that the learning is current.  That is, not only does the past learning match into the University programme, but that the knowledge and/or understanding and/or skills reflected in the prior certificated learning can be presently applied by the applicant.  Faculties may wish to set a time limit on the currency of prior certification or may prefer to verify currency on a case by case basis. 

36. If the evidence is sufficient to grant credit the applicant is informed of the decision and made an offer. 

37. The applicant enrols and the credit awarded through APCL is recorded on the student transcript. 

38. APCL is not usually graded (see the PCF and the UMS and associated guidance notes), unless it is credit from a previous KU award or credit from another UK HEI, in which case the faculty has the option of transferring grades. 

39. If the evidence is insufficient and/or the learning cannot be determined as current, the applicant is informed of the decision and offered the opportunity to utilise the APEL procedures to recognise the learning. 

40. There is no fee for APCL but applicants are liable to normal programme fees, depending on the extent of the credit given. 

APEL Applications

41. If it is determined that the application is for APEL, the appropriate academic (as determined by the faculty, hereafter referred to as the APEL coordinator in this handbook) determines from the completed form whether the applicant has a reasonable case for APEL. 

42. No APEL undertaken by collaborative partners will be considered for assessment unless permission has been granted by the appropriate faculty and the faculty overviews all stages of the process. 

43. If there is a reasonable case, the applicant is invited to interview by the APEL coordinator and other faculty members as and if deemed appropriate.  The interview covers:

· The agreement of the credit (this may be subject to change as the portfolio of evidence develops)

· An outline of the evidence requirements

· The proposed assessment methods

· An introduction to an allocated APEL mentor 

· Agreement of submission dates

44. The faculty’s notes of the interview are counter-signed by the applicant and available for audit. 

45. The applicant enrols onto the programme.  Fees are determined by the faculty and will depend on the extent and nature of the APEL.  Faculties may wish to set a fee for the initial consultation, which could be absorbed back into the course fee once enrolment has taken place.  In some instances the parties may agree to suspend full enrolment until sufficient evidence has been gathered to make a firmer decision on level and extent of credit.  In these instances it is recommended that a fee is set for the APEL service.

46. The role of the mentor is to supervise the student during the production of the portfolio of evidence, and the faculty must ensure reasonable access to the mentor.  The mentor and the student should agree a schedule of meetings early on in order to formalise the mentoring process.  It is the responsibility of the student to manage this process, and to access the mentor. 

47. All contact with the student should be recorded and noted.  Where formative assessment of the portfolio takes place this should be recorded and available for review within the standard assessment regulations.

48. The agreed submission date stands as a formal deadline. 

49. APEL is governed by the regulations for assessment of the University. Portfolios are internally assessed and moderated, and the marks considered at Module and Programme Assessment Boards as appropriate.  External Examiners XE "External Examiners:EE"  are required to sample portfolios of evidence.  Depending on the extent of APEL claims being made annually in the faculty, faculties may convene a specific APEL pre-MAB board. 

50. In cases where a complete year is to be recognised with APEL, faculties should consider carefully the enrolment of students. APEL is alternative evidence against the University’s validated curriculum.  Therefore, APEL of a whole year constitutes also progression into the following year, and as such, where the APEL portfolio has not been ratified at the previous year’s PAB, it should be sufficiently advanced and reflecting the appropriate amount of learning, prior to starting the following year, to ensure confidence that the prior learning does constitute a full year (or more).  Where doubt remains about the extent of exemption, faculties should require assessment of the portfolio prior to acceptance on the following year.  
51. APEL is not usually graded (see the PCF and the UMS and associated guidance notes).

Monitoring APL 

52. AQS in consultation with faculties undertakes a University wide analysis of APL data and submits a report to QAC. 

53. QAC monitors the University processes. 

Articulation Agreement XE "Articulation Agreement" 
Introduction

54. Articulation Agreements constitute formal arrangements between the University and a partner, where prior agreed university specific credit is given against achievement by all students on a programme delivered by the partner, and all students are reserved the right to take advanced standing on the identified university programme.  The criteria are thus:

· Credit is agreed prior to individual applications

· Blanket credit is given to all students meeting agreed achievement

· Students are usually reserved places on the university programme (subject to set targets, varying teaching capacity and other related issues)

· The partner is permitted to market the route onto the KU qualification as an agreed progression route subject to students meeting the standards of the prior programme.

55. Articulation Agreements are covered by the QAA Code of Practice XE "Code of Practice:CoP"  section on Collaborative Provision XE "Collaborative Provision"  and Flexible and Distributed Learning. 

56. The partner programme that articulates onto the KU programme is referred to as the prior programme. 

57. Progression agreements, accords and compacts, which facilitate entry onto programmes are not governed by these procedures and are a matter of faculty admissions policy.  Where advanced standing is given via one of these instruments, the credit is not agreed prior to application nor is blanket credit given, so each applicant is reviewed on a case by case basis, and the university does not reserve places for students.  In effect, such agreements are a form of accelerated APCL.

Process (Articulation Agreements)

58. Initial discussions with the potential partner take place to assure each party that an Articulation Agreement XE "Articulation Agreement"  is desired and of value to both.  The University considers partners in Articulation Agreements full collaborative partners, requiring approval via the processes outlined in section B.  In the case of new partners, the Dean of Faculty signs form B1 to initiate the process of approving the partner, which stands also as the faculty’s confirmation of the suitability of the Articulation Agreement.  If the proposed Articulation Agreement is with an existing partner, the process goes directly to the approval of the Articulation Agreement. 

59. Approval of the partner (see section B) is subject to the usual University requirements of a due diligence process and partner approval by AD

60. Following recommendation of partner approval by AD, the Faculty in conjunction with AQS (where required), produces an Articulation Agreement XE "Articulation Agreement"  Document that stands as a contract between the University and the partner (template H3). 
61. AQS in discussion with the Faculty as appropriate sets up a panel to consider the articulation arrangements. This will include the report of an external subject expert identified by the Faculty on form C2. 
62. Before articulation agreements can come into effect, the Articulation Agreement XE "Articulation Agreement"  Document must have been signed by both parties and approval must have been granted by an appropriately constituted panel of the University.

63. The Agreement will be drawn-up on a standard template (template H3).  The Articulation Agreement XE "Articulation Agreement"  will:

· state its specific and explicit purpose (eg. this prior programme will allow direct entry to KU course x and at “what” stage)

· state the partner(s) involved

· be time limited to five years

· will require the arrangement to be reviewed in order to test the prior programme remains current, relevant and appropriate

· state that the partner provider must alert KU to any material changes to the status and delivery of the prior programme

· state the terms and use of any promotional materials (normally KU will approve any materials that use the University’s name)

· state the roles of the persons who will take responsibility for the management of the delivery of the programmes and with liaison responsibility in both partners

· state any staff development requirements

· state any additional specific Quality Assurance requirements associated with the partnership (eg. for assuring the standards in the prior programme)

· state any support arrangements for learners, before, during and after transfer to KU

· explicitly state any additional requirements for direct entry to the KU programme (eg. English language competence etc)

· state the ways in which the Agreement can be terminated and the consequent responsibilities of the partners

Approval of the Agreement

64. The purpose of approval is to ensure that the accredited course satisfies the requirements of the associated University programme and to ensure that sufficient monitoring is in place to guarantee currency. 

65. All articulations are subject to University approval, which requires the documentation to be reviewed by an external subject expert.

66. AQS require the completed form H2 with all associated evidence to be submitted five weeks prior to a sitting of an appropriately constituted panel.  The panel must have seen the documentation at least three months before the Articulation Agreement XE "Articulation Agreement"  is due to come into effect.  

Evidence required
67. Evidence requirements for Articulation Agreements are as follows:

a. Evidence that the mapping of the prior programme against the KU named award to which it is intended to allow credit transfer has been carried out.  This must be undertaken by the KU course team who are close to the curriculum.  Mapping serves to determine that students are at the right level with appropriate pre-requisites, and knowledge to join the KU programme of study.  Academic staff will also review broad equivalence (student support, learning resources, teaching, learning and assessment methods) to ensure that transfer to KU is likely to be academically as smooth as possible for students. 

Note:  Existing KU partners and UK HEIs will only need to provide evidence of the specific mapping related to the new articulation agreement 

b. Faculty QA mechanisms that will be built into the Articulation Agreement XE "Articulation Agreement" , over and above the University monitoring requirements.

c. Anonymised samples of student work of at least 10% of cohort (or sufficient to make a judgement of the application of standards and marking criteria, if cohorts are small) from the sections of the prior programme being articulated.  Samples should demonstrate pass, borderline and fail. Where grades are being recognised on the University transcript, samples should also demonstrate the use of the grade scales.  Marking schemes should be provided.  (Not required if there is a current NARIC recognition statement provided as part of evidence f). 

(i) The sample should be sufficient to demonstrate students’ achievement across the credit which will be recognised at the highest level, (for example all the level 5 credit in an articulation onto a final year of an undergraduate degree).  To illustrate, in a theoretical prior programme structured similarly to KU programmes with eight 15 credit modules per year, the evidence should be a sample of 6 students’ work for each module; a total of 56 samples in total. 
(ii) It is noted that many prior programmes will not reflect the structure of the KU programme onto which they are being mapped.  Please use Dii of Form H2 to describe the nature of assessment of the prior programme, how the sample of student work demonstrates achievement across the equivalent KU credit and define the proposed sample size. AAB will determine whether this is sufficient for quality assurance purposes.  Where further work is required this will be set as a condition of approval. AAB will also approve future sampling arrangements for monitoring. 
d. A proposal of sample size from the prior programme for ongoing monitoring purposes, based on predictions of student intake through the Articulation Agreement XE "Articulation Agreement" . 

e. Details of the typical qualifications and experience of assessors at the articulating institution (including those of the course leader), and information on the procedures that ensure the quality control of assessment at the articulating institution. 

f. Secure testimonials and other evidence, where appropriate, on the standing and recognition of the qualification locally and nationally (eg. British Council, NARIC recognition statement, independent verification).

g. The need for other requirements, for example English Language qualifications/approved courses completed, bridging programmes etc

68. Where the articulating programme is in a different language, all evidence must be provided in translation.

69. The panel has the power to approve Articulation Agreements on behalf of the QAC and if in doubt may request further evidence and/or set conditions of approval.

70. QAC may request modifications to the sampling sizes proposed by the faculty.

71. The Faculty is informed of the decision by AQS directly after the sitting of the panel.  Where conditions have been set, the Articulation Agreement XE "Articulation Agreement"  cannot come into effect until these have been met. 

72. Two Articulation Agreements are signed by both parties, each then retaining one.  The University’s original copy is held in the Academic Registry and a copy is sent to the faculty.

73. Once final approval has been recorded and the Articulation Agreement XE "Articulation Agreement"  has been signed by both parties, the faculty is authorised to take on students via the Articulation Agreement.

74. Students following agreed articulated courses do not register with the University until they have successfully completed the course identified as articulating with the University programme.  At this stage they are required to complete an application form and enrol in the usual way.  The faculty will identify the extent of advanced standing owing to the Articulation Agreement XE "Articulation Agreement" , and this is recorded on the students’ transcripts.

Monitoring Articulation Agreements

75. The articulation agreement is monitored through a number of mechanisms: 

· annual visits to the partner

· the moderation of coursework and assessment at the partner course including sampling (anonymised) by the external examiner at the MAB where equivalent KU work is being sampled, as agreed at the QAC
· the progress and performance of students on a KU programme having entered via the articulation

76. Any issues relating to the articulating institution are gathered by the Faculty point of contact for the Articulation Agreement XE "Articulation Agreement"  with that institution.  S/he will provide a short annual report on the Agreement for QAC using form H4.  The faculty monitors articulations at the appropriate BoS.

77. The University monitors articulations via QAC, which considers annual articulation reports and external examiner reports. 

78. Articulation Agreements cover five cohorts on the prior programme. Where advanced standing is more than one year (e.g. 2+1 on a Bachelors degree) the agreement is signed for three years, which covers five cohorts on the prior programme. AQS keeps a schedule of agreed Articulation Agreements and alerts the Faculty a year in advance of an agreement lapsing and the need for re-approval.  This will be at minimum the re-approval of the collaborative partner (see section B) and a full review of the annual reports, External Examiner XE "External Examiner:EE"  Reports and Board of Study XE "Board of Study:BoS"  minutes, and any other evidence as determined by QAC. 

79. The costs of the Articulation Agreement XE "Articulation Agreement"  process will be recovered from the prospective partner.  50% of the fee will be payable during the planning stage, once the Articulation Agreement has been approved to proceed to an approval panel.  The remaining 50% will be payable after the approval of the articulation agreement (see Introduction (iv) for information relating to the current fee payable by the partner).  It is usual practice for AQS to bill the faculty proposing the partnership for the required amount, and for the faculty to recover the sum from the partner.

Note:  The articulation agreement fee is not levied on associate colleges which are in receipt of HEFCE funding through the University

Progression Agreements

80. Where a progression agreement aims to facilitate entry at course start, it does not come under the remit of the AQSH.  The agreement is signed by the DVC XE "PVC (Academic Support and Student Services)" , and the International Office is informed.  The signed agreement is held by University Secretary’s Department.

Progression Agreements with Advanced Standing

81. Such agreements constitute the accreditation of prior learning and as such require as a minimum the following evidence:

· mapping of curricula

· testing of the currency of learning, or an imposed time limit on individual applicants

· sampling of work

82. Progression agreements are based on the template H6, and are signed on the basis that curriculum matching has taken place between the relevant programmes of the two institutions.  As these agreements constitute the awarding of credit, the completed agreement is submitted to AQS, for annual reporting to QAC. 
83. The marketing of Progression Agreements must be closely monitored to ensure that potential applicants do not have inflated expectations. The partner institution can market the route onto KU awards as a potential progression opportunity. The Faculty is responsible for monitoring partner marketing material. AQS and/or International Office will undertake random auditing of partner marketing material to ensure appropriateness.

84. The Progression Agreement is signed by the DVC.  Two copies of the signed document are sent to the partner for counter-signing and one of these copies is returned and held by the University Secretary’s Department.

85. There is an onus on Kingston University to ensure that the mapping undertaken as part of the agreement process continues to reflect current practice.  This can be done by one of two methods:

· an annual mapping exercise, or monitoring process whereby curriculum changes are reported to the University faculty (this is the preferable method where the progression agreement facilitates annual applications)

· the student provides the curriculum of their programme of study on application, allowing a mapping exercise at the point of entry (this method can be used when the progression agreement is utilised only infrequently by students)

86. Where a mapping exercise alone is sufficient for APCL it will not elucidate the full evidence requirements for international institutions, which might be working to significantly different assessment and grading criteria.  To ensure that the applicants have reached the sufficient level of attainment on the prior programme, the faculty will need to undertake one of two activities:

· Where there are annual applications, the faculty should sample anonymised student work from the institution to monitor levels of attainment on the programme;

· Where there are only infrequent applications, the faculty must either:

· request some examples of the applicant’s work for consideration as part of the application process; or 

· where work is not available set an appropriate test or task to determine the level of attainment of the candidate  

87. All work must be provided in English.

Masters Awards by Learning Agreement
Introduction

88. The purpose of MALA is to recognise the significant extent of University level learning that occurs in the work place, and to make available a means of recognising and awarding achievement within the QAA qualifications framework descriptors. 

89. The main detail relating to MALA can be found in the Masters Awards by Learning Agreement Framework Document.  The process that follows intends to show how the faculty level procedures as outlined in the Framework Document articulate with University processes and should be read alongside the Framework Document.

Documentation

90. The three tier documentation that defines the MALA is:

91. The Framework Specification

This is owned by QAC and is applied to all MALAs.  QAC reviews the framework specification annually for fitness and modifies where deemed necessary.  Changes may come as a result of: changes to the QAA descriptors; feedback from the relevant BoS; External Examiner XE "External Examiner:EE"  comments.  When the specification is modified, these modifications are applied to all future MALAs following the ratification of the changes by QAC.  Changes are not usually retrospectively applied.

92. The Generic Programme Specification XE "Programme Specification"  

This is the document that underpins the award title and is unique to each award title approved.  It is owned by the faculty committee responsible for quality and approved by QAC.  Whilst the specification must be flexible enough to arch over any number of specific learning agreements, it must specify the subject outcomes sufficiently to allow QAC to monitor the nature of the learning agreements being developed under its umbrella.

93. The Learning Agreement 

This is negotiated between the student or the employer and the faculty and approved at faculty level.  It acts as the full specification of the agreed programme, and must clearly link into the generic programme specification and the framework specification (ie. is coherent in terms of content and is pitched at the correct level).  Individual MALAs are either standard sets of learning outcomes applicable within an established professional setting or individually negotiated between the applicant and the identified academic.
Levels of Monitoring and Approval

94. The framework is monitored by QAC.

95. Programme specifications are approved by the QAC.  They are always reviewed by an external subject expert who reports to the QAC.

96. Changes to the programme specification are approved by Faculty Quality Committees.  The committee must be satisfied that all LAs under the programme specification continue to map into it. 

97. New cohort learning agreements are considered by a subject expert and reported to the FQC.

98. Changes to learning agreements

· minor changes can be agreed at the Board of study

· major changes are reviewed by a subject expert and reported to the FQC

99. Exceptionally, a cohort approach requires individualised learning agreements and the learning agreement is negotiated with each student.  In these instances the final agreement is considered by a subject expert and reported to the Board of Study XE "Board of Study:BoS" .

Process (MALA)

100. Applications are made to or directed to the appropriate faculty.

101. The faculty determines whether this is an individual or a cohort arrangement.  Cohort agreements are those negotiated on behalf of a single employer for a number of potential students, including phased applications. 

102. If it is an individual application, the faculty determines whether this falls under an existing approved generic programme specification.  If so, the continued process falls under the remit of the MALA framework management document (see section 9 of the MALA framework management document).

103. New titles will only be considered for cohorts.  Thus individual applications must identify the approved title and if one does not exist, the application cannot be progressed.  (Faculties should avoid titles that may overlap and thus be confused with existing ones that carry external recognition and/or confer licence to practice). 

104. If it is a cohort, the faculty must determine the type of partner.  There are four distinct types of partner: 

· Existing partner

· Employer with no further input

· Employer seeking blanket APL for accreditation of prior programme

· Employer, or third party training provider or consortium of both, with delivery inputs

Employer with no input

105. If the employer is seeking no further input into design or delivery of the award or the employer is an existing partner, the faculty determines whether the application falls under existing programme specifications.  If so, the continued process falls under the remit of the MALA framework management document (see section 9 of the MALA framework management document).

106. If the application proves to require a new award title, the faculty completes form A2, outlining their application for a new award title, and submits this to AD. 

107. Once AD recommends the request to go to approval, the faculty submit a generic programme specification for the new award title to QAC, along with:

· Draft Cohort Learning Agreement

· Contextual document based on the A2

· Evidence of support from the relevant Head of School XE "Head of School:HoS"  

· Draft student handbook XE "Student Handbook:student handbook" .

108. AQS will send the submitted paperwork to an external subject expert (equivalent role to external panel member, see section C for criteria) to report to QAC.  Therefore, submission of the programme specification should be made five weeks prior to the sitting. 

Note: the faculty will be requested to nominate an external expert using form C2.

109. QAC approves the proposal and title, or requests further information or rejects the proposal.

110. Once approved the continued process falls under the remit of the MALA framework management document (see section 18 of the MALA framework management document).

Employer seeking blanket APL towards an award

111. Irrespective of the extent of the credit being sought, this is regarded as an articulation.  The procedure for Articulation set out in paragraphs 54-79 is followed.  As the prior programme(s) of the partner is articulating onto the MALA framework, the mapping is done onto the generic programme specification and the framework specification.  To ensure there is sufficient evidence, the faculty is required to provide programme information equivalent to the credit rating exercise (see paragraph 122).

Employer, or third party training provider or consortium of both, with delivery inputs

112. This includes any partnership with structured delivery inputs and associated assessment (formative or summative) that has a direct link to the outcomes in the learning agreement. 

113. If it is an existing partner the Faculty complete form A2 and submit this to AD for approval.  The process continues at paragraph 117.

114. For new partners due diligence and partnership approval must take place. The overarching criterion for determining whether an employer or third party deliverer should be a partner is when the potential partner’s involvement in the programme is essential and were they to withdraw, the student’s chances of completion would be potentially hindered.  That is, the employer and/or deliverer have some influence on the negotiation of the learning agreement and its subsequent implementation which is essential for the University to assess the work and award the appropriate qualification.  For example, the partner undertakes some of the summative assessment, or the delivery of training inputs has an effect on the portfolio production and the assessment schedule.  In addition, where there may be significant cross-marketing and/or the need to protect Intellectual Property Rights between partners then it is recommended that the partnership is formalised and framed by a University Institutional Agreement XE "Institutional Agreement"  and monitored through the Joint Executive Committee XE "Executive Committee" .

115. Once it is determined that a formal partnership must be documented, form B1 is sent to AD to seek approval to proceed. 

116. If AD approve the proposal, a due diligence process is undertaken and the partnership is submitted to the AD for consideration (see section B).

117. The faculty complete form A2 and submit it to AD to be viewed concurrently with the Due Diligence XE "Due Diligence"  report.  The faculty may opt to await the decision of the AD before completing form A2, which would then be submitted to the following AD.

118. If AD approves the partnership and/or form A2 it will also determine whether a University validation XE "validation"  is required.  If AD deems a University validation is not required, it will recommend a faculty validation.   

119. Criteria for University validation XE "validation"  are:

	Design of the generic learning agreement


	delivery
	Assessment



	120. 
	Workshop/

structured input
	supervision
	121. 

	where partner inputs are essential for a given cohort and/or are required in terms of the Agreement

Any summative assessment activities 
	More than a quarter of the nominal structured input of taught equivalent (15 hrs for PGCert, 30hrs for PGDip)*
	Any academic supervision.

NB: workplace mentoring not considered 
	Any summative assessment




*based on one hour class time for one credit


In addition, where the partner is not based in the UK and/or the delivery inputs are done in a language other than English, the development will go to University validation XE "validation" .


The validation XE "validation"  process (see section C) applies and will require the following documents:

· Liaison document – must show how KU maintain QA of delivery

· Student handbook – must show relationship between the delivery inputs and the University award

· Staff development policy

· Draft (at least) of the learning agreement

· Details of the structured input (as determined by AD)

· The generic programme specification.

122. Once validated, the continuing process falls under the remit of the MALA framework management document (see section 18 of the MALA framework management document).

Credit rating of external programmes of study

Introduction

123. Credit rating of external programmes of study leads to the recognition of general credit.  It requires the mapping of the programme outcomes into the appropriate QAA qualification descriptors (in the Framework for higher education qualifications on England, Wales and Northern Ireland) and the calculation of the amount of credit. QAA guidelines state a minimum of 10 notional learning hours equates to one credit.  The minimum amount of credit the University will recognise is 15, equating to one standard module. 

124. This procedure is used to allocate credit for modules/short courses which are not part of an award bearing programme.  Credit rating does not require mapping into a University programme.  If the external programme is to be mapped into University curricula in order to recognise it towards a full University award, then the process is either APCL for individual cases, or Articulation for cohort recognition. 

Process (Credit rating)

125. Enquiries for credit rating are made or directed to the appropriate faculty.  Once the faculty decides to go ahead with the credit rating it nominates a subject expert to work with the client to develop the evidence required to show that the external programme reflects equivalent University learning.  This will include:

· consideration of the nature of the intake

· the learning and/or training objectives of the programme and how these rate against University level descriptors

· assessment strategy and criteria

· any evidence of progression within the programme, or as a result of undertaking the programme.

126. Proposals are submitted to the QAC for consideration and approval.  The QAC may decide that the credit-rating exercise should be undertaken by a specially convened panel, to consider the proposal in more detail and to engage in dialogue with members of the team submitting the proposal.  The panel will have delegated powers to approve the credit rating on behalf of QAC.  

127. The objective of the credit-rating exercise will be:

· to consider the rationale for the proposal

· to evaluate the level of credit to be awarded

· to evaluate the programme to be credit-rated in terms of learning outcomes and the assessment of learning outcomes

· to ensure that learning outcomes are expressed in terms of knowledge, skills and competence

· to ensure that learning outcomes are properly assessed and involve adequate external independent examiners

· to consider proposals for monitoring and quality assurance

· to evaluate whether the programme will be offered in an environment appropriate for the award of HE credit

Documentation

128. QAC receives the following documentation to assist their consideration of the proposal:

· A rationale for the proposal - this should include details of the intended market and student group and details of any external company or professional body involved in delivery

· Programme details - this should include the aims and outcomes of the programme, the learning and teaching strategy, assessment strategy, length of programme and delivery mode
· Module(s) Template 

· Resources document - this should include CVs of staff delivering the programme; details of the learning environment (eg. library, IT); details of any learning support

· Details of the monitoring and quality assurance processes - this should include categories of membership and timing of assessment boards and details of external examining and course monitoring arrangements

129. If the external programme is successfully credit rated, the faculty is informed and the client can apply for certificates of credit.  Credit recognised as part of this process cannot be used directly for APCL because the credit is not mapped to specific curricula.  If an individual seeks admission onto a University programme with advanced standing based on a credit rated programme, additional mapping is required to determine the extent of exemptions possible (see APCL process, paragraph 28).  

130. The University will charge the faculty a standard fee for the process of credit rating (see Introduction (iii)) which should be passed on to the client.  Faculties should determine a charge for the consultation and production of evidence on a case by case basis.

Monitoring

131. QAC will recommend monitoring activities to ensure continued currency over the approved period, based a selection of the following activities:

· Sampling of anonymised student work each cycle

· Attending assessment boards – minutes of boards

· QAC – review cycle every two years

· Annual reports to the QAC.
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Form H1

Student request for recognition of prior and/or experiential learning

Initial Profile Form

	Name


	

	Address


	

	Telephone Number
	Work
	Home



	E-mail address


	


If you have already applied to, or been accepted on, a course at Kingston University please provide details of this below.

	Course Title:



	Application made 


	Place offered





	If you have been given a reference number by the University, please specify: 

………………..


Outline of Prior Learning

The following sections of the form ask for details of prior learning of various forms:  Certificated Prior Learning, Prior Formal Learning which has not been assessed, and Experiential Learning.  A brief description of the types of activity which should be included is given under each heading.

Certificated Prior Learning
Certificated prior learning is learning which has been gained as part of a formal programme of study, which has been assessed, and for which a qualification has been awarded.  Such learning can include:  HE qualifications, professional qualifications, National Vocational Qualifications, courses which have been credit rated by other HE institutions.

	Qualification
	Institution/

Awarding Body
	Subject(s) Studied
	Dates 

From      To                

	
	
	
	


Formal Learning which has not been Assessed

Prior formal learning which has not been assessed is likely to come in the form of training courses (either in-house or provided by training organisations) or some form of continuing professional development.  These courses may form part of your claim for experiential learning.

	Title of Course
	Organisation Providing the Course
	Main Subject Content
	Dates and Duration

	
	
	
	


Experiential Learning

This section should include a brief outline of experiences which have provided the basis for the learning which will be contained in your APEL claim.  A range of activities can be included where appropriate - for example, work experience, activities undertaken in a voluntary capacity, interests which have been pursued to a level of expertise etc.

	Posts Held/Context of Learning


	Main Responsibilities
	Employer/Organisation
	Dates

	
	
	
	


Additional Information
Please provide any additional information that you feel may be relevant in support of your application for APEL.

	


When completed, please return this form to your faculty

Form H2

Articulation Proposal Form

Note: Eight copies of this proposal and any supporting evidence should be submitted to AQS three weeks before the relevant sitting of AAB, which must be at least four months before the Articulation Agreement XE "Articulation Agreement"  will come into effect.

Where future quality assurance arrangements are likely to be complex, an early discussion with AQS is encouraged.

Approval of an Articulation Agreement XE "Articulation Agreement" 
An Articulation Agreement XE "Articulation Agreement"  applies when a course in a partner institution is recognised for credit and any student completing that course (and any other additional requirements) has the right to join a University programme.  Such arrangements fall within the remit of the QAA UK Quality Code, Chapter B10, Management of Collaborative Provision.  The University has a responsibility to approve Articulation Agreements in a way that is likely to ensure that students joining the University course have an equal chance of success compared to any other student following that course.  When an agreement has been approved the University also has the responsibility to quality assure the relationship to show that the planned outcomes of the agreement occur and continue to occur.

A. 
The Partnership

	(i)
	Partner Institution

	
	

	(ii)
	Has Institutional Approval XE "Institutional Approval:IA"  been given to the proposed partner 
YES/NO
If “no” is Institutional Approval XE "Institutional Approval:IA"  been concurrently sought (please provide details)



	(iii)
	Sponsoring Faculty(s)

	
	

	(iv)
	Sponsoring School(s)/Departments

	
	

	(v)
	Name of Kingston University contact responsible for this submission

	
	

	(vi)
	Name of Kingston University member of staff who will be responsible for implementation of the agreement if different to (v) (University Point-of Contact Officer)

	
	

	(vii)
	Name, title, role and contact details of main contact person in partner institution

	
	


B.
The Prior Course

	(i)
	Title of prior course

	
	

	(ii)
	Nature of prior course (eg. is it a nationally recognised qualification within a   

recognised qualification framework etc).  Is it “off the shelf” or has it been partly or wholly designed for the purpose of articulation (see section H, paragraph 67)

	
	Note: where appropriate supply information and evidence of the standing and recognition of the qualification locally and nationally (overseas this might include evidence from the British Council, NARIC statement or other forms of independent verification). 



	(iii)
	What Kingston University courses will articulate with the prior course?

	
	

	(iv)
	What is the likely impact on the Kingston University course(s) of groups of students from the prior course?

	
	


C.
Summary * Evidence of a Match of the Prior Course to the Kingston University Course(s)


*Note: the primary responsibility for curriculum matching lies with the recipient course team.  This section of the proposal requires summaries only so that it is possible to assess the QA arrangements that should be built into the Articulation Agreement XE "Articulation Agreement" . 

	(i)
	Is the prior course taught and assessed in English
YES/NO



	
	If “no” please provide details



	(ii)
	What is the evidence of curriculum content matching of the prior course to that which students will join? (see section H, paragraph 66a)

	
	

	(iii)
	What is the evidence that the academic standards reached in the prior course are appropriate for entry to the articulated Kingston University course(s)? (see section H, paragraph 66c)

	
	

	(iv)
	Do the learning, teaching and assessment styles of the prior courses match those at the University?  If not, what will be done to ease the transition of students? (see section H, paragraph 66a)



	(v)
	What are the typical qualifications of teachers and assessors on the prior programme at the partner institution?



	(vi)
	Do student support arrangements (academic, pastoral and general) match those at the University?  If not, what will be done to ease the transition of students? (see section H, paragraph 67a and 67g)

	
	

	(vii)
	Are there any additional requirements to be placed on conditions of entry to the University for all students taking the prior course? (e.g. English Language qualification etc) (see section H, paragraph 67)

	
	

	(viii)
	What transition and/or induction arrangements will be put in place for students joining the University?

	
	


D.
Quality Assurance Arrangements

	(i)
	In the space below propose any faculty quality assurance arrangements that are likely to be necessary throughout the life of the Articulation Agreement XE "Articulation Agreement"  to ensure that students are likely to have an equal opportunity for success on the articulated University course as any other students.  

	
	(Note: please indicate whether the costs of any arrangements have been agreed).



	(ii)
	As part of the University quality assurance work from the partner will need to be reviewed to ensure comparability of standards with the prior years of the KU course onto which the partner programme articulates.  Suggest a sample size based on expected uptake, to ensure sufficient confidence in comparability of standards


E.
Articulation Agreement XE "Articulation Agreement" 

A draft Articulation Agreement XE "Articulation Agreement"  is not required as part of the approval process (see form H3) but should be submitted to Academic Quality and Standards either with their proposal form or as soon as possible after consideration of the form when the implications of any conditions of approval can be considered.

______________________________________________________________

Submission Approved by Supporting Faculty

Dean (or authorised nominee) ………………………………………………………

Date ……………………………………………………………………………………

Template H3

Articulation Agreement XE "Articulation Agreement" 
ARTICULATION AGREEMENT

BETWEEN

KINGSTON UNIVERSITY

AND

[NAME]

This agreement is made this [DATE]

between 

KINGSTON UNIVERSITY HIGHER EDUCATION CORPORATION whose address is River House, 53-57 High Street, Kingston-upon-Thames, KT1 1LQ (‘Kingston’)

and

[NAME] whose address is [ADDRESS] (the ‘Institution’)

Now it is hereby agreed: 

DEFINITIONS

"Applicants" 
means individuals on a Named Course at the Institution wishing to come to Kingston to study on a Named Course who pay full Course Fees. 

“Articulation Agreement XE "Articulation Agreement" ”
means an agreement whereby Kingston recognises a course of an Institution for prior credit (APL) for entry to a University Award.

"Confidential Information"
means information of a confidential nature (including trade secrets and information of commercial value) known to Kingston and concerning Kingston and its products, together with all information provided to the Institution by Kingston in connection with this Agreement and marked "confidential"; completed Application Forms and correspondence with applicants; and any other information, which, if disclosed, may be liable to cause harm to Kingston. 

"Course Fees" 
means the non-EU course fees for the relevant Kingston Named Course, at the time of undertaking the course of study, as amended from time to time by Kingston and publicised on the internet web site www.kingston.ac.uk
 “Force Majeure”
means any cause preventing either party from performing any or all of its obligations which arises from or is attributable to acts, events, omissions or accidents beyond the reasonable control of the party so prevented including, without limitation, strikes, lockouts or other industrial disputes (whether involving the workforce of the party so prevented or any other party) act of God, war, an act of terrorism, riot, civil commotion, malicious damage, compliance with any law or governmental order, rule, regulation or direction, accident, breakdown of plant or machinery, fire, flood, or storm.

"Named Course(s)" 
means any of the taught programmes listed in Annex 1.

"UCAS" 
means the Universities and Colleges Admissions Service which runs a recruiting service for students in the UK

1)
Purpose and Form of Collaboration

This Agreement relates to the transfer of students from the Institution from a Named Course(s) to a Named Course at Kingston.  Kingston agrees to recognise and grant automatic entry to applicants from the Institution to enter a programme of study at Kingston at a specified level, provided those applicants meet the requirements set out in this Agreement.

The Table in Annex 1 identifies the agreed routes from the Institution’s Named Courses to the relevant Kingston Named Courses.  Further course arrangements may be proposed and mutually agreed in future and will be incorporated in a supplement to this Agreement.

Annex 2 outlines the quality assurance arrangements that should be put in place to assure the ongoing quality of the Articulation Agreement XE "Articulation Agreement" .

2)
Approval of Agreement

As part of its quality assurance role the University will evaluate and determine the quality and ability of the Associate to deliver and assess the prior programme to assure ongoing credit. This is an approvals event. The University will require the agreement to be formerly considered at an Approval and Accreditation Board, which will include the input of an external subject expert.  The University’s regulations state that the commencement of an institutional contract (such as this Agreement) is effective only when the conditions of approval are met.

The cost of the approvals event is borne by the Associate. The University will provide the outcomes of the approval, by means of minutes of the committee, to the Associate.  The conditions of approval must be met before the University agrees to provide the services and support set out in this Agreement. 

The approvals event shall be in the sole discretion of the University, and shall not be subject to the provisions of clauses 11 and 14 of this Agreement as to termination or mediation

3)
Acceptance of Applicants

In all cases acceptance of individual Applicants to the Named Course(s) at Kingston will be based upon:

i) successful completion of and graduation from the Institution’s Named Course and

ii) attainment of satisfactory level of achievement in English Language; and

iii) evidence of sufficient financial resources on the part of the Applicant, or their sponsor, to cover the tuition fees and related living costs for the period to be spent at Kingston; and

iv) the total number of Applicants being no greater than [X]; and 

v) written confirmation from the Institution as to i) and ii) above.

4)
Notification of Change in Curriculum

i) This Agreement is based upon the curriculum of the Institution and of Kingston at the date of signing.  

ii) Any changes made to the Institution’s curriculum will be notified to Kingston by the Institution within a reasonable time and in any event no later than 30 days after such changes have been approved by the Institution.

5)
Process of Application 

i)
Applications will not be considered on an individual basis as satisfactory completion of the prerequisites outlined in Annex 1 will guarantee entry to Applicants from the Institution. 

ii)
Undergraduate Applicants are, however, required to complete a UCAS application form (www.ucas.com) prior to enrolment at the University.  Postgraduate Applicants are required to apply directly to Kingston (details available on www.kingston.ac.uk).  

iii)
Kingston retains the right to verify any Applicant’s identification and to request additional information from the Institution about any Applicant where appropriate.

6)
Institution’s Duties

The Institution will

i) promote and publicise the Agreement and the opportunity it offers to its students; and 

ii) identify an office and/or member of staff at the Institution where students interested in continuing their studies at Kingston can find information and advice on how to do so; and

iii) appoint a member of staff to act as the academic point of contact for each subject area between the two Parties; and 

iv) ensure that the level of English of Applicants meets the level required by Kingston; and

v) provide a main point of contact for Kingston at the Institution being [NAME in eg the Administrative Office].

7)
Kingston’s Duties

Kingston will

i) provide prospectuses, information, publicity and other materials to support the Institution in promoting and publicising the programme; and

ii) appoint a member of staff to act as the academic point of contact for each subject area between the two Parties; and 

iii) establish an efficient process for the admission of Applicants to Kingston; and

iv) provide a main point of contact for the Institution at Kingston being [NAME in the Faculty].

8)
Financial arrangements

i) In general terms, the costs of activities undertaken by staff of either Party will be borne by the staff member or Party themselves, except where explicitly exempted above.

ii) Successful Applicants will be responsible for their tuition, living, travel and other expenses while studying at Kingston.  

iii) Any financial issues not clearly covered by these provisions will be the subject of mutual agreement between the two Parties, and will be annexed as a Schedule 3 to this Agreement.

9)
Duration

i) This Agreement will commence on the date above and continue for [X – NB not to exceed 5 years] years from that date.  

ii) Renewal of the Agreement will be dependent on a review of the arrangements carried out the year prior to the end of the term of the Agreement, and the signing of a new Agreement.

iii) The duration of this Agreement may be extended by mutual agreement in writing between the Parties.  

iv) In any event this Agreement, and any renewals of it under ii) & iii) above, shall not continue for more than 5 years, without the Articulation process (including due diligence) being completed in full again.  

10)
Non-Exclusive Agreement

This Agreement is not an exclusive agreement.  For the avoidance of doubt neither Party shall be prevented from entering into other articulation agreements (or similar) with other Institutions by virtue of entering into this Agreement.

11)
Termination 

i) 
Kingston may terminate this Agreement immediately by giving written notice to the Institution: 

a)
if the Institution is in material breach of this Agreement (and for the avoidance of doubt any breach of confidentiality imposed herein shall be regarded as a material breach for the purposes of this Agreement) and, where the breach is capable of remedy the Institution fails to remedy such breach within thirty days after service of a written notice from Kingston specifying the breach and requiring it to be remedied; 

b)
if the Institution should become bankrupt or insolvent, or an administrator or receiver is appointed, or enter into any arrangement with its creditors or take or suffer any similar actions in consequence of a debt, or ceases or threatens to cease to carry on business; 

c)
if there should be any material change in the management or control of the Institution; 

d)
if the Institution engages in any conduct prejudicial to the reputation of Kingston or its marketing generally; 

e)
if the Institution purports to assign any or all of this Agreement to a third party without Kingston's consent. 

ii)
This Agreement may be terminated by either Party with a minimum of 6 months’ written notice to the other at the address above PROVIDED THAT there is no adverse effect on any Applicants currently studying at Kingston, who should expect to be able to complete their studies once they have commenced.

iii)
The termination of this Agreement howsoever arising is without prejudice to the rights duties and liabilities of either Party accrued prior to termination. The clauses in this Agreement which expressly or impliedly have effect after termination shall continue to be enforceable notwithstanding termination. 

iv)
On termination of this Agreement howsoever arising, Kingston will not be liable to pay any sums to the Institution, save that the Institution will be entitled to receive commission, as per clause 7 iii), on current first year Applicants for whom commission remains outstanding, and must destroy or return (as directed by Kingston) all information relating to Kingston within one month of termination. 

12) 
Tax 

i)
All sums payable under this Agreement are, unless otherwise stated, inclusive of VAT and other duties or taxes. 

ii)
The Institution is responsible for all income tax, National Insurance, VAT or other payments and liabilities connected with any commission paid by Kingston to the Institution.

iii) 
Kingston is responsible for all tax or other payments and liabilities connected with any profit made by Kingston from the recruitment of Applicants via the Institution. Each Party is responsible for complying with its local tax regulations relating to this Agreement.

13) 
Publicity and Intellectual Property 

i) 
Kingston’s written approval must be obtained before the Institution may use any materials for marketing or publicity in relation to the Named Courses. The Institution will make all stationery, specification sheets or other advertising sales or promotional material, literature or information to be used in connection with the marketing of the Named Courses available for inspection by Kingston. 

ii) 
The Institution acknowledges that Kingston's rights to any intellectual property used on or in relation to Kingston's business and the goodwill connected with that are Kingston's property and the Institution accepts that it is only permitted to use such intellectual property for the purposes of and during the term of this Agreement and only as authorised by Kingston. 

iii) 
Except as expressly set out in this Agreement, nothing in this Agreement confers on the Institution any right or interest in any of the trademarks or trade names owned or licensed to Kingston or any right or licence to use or affix any such trademark to any product, nor will the Institution use any trade mark or trade names or get-up which resembles Kingston's trademarks or trading names or logos and which would therefore be likely to confuse or mislead the public or any section of the public. 

14) 
Miscellaneous 

i) 
The Institution may not assign, deal with, sub-contract, delegate or dispose of any of its rights under or delegate the burden of this Agreement without the prior written consent of Kingston. 

ii) 
No failure or delay by any Party to exercise any right, power or remedy will operate as a waiver of it nor will any partial exercise preclude any further exercise of the same, or of some other right, power or remedy. 

iii) 
This Agreement contains all the terms which the parties have agreed in relation to the subject matter of this Agreement and supersedes any prior written or oral agreements, representations or understanding between the Parties relating to such subject matter. Neither Party to this Agreement has been induced to enter into this Agreement by a statement or promise which it does not contain, save that this clause shall not exclude any liability which one Party would otherwise have to the other party in respect of any statement made fraudulently by that Party. 

iv) 
No variation to this Agreement shall be effective unless in writing signed by or on behalf of both Parties.  Any variation will be signed and dated and added to this Agreement as a Schedule.  

v) 
Nothing in this Agreement shall constitute or be deemed to constitute a partnership between Kingston and the Institution. 

vi)
Should any dispute arise regarding this Agreement, Kingston and the Institution agree to refer the dispute in the first instance to the Vice-Chancellor XE "Vice-Chancellor:VC"  of Kingston, who will appoint a member of the Senior Management Group to make a decision. If that decision is not accepted by either of the Parties the dispute should be referred to mediation, in all but the most exceptional circumstances, before reference is made to arbitration or to the Courts.

vii)
The Institution has no authority to accept fees or any other monies on behalf of Kingston.  

viii)
The Institution undertakes to provide Kingston with any reports (public or internal) which describe the quality of the provision in the Institution.

15) 
Notices 

i) 
Any notice, demand or communication in connection with this Agreement will be in writing and may be delivered by airmail post or facsimile (but not by e-mail) addressed to the other party at its address at the beginning of this Agreement or its address as the case may be stated in clause 14 below. Notices should be marked for the attention of the Head of International Development for Kingston or [   NAME] for the Institution as the case may be (or such address or person as one party shall be notified in writing to the other in accordance with this clause 14. 

ii) 
The notice, demand or communication will be deemed sufficiently given if it is provided that the same has been duly committed to the post in a properly addressed and prepaid envelope and will be deemed to have been duly served 14 days after being posted or if delivered by facsimile, at the time of transmission, provided that a confirming copy is sent by airmail post to the other Party within 24 hours after transmission. 

iii) 
The addresses for the parties are as follows: 

In the case of Kingston to:
In the case of the Institution to:

Kingston University 
 

River House 
[add contact details]

53-57 High Street 


Kingston-upon-Thames 


KT1 1LQ 


United Kingdom


Attention:  [Name]


Tel Number: +44 (0)20 8417 XXXX


Fax Number: +44 (0)20 8417 XXXX
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PROGRESSION AGREEMENT

BETWEEN

KINGSTON UNIVERSITY 

AND

[NAME]

This agreement is made this [DATE]

between 

KINGSTON UNIVERSITY HIGHER EDUCATION CORPORATION whose address is River House, 53-57 High Street, Kingston-upon-Thames, KT1 1LQ (‘Kingston’)

and

[NAME] whose address is [ADDRESS] (the ‘Institution’)

Now it is hereby agreed: 

DEFINITIONS

"Applicants" 
means individuals on a course at the Institution wishing to come to Kingston to study on a Kingston course who pay full Course Fees. 

“Progression Agreement XE "Progression Agreement" ”
means an agreement whereby Kingston and another Higher Education Institution (‘HEI’) agree to support and facilitate individual Applicants in their attempt to progress from a course at that HEI to a course at Kingston.

"Confidential Information"
means information of a confidential nature (including trade secrets and information of commercial value) known to Kingston and concerning Kingston and its products, together with all information provided to the Institution by Kingston in connection with this Agreement and marked "confidential"; completed Application Forms and correspondence with applicants; and any other information, which, if disclosed, may be liable to cause harm to Kingston. 

“Commencement Date”
means [INSERT COMMENCEMENT DATE]

"Course Fees" 
means the non-EU course fees for the relevant Kingston course, at the time of undertaking the course of study, as amended from time to time by Kingston and publicised on the internet web site www.kingston.ac.uk
 “Force Majeure”
means any cause preventing either party from performing any or all of its obligations which arises from or is attributable to acts, events, omissions or accidents beyond the reasonable control of the party so prevented including, without limitation, strikes, lockouts or other industrial disputes (whether involving the workforce of the party so prevented or any other party) act of God, war, an act of terrorism, riot, civil commotion, malicious damage, compliance with any law or governmental order, rule, regulation or direction, accident, breakdown of plant or machinery, fire, flood, or storm.

"UCAS" 
means the Universities and Colleges Admissions Service which runs a recruiting service for students in the UK

1)
Purpose and Form of Collaboration

This Agreement relates to the support of Applicants from the Institution on an Institution course, applying to a course at Kingston.  Kingston agrees to support Applicants and facilitate their application to progress from the Institution to a programme of study at Kingston at a specified level, provided those Applicants meet the requirements set out in this Agreement.  There is however no guarantee of entry to Kingston for any Applicant, and each Applicant will be treated on their individual merits.

2)
Acceptance of Applicants

In all cases acceptance of individual Applicants to any course at Kingston will be based upon (but not limited to) a minimum of the following:

i) successful completion of and graduation from the Institution’s course and

ii) attainment of satisfactory level of achievement in English Language; and

iii) evidence of sufficient financial resources on the part of the Applicant, or their sponsor, to cover the tuition fees and related living costs for the period to be spent at Kingston; and

iv) the total number of Applicants being no greater than [X]; and 

v) written confirmation from the Institution as to i) and ii) above.

3)
Notification of Change in Curriculum

i) This Agreement is based upon the curriculum of the Institution and of Kingston at the date of signing.  

ii) Any changes made or proposed changes to the Institution’s curriculum will be notified to Kingston by the Institution within a reasonable time and in any event no later than 30 days after such changes have been approved by the Institution.  

iii) Current curriculum information will be provided no later than 30 days after a request to support Kingston’s annual review of the Agreement.

iv) The Institution will keep an accurate record of the curriculum which will be integral to the decision to accept applicants (on entry or with advanced standing) and should comprise a description of the programme aims, learning outcomes (or equivalent) down to module/subject level, and teaching, learning and assessment methods.

4)
Process of Application 

i)
Applications will be considered on an individual basis and will need to include a copy of the curriculum they have followed at the Institution to allow Kingston to reconcile this information with its records.  

ii)
Undergraduate Applicants are required to complete a UCAS application form (www.ucas.com) prior to enrolment at the University.  Postgraduate Applicants are required to apply directly to Kingston (details available on www.kingston.ac.uk).  

v) Kingston retains the right to verify Applicant’s identification and to request additional information from the Institution about Applicants where appropriate.

vi) Kingston will request a sample of an Applicant’s work in order to assess the continued attainment levels on the prior programme. Where work is not forthcoming, the University may set an entry test/assignment or require other evidence (such as a portfolio of experience) to ensure that attainment on the prior programme is equivalent to attainment on the University programme(s) where credit is being awarded. 

5)
Institution’s Duties

The Institution will

i) promote and publicise the Agreement and the opportunity for support in Application to Kingston it offers to its students; and 

ii) identify an office and/or member of staff at the Institution where students interested in continuing their studies at Kingston can find information and advice on how to do so; and

iii) appoint a member of staff to act as the academic point of contact for each subject area between the two Parties; and 

iv) ensure that the level of English of Applicants meets the level required by Kingston; and

v) provide a main point of contact for Kingston at the Institution being [NAME in eg the Administrative Office].

6)
Kingston’s Duties

Kingston will

i) provide prospectuses, information, publicity and other materials to support the Institution in promoting and publicising the programme; and

ii) appoint a member of staff to act as the academic point of contact for each subject area between the two Parties; and 

iii) establish an efficient process for the admission of Applicants to Kingston; and

iv) provide a main point of contact for the Institution at Kingston being [NAME in the Faculty].

7)
Financial arrangements

i) In general terms, the costs of activities undertaken by staff of either Party will be borne by the staff member or Party themselves, except where explicitly exempted above.

ii) Successful Applicants will be responsible for their tuition, living, travel and other expenses while studying at Kingston.  

iii) Any financial issues not clearly covered by these provisions will be the subject of mutual agreement between the two Parties.

8)
Duration

i) This Agreement will take effect on the Commencement Date and shall, subject to any earlier termination under clause 10, continue for a period of  [X – NB not to exceed 5 years] years after which period it shall terminate automatically by expiry.   

ii) Renewal of the Agreement will be dependent on a review of the arrangements carried out the year prior to the end of the term of the Agreement, and the signing of a new Agreement.

iii) The duration of this Agreement may be extended by mutual agreement in writing between the Parties.  

iv) If appropriate and if the Parties agree, and following completion of the approval processes necessary at Kingston, this Agreement may be replaced by an Articulation Agreement XE "Articulation Agreement" , whereby Applicants are guaranteed admission to Kingston, and are not judged on individual merit.  

9)
Non-Exclusive Agreement

This Agreement is not an exclusive agreement.  For the avoidance of doubt neither Party shall be prevented from entering into other articulation agreements (or similar) with other Institutions by virtue of entering into this Agreement.

10)
Termination 

i) 
Kingston may terminate this Agreement immediately by giving written notice to the Institution: 

a)
if the Institution is in material breach of this Agreement (and for the avoidance of doubt any breach of confidentiality imposed herein shall be regarded as a material breach for the purposes of this Agreement) and, where the breach is capable of remedy the Institution fails to remedy such breach within thirty days after service of a written notice from Kingston specifying the breach and requiring it to be remedied; 

b)
if the Institution should become bankrupt or insolvent, or an administrator or receiver is appointed, or enter into any arrangement with its creditors or take or suffer any similar actions in consequence of a debt, or ceases or threatens to cease to carry on business; 

c)
if there should be any material change in the management or control of the Institution; 

d)
if the Institution engages in any conduct prejudicial to the reputation of Kingston or its marketing generally; 

e)
if the Institution purports to assign any or all of this Agreement to a third party without Kingston's consent. 

f)
if the standard of achievement from students on the course is considered in the reasonable opinion of Kingston to be unsatisfactory.
g)
if the proportion of students ceasing their course within the course duration, or failing to complete the course,  is considered in the reasonable opinion of Kingston to be unsatisfactory and/or potentially damaging to Kingston’s Tier 4 Highly Trusted Sponsor License .

h)
if changes to the Institution’s curriculum are such that the programme no longer maps closely onto the University curriculum.

ii)
This Agreement may be terminated by either Party with a minimum of 6 months’ written notice to the other at the address above PROVIDED THAT there is no adverse effect on any Applicants currently studying at Kingston, who should expect to be able to complete their studies once they have commenced.

iii)
The termination of this Agreement howsoever arising is without prejudice to the rights duties and liabilities of either Party accrued prior to termination. The clauses in this Agreement which expressly or impliedly have effect after termination shall continue to be enforceable notwithstanding termination. 

iv)
On termination of this Agreement the Institution must destroy or return (as directed by Kingston) all information relating to Kingston within one month of termination. 

11) 
Tax 

i)
All sums payable under this Agreement are, unless otherwise stated, inclusive of VAT and other duties or taxes. 

ii)
Each Party is responsible for complying with its local tax regulations relating to this Agreement.

12) 
Publicity and Intellectual Property 

i) 
The Institution will make all stationery, specification sheets or other advertising sales or promotional material, literature or information to be used in connection with the marketing of any Kingston courses available for inspection and approval by Kingston, if so requested. 

ii) 
The Institution acknowledges that Kingston's rights to any intellectual property used on or in relation to Kingston's business and the goodwill connected with that are Kingston's property and the Institution accepts that it is only permitted to use such intellectual property for the purposes of and during the term of this Agreement and only as authorised by Kingston. 

iii) 
Except as expressly set out in this Agreement, nothing in this Agreement confers on the Institution any right or interest in any of the trademarks or trade names owned or licensed to Kingston or any right or licence to use or affix any such trademark to any product, nor will the Institution use any trade mark or trade names or get-up which resembles Kingston's trademarks or trading names or logos and which would therefore be likely to confuse or mislead the public or any section of the public. 

13) 
Miscellaneous 

i) 
The Institution may not assign, deal with, sub-contract, delegate or dispose of any of its rights under or delegate the burden of this Agreement without the prior written consent of Kingston. 

ii) 
No failure or delay by any Party to exercise any right, power or remedy will operate as a waiver of it nor will any partial exercise preclude any further exercise of the same, or of some other right, power or remedy. 

iii) 
This Agreement contains all the terms which the parties have agreed in relation to the subject matter of this Agreement and supersedes any prior written or oral agreements, representations or understanding between the Parties relating to such subject matter. Neither Party to this Agreement has been induced to enter into this Agreement by a statement or promise which it does not contain, save that this clause shall not exclude any liability which one Party would otherwise have to the other party in respect of any statement made fraudulently by that Party. 

iv) 
No variation to this Agreement shall be effective unless in writing signed by or on behalf of both Parties.  Any variation will be signed and dated and added to this Agreement as a Schedule.  

v) 
Nothing in this Agreement shall constitute or be deemed to constitute a partnership between Kingston and the Institution. 

vi)
Should any dispute arise regarding this Agreement, Kingston and the Institution agree to refer the dispute in the first instance to the Vice-Chancellor XE "Vice-Chancellor:VC"  of Kingston, who will appoint a member of the Senior Management Group to make a decision. If that decision is not accepted by either of the Parties the dispute should be referred to mediation, in all but the most exceptional circumstances, before reference is made to arbitration or to the Courts.

vii)
The Institution has no authority to accept fees or any other monies on behalf of Kingston.  

viii)
The Institution undertakes to provide Kingston with any reports (public or internal) which describe the quality of the provision in the Institution.

14. 
Notices 

i) 
Any notice, demand or communication in connection with this Agreement will be in writing and may be delivered by airmail post or facsimile (but not by e-mail) addressed to the other party at its address at the beginning of this Agreement or its address as the case may be stated in clause 14 below. Notices should be marked for the attention of the Head of International Development for Kingston or [NAME] for the Institution as the case may be (or such address or person as one party shall be notified in writing to the other in accordance with this clause 14. 

ii) 
The notice, demand or communication will be deemed sufficiently given if it is provided that the same has been duly committed to the post in a properly addressed and prepaid envelope and will be deemed to have been duly served 14 days after being posted or if delivered by facsimile, at the time of transmission, provided that a confirming copy is sent by airmail post to the other Party within 24 hours after transmission. 

iii) 
The addresses for the parties are as follows: 

In the case of Kingston to:
In the case of the Institution to:

Kingston University 
 

River House 
[add contact details]

53-57 High Street 


Kingston-upon-Thames 


KT1 1LQ 


United Kingdom


Attention:  [Name]


Tel Number: +44 (0)20 8547 XXXX


Fax Number: +44 (0) 20 8547 XXXX


15. 
Rights of Third Parties 

The Parties to this Agreement do not intend that any of its terms will be enforceable by virtue of the Contracts (Rights of Third Parties) Act 1999 by any person not a party to it. 

16. 
Force Majeure 

i) 
Neither Party to this Agreement shall be deemed to be in breach of this Agreement or otherwise liable to the other Party in any manner whatsoever for any failure or delay in performing its obligations under this Agreement due to Force Majeure. 

ii) 
If either Party is affected by Force Majeure it shall promptly notify the other Party of the nature and extent of the circumstances in question. 

iii) 
If the Force Majeure in question continues for more than three months, the Party not subject to the Force Majeure may give notice in writing to the other to terminate this Agreement. The notice to terminate must specify the termination date, which must not be less than fifteen days after the date on which the notice is given, and once such notice has been validly given, this Agreement will terminate on that termination date. 

17. 
Confidentiality and Data Protection 

i) 
The Institution will keep confidential: 

a)
the terms of this Agreement; and 

b)
any other Confidential Information that it may acquire in relation to Kingston and/or to this Agreement. 

The Institution will not use Confidential Information for any purpose other than to perform its obligations under this Agreement and will not without the prior written consent of Kingston disclose to any third party any Confidential Information. The Institution will ensure that its officers and employees comply with the provisions of this clause 17. 

ii) 
The obligations on the Institution set out in clause 17 will not apply to any information which: 

a)
 is publicly available or becomes available through no act or omission of the Institution; or 

b)
 the Institution is required to disclose by law or by order of a court of competent jurisdiction. 

18. 
Data Protection 

iii) 
The Institution acknowledges that in performing its obligations under this Agreement, the Institution will process data about prospective and actual students ("Student Data") which includes personal data as defined in the Data Protection Act 1998 ("DPA"). 

iv) 
The Institution will: 

a)
 keep confidential both during this Agreement and after its termination all Student Data; 

b)
 only to use the Student Data in accordance with the instructions of Kingston as issued from time to time and otherwise only as necessary properly to perform its obligations under the Agreement and in accordance with the DPA; 

c)
 comply with the DPA and such other data protection legislation as affects the Services; 

d)
 take such appropriate technical and organisational measures against unauthorised or unlawful processing of Student Data and against accidental loss or destruction of, or damage to, Student Data as are necessary to safeguard the Student Data, and/or as are requested by Kingston;

e)
 the Institution indemnifies Kingston against all and any liability or loss it incurs (including without limitation fines, costs and expenses) as a result of the Institution's breach of all or any of the obligations set out in this clause 17 above, and this indemnity shall survive termination of his Agreement. 

The provisions of this clause will survive any termination of this Agreement howsoever arising. 

19.
Law and Jurisdiction 

The formation, existence, construction, performance, validity and all aspects whatsoever of this Agreement or of any term of this Agreement shall be governed by English law. The English courts shall have exclusive jurisdiction to settle any disputes which may arise out of or in connection with this Agreement. The parties agree to submit to the exclusive jurisdiction of the English Courts. 

	For and on behalf of [INSTITUTION NAME]

[NAME]


[POSITION] 

Date
	For and on  behalf of Kingston

[NAME]

Pro Vice-chancellor

Date
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Definitions

1. External examiners appointed by the University should be considered to be auditors of the assessment system of the University, its academic standards, assessment regulations, processes and procedures.

2. The University has agreed that the role of the external examiner should be:

(a) to advise the University on whether the academic standards of all of its awards are consistent with the standards defined by Kingston University, the standards of similar awards elsewhere and the standards maintained by professional bodies and accrediting agencies

and

(b) to provide an external evaluation of the effectiveness of academic regulations and an external monitoring of the consistent and fair application of those regulations and associated processes and procedures

Purpose

3. The University has defined the purpose of the external examiner system to be:

(a) to help to ensure that all of the awards of Kingston University meet the standards expected by the University and the standards of similar awards elsewhere

and

(b) to help to ensure the effectiveness of its academic regulations, processes and procedures, and their fair application

Criteria

Criteria for the appointment of external examiners

4. The University utilises the following criteria which are informed by QAA UK Quality Code for Higher Education – Chapter B7: External Examining.  Further information in relation to each criterion is available in guidance IG(ii).
(a) An external examiner’s academic/professional qualifications should be appropriate to the level of the field/subject area to be examined 

(b) An external examiner should have appropriate standing, expertise and experience to maintain comparability of standards

(c) An external examiner should have enough recent external examining or comparable related experience to indicate competence in assessing students in this subject area

(d) External examiners should be drawn from a wide variety of institutional/ professional contexts and traditions in order that the field/subject area benefits from wide ranging external scrutiny

(e) Examiners should not be over-extended by their external examining duties

(f) There should be an appropriate balance and expertise in the team of external examiners to ensure that account is taken of the academic range of the field/subject area and the need, as appropriate, for professional, industrial and other contributions

(g) External examiners should be impartial in judgement and should not have previous close involvement with the institution which might compromise objectivity

(h) External examiners should have appropriate experience and knowledge of UK Higher Education (teaching and assessing on UK HE awards)

(i) External examiners must be conversant in English and also (where applicable) in the language of tuition and assessment. Where an examiner is required to speak a foreign language, this must be stated in Schedule 1 of the Institutional Agreement XE "Institutional Agreement"  

(j) For franchised provision, the external examiner(s) will usually be the same as for the in-house provision and/or the other provision in the network, to enable comparability of standards across the provision.  For validated provision, a dedicated external examiner will usually be appointed
(k)
External Examiners XE "External Examiners:EE"  must be eligible to work in the UK and therefore all new examiners will be asked for confirmation of their status, prior to appointment

(l)
Retired nominees can be considered provided they have sufficient evidence of continued involvement in the subject area e.g. consultancy/visiting lecturer.

Flowchart
5. Flowchart 1 illustrates the series of events relating to the appointment or termination process.
Flowchart 1
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6. Flowchart 2 illustrates the series of events relating to the external examining process.

Flowchart 2 
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Schedule

7. AQS will notify faculties of external examiner vacancies (to replace outgoing external examiners and appointments to new fields/subject area). 

8. All new external examiner nominations must be submitted in time for consideration of semester 1 draft assessments, by new examiners. 
Process

Responsibilities

University

9. AQS is responsible for receipt and initial consideration of external examiner nominations prior to approval by the Dean of the respective faculty.  The QAC is responsible for the oversight of all external examiner appointments.   The External Examiner XE "External Examiner:EE"  database (EERS), appointment process, University level induction, on-line reporting system and external examiner remuneration are managed by AQS.   

10. The University regards the external examiner’s report as a critical part of its quality assurance and enhancement procedures.  The Academic Registrar, on behalf of the Vice-Chancellor XE "Vice-Chancellor:VC" , is the formal recipient of external examiner reports and carries out an independent audit of all reports annually in order to provide an overview summary for the QAC.  AQS is responsible for receipt and initial consideration of external examiners’ reports.  If an external examiner’s report highlights any issues of serious concern, AQS will write to the Faculty requesting an initial draft response to the external examiner for approval by the Academic Registrar and Pro Vice-Chancellor (Education) XE "Vice-Chancellor:VC" .  If necessary, a separate letter will also be sent to the external examiner from the Pro Vice-Chancellor (Education) XE "Vice-Chancellor:VC" .   XE "Vice-Chancellor:VC"  The external examiner will be notified of this process.  The Pro Vice-Chancellor (Education) XE "Vice-Chancellor:VC"  may instigate an IQA (see section E) if comments suggest that there are other related matters to investigate. 

School/Department

11. The school/department nominates external examiners and following approval by the Dean must ensure that the external examiner is fully briefed about the modules/field/assessment board(s) to which they are appointed and be given sufficient opportunities to meet with the Head of School XE "Head of School:HoS" , Field Team and Liaison Officer XE "Liaison Officer"  (in respect of collaborative programmes).

12. The school/department must ensure that External Examiners XE "External Examiners:EE" ’ reports are considered XE "Board of Study:BoS" , as part of the annual monitoring process, and formally responded to in writing and (if applicable) sent to the collaborative partner.  Responses to external examiner reports for validated and franchised collaborative provision must be written in liaison with the Faculty.  
Faculty

13. It is the responsibility of the Associate Dean or nominated senior member of staff to approve all responses to external examiners. All external examiner reports and responses must be submitted to the Board of Study, for note.
 
External Examiner XE "External Examiner:EE" 
The audit of assessed work

14. External examiners are provided with a sample of work placed by the internal examiner in each classification (including borderlines and marginal fails) and representing all sites of delivery.  The percentage of work shall reflect the number of students completing a particular assessment but in all cases shall meet the minimum of 10%.  The minimum sample size is normally 6 and the maximum sample size 30, this amount may need to be exceeded where provision is franchised to multiple partners to ensure the sample meets the requirements above.  The guiding principle should be that external examiners have sufficient assessments to assure themselves that internal marking and the resultant classification of awards are of an appropriate and consistent standard. 

Note: non-standard assessments and the sampling thereof may be agreed by the Faculty Quality Committee XE "Faculty Quality Committee:FQC" , within the spirit of the sampling principles, where necessary.

15. When new fields commence, external examiners are appointed to them.  External examiners are expected to audit each module/level/year of new fields as they are introduced.  For established fields, external examiners are expected to audit each module/level/year, where those modules contribute towards classification, for example, levels 5 and 6 for degree programmes, all level 7 for postgraduate programmes and levels 4 and 5 for Foundation Degree programmes.
Consultation on draft assessments 

16. During 2012/13, external examiners must be sent draft formal examinations* that contribute to classification, for comment, by a specified date that allows the timely presentation of examination papers to the Examinations section for processing.  If no comments are received from the external examiner, the draft formal examinations will remain unchanged.  External Examiners are not required to approve any assessments, including examinations.  

*In the case of accredited programmes, PSRB requirements will prevail. 

Viva-voce examinations

17. Where fields/programmes include viva-voce examinations as part of the assessment programme for all students, external examiners have the right to audit them in the same way as they might any other aspect of assessment.

18. Where viva-voce examinations are considered necessary as an additional or substitute form of assessment for some students, the external examiner(s) have the right to audit them.  Whilst staff of the University might seek the views of an external examiner as to whether a viva-voce examination is appropriate in a particular circumstance, or an external examiner might advise that viva-voce might be carried out, it is the for the internal staff to take the final decision whether to hold one.  Internal examiners may invite an external examiner to take part in the viva-voce examination and make seek the advice of the external examiner on the mark or grade but, as with all other assessment, it is the responsibility of the internal examiners to award the mark or grade. 

Responsibility for agreeing marks and grades

19. The University has agreed that it is the responsibility of its academic staff, who are fulfilling the stated responsibility for maintaining the standards of awards, to determine the marks/grades to be awarded for assessed work.  The University expects external examiners, in their independent auditor role, to advise the University on whether the standards set are appropriate, that the conclusions reached by internal examiners are fair and equitable, and that approved procedures have been followed.  

Assessment Boards 

20. External examiners are full members of the assessment boards to which they relate.  As full members they are required to attend the module/programme assessment board(s) relating to their responsibilities.
Verification of the recommendations of assessment boards

21. The agreed final recommendations of an assessment board are the collective, consensus views of the board members, including the external examiners.  It is expected that the chair of the board will review all recommendations with the board to ensure that they are approved by the board and can be accurately recorded by the minuting secretary.  The University does not additionally require the formality of the signature(s) of the external examiner(s). 

Visits to Collaborative Partners

22. The nature and frequency of external examiner visits should be noted in the Liaison Document XE "Liaison Document" .  As a guide, for validated provision there should normally be one external examiner visit in any one year (this would normally coincide with an assessment board).  External Examiners should be given the opportunity to visit franchised provision offered at collaborative partners (to be determined at local induction).
Involvement of external examiners in validation XE "validation" , ISR, approval of changes to fields and ‘consultancy’ related to fields

23. Current external examiners must not be involved in validation XE "validation" /ISRs of the fields/programmes they are appointed to because they are part of the process being reviewed*.  Thus external examiners should not be involved in consultancy directly in response to issues arising from their audit role.

*Exceptionally, during 2012/13, selected external examiners may be appointed as External Subject Experts, to comment on the migration of programmes to the Revised Academic Framework. 

24. External examiners should be informed of all changes to regulations and assessment (including those affecting current cohorts) but are not required to approve them.  

25. External examiners must be informed at the earliest possible date about changes to the curriculum and should receive the updated Programme Specification at the start of each year.  

External examiner’s reports

26. All external examiners, as part of their contract with the University, are required to submit an annual report.  For more details see guidance IG(v).

Procedure for approval of a new nomination

27. Proposals for external examiners (or additional duties for existing examiners) should be produced by the Head of School XE "Head of School:HoS"  after discussion with the field leader and consideration by the relevant Board of Study XE "Board of Study:BoS" .  For new appointments, the Head of School XE "Head of School:HoS"  (or equivalent) should also make an informal approach to the individual concerned to ensure that he or she understands the nature of the course, timetable of assessments, likely workload and is made aware that their report will be published together with, the internal publication, to students, of external examiners’ names and institution.  An informal approach should also be made if an exceptional extension or additional duties are proposed, following discussion with AQS.

28. Nominations should then be forwarded to AQS via the nominated administrator within each faculty.

29. AQS will check form I1 to ensure that the nomination meets, prima facia, the University criteria for the appointment of external examiners (see paragraph 4 for details).  If necessary, further information on the nomination will be sought from the faculty. 

30. AQS will complete form I5 (nomination criteria final checklist) and submit both I5 and the nomination form to the Dean of faculty for consideration/approval (in his/her role as a member of the senior management team). If the nomination does not meet one of the criteria for the appointment of external examiners, AQS will bring this to the attention of the Dean.

31. Where the nomination meets KU published criteria and has been approved by the Dean, the nomination form and completed form I5 will be returned to AQS via the nominated administrator within the faculty. AQS will send the newly appointed external examiner an appointment letter, a copy of which will be sent to the faculty for information and to act as a prompt to send appropriate field/subject documentation as outlined in guidance IG(iii).  The external examiner will be registered on the External Examiners’ database (EERS) and will be invited to a University level induction event.
32.  Where a nomination is not approved by the Dean, the nomination form and completed form I5 (which details the rationale for non approval) will be returned to AQS via the nominated administrator within the faculty. AQS will notify the Head of School of the reasons why the nomination was rejected and request that a replacement nomination is submitted.  The new nomination will follow the process outlined in paragraph 28 above. Exceptionally, where circumstances warrant, faculties will be permitted to submit the same nomination with further supporting information relating to the criterion under which it was rejected. These nominations will be submitted to QAC for final consideration/approval. 

33.  Where required, professional body approval must not be sought until after the Dean of faculty has approved the nomination.


Appointment of External Examiners XE "External Examiners:EE" 

Period of Appointment/Extension of Appointment and Additional Duties

34. Appointments will be for a period which allows the examiner to assess four successive cohorts of students ie. normally four years.  Appointments should cover academic years and normally commence in October or January.

35. External Examiners XE "External Examiners:EE"  will not be allowed an extension except in exceptional circumstances eg. programme running out.  This request must be discussed with AQS before consultation with the external examiner. Approval can only be given by the Dean. Any exceptional extensions will be reported to QAC. 

36. External Examiners XE "External Examiners:EE"  can be given additional duties for example to cover a franchised programme but an examiner should not hold more than the equivalent of two substantial appointments. 

37. The University pays a standard fee to external examiners (see Introduction guidance (iii) for the current fee levels).


Appointment Letter and Induction of External Examiners XE "External Examiners:EE"  

38. Once a nomination has been approved a letter of appointment and the relevant regulations (UMS/PCF) are sent to the individual concerned by AQS and notification passed to the faculty.  The faculty will then send the external examiner appropriate field documentation, details of the modules with which he or she will be concerned, any approved variants to the relevant regulations (UMS/PCF), a schedule for assessment and the previous examiner’s report. 

39. All new examiners are required to attend one of the University’s External Examiners XE "External Examiners:EE" ’ Induction Days (held twice a year).  The Induction Day does not replace local induction by the School.

40. The Head of School XE "Head of School:HoS"  (or equivalent) should arrange an induction meeting with the examiner to agree a schedule of work for the first year of appointment which allows the external to carry out an audit of the particular assessment scheme in operation.  Time should be allowed for consultation with the examiner before assessments are due to take place, with a view to a clear understanding being reached on methods and procedures of assessment, and the function of the meetings of the Assessment Boards. Consideration should also be given to the utility and frequency of visits to validated and franchised provision at collaborative partners.

Termination of Appointment


41. The University has the right to terminate the appointment of an external examiner for failure to fulfill contractual duties or in the event of a field/course closure.  A termination of appointment may only be authorised by the Pro Vice-Chancellor XE "Vice-Chancellor:VC" 

 XE "Vice-Chancellor:VC"  (Education) based on the criteria below.

42. Concerns about the effectiveness of an external examiner may arise from time to time and derive from a variety of sources: audit of reports by Academic Registry, chairs of assessment boards and assessment board monitors.  If alerted in this respect, the relevant Head of School XE "Head of School:HoS"  (or equivalent) should discuss the issue(s) of concern with the external examiner.  If concerns persist, a new nomination should be submitted, following the process outlined in para 27, alongside a recommendation (with a clear rationale) for the termination of the external examiner’s appointment.

43. The University contract for external examiners includes a clause whereby the University reserves the right to terminate an appointment.  It should be noted that the normal reasons for terminating an appointment are non-fulfillment of duties, non-submission of reports etc., and not academic disagreements with internal examiners or reasonable criticism of practices, procedures and standards.  Indeed, the University expects that external examiners will be encouraged to make their views known and that such views will be respected and properly considered by the University.

44. An audit of all external examiners’ reports will be undertaken annually by the Academic Registrar and will be reported to QAC in the Annual External Examining Report.


External Examiner XE "External Examiner:EE"  Reports

External examiner’s reports
45. All external examiners, as part of their contract with the University, are required to submit an annual report.  The University has adopted a standard report format which must be completed on-line.  In addition to responses to key questions about standards, processes and procedures, external examiners are given the opportunity to write unrestricted commentaries on any matters arising from their audit.  They are also asked to detail any areas of good practice and/or recommendations for enhancement 
46. The Academic Registrar, on behalf of the Vice-Chancellor XE "Vice-Chancellor:VC" , is the formal recipient of external examiner reports and carries out an independent audit of all reports annually in order to provide an overview summary for QAC.  Field teams are required to consider external examiner’s reports as part of the annual monitoring process.  

47. External examiners with responsibility for collaborative fields will be required to comment on each partner (as appropriate) that offers the field.  This may take the form of particular questions within one report or separate reports.  The precise format will depend upon the nature of the collaboration and external examiner arrangements.  The reporting requirements will be made clear at appointment and in the induction by the relevant Head of School XE "Head of School:HoS"  or nominee.

48. If an external examiner, following a reminder, does not submit a report within one month of the module/programme assessment board, the contract may be terminated forthwith (see paragraph 41).  

49. The report will be regarded as a public document within the University and form part of the documentation for ISR panels, professional bodies, QAA auditors and Boards of Study (which includes student representatives).  Individual students can also make an email request to AQS for an external examiner’s report and the corresponding response relating to their programme. If necessary, external examiners can submit a separate confidential letter to the Vice-Chancellor.

Internal Publication of External Examiners’ names and institution

50. A list of external examiners’ names and institution will be published annually, for current students, on the internal ‘My Kingston’ site.

Feedback to external examiners
51. The University requires that external examiners should be provided with feedback following discussion of their reports by the field team.  This feedback should consist of an itemised response to the report using the University’s response template.  It is the responsibility of the Associate Dean or nominated senior member of staff to approve all responses to External Examiners XE "External Examiners:EE" .

52. If an external examiner’s report highlights any issues of serious concern, AQS will alert the Academic Registrar and Pro Vice-Chancellor XE "Vice-Chancellor:VC"  (Education) and write to the Faculty requesting a draft response to the external examiner for approval by the Academic Registrar and  XE "Vice-Chancellor:VC" Pro Vice-Chancellor XE "Vice-Chancellor:VC"  (Education).   If necessary, a separate letter will also be sent to the external examiner from the Pro Vice-Chancellor XE "Vice-Chancellor:VC"  (Education) XE "Vice-Chancellor:VC" .  The external examiner will be notified of this process. 

53. If an external examiner is not satisfied with the outcome of internal University procedures to investigate a concern he/she has raised, the External Examiner is entitled to raise the issue with QAA via the QAA Causes for Concern Scheme. Further information on the Scheme can be found on the QAA website at: www.qaa.ac.uk/Complaints/concerns/Pages/default.aspx
Back_to_top
Form I1

Application for approval of external examiner for a taught course

	Note:  This form should be used to propose new appointments.  Form I2 should only be used to propose additional duties or an exceptional extension of one year for current examiners.
All new external examiner nominations must be submitted in time for consideration of semester 1 draft assessments to be carried out by new external examiners.


	Surname of examiner


	


Part 1 - Details of field/subject area
	1a.
Details of field/subject area 

(Award(s) approved title (if any)/mode of study/length of course (years and semesters))

	

	1b.   Name of collaborative partner(s) (if applicable)



	

	1c.  Language of delivery/assessment (if not English)

	


	2.
Subject responsibility

  List here all the modules for which the External Examiner will be responsible for in their first year. The modules will be reviewed annually by the faculty in liaison with the external examiner.   In principle, each module should be uniquely assigned to one external examiner. 

	


	3.
Proposed period of tenure

(External Examiners XE "External Examiners:EE"  should normally be associated with four outputs from the course.  All undergraduate appointments will run from 1 October to 30 September.  All postgraduate appointments will run from 1 January to 31 December unless assessment board dates prohibit this.  Appointments of examiners to new courses should have phased terms of office in order to provide continuity of cover)

	From


	(Month and year)
	To
	(Month and year)


	4.
Examiner to be replaced

(New examiner should take up appointment on retirement of predecessor)

	Name
	n


	Position 
	

	Place of work
	

	Appointed from


	(Month and year)

	To


	(Month and year)



	5a.
External examiner team

(Give details of other proposed/approved external examiners (name, place of work, area of responsibility and dates of appointment) using supplementary sheet if necessary.  Examiners not yet approved, should be clearly marked with an asterisk). 

	

	5b.
 Role of Mentor


If the nominee has no external examining experience - please give details of which experienced examiner will be taking on the role of mentor

	

	6.
Module Assessment Board XE "Module Assessment Board:MAB" /Programme Assessment Board XE "Programme Assessment Board:PAB" 
(indicate whether the examiner will be appointed to the MAB and/or PAB)

	


Part 2 - Details of proposed examiner
	7.      Surname


	
	Forename (s)
	
	Title
	


	8.
Higher Education Qualifications with dates

(College/University attended)

	


	9.
Present post

(If retired please indicate and give last post, with dates, and home address)

	Present/last 

position

	

	Present/last 

place of work

	

	Address for correspondence

 (if different from above)

	

	Telephone number 


	

	E-mail address


	

	10a.
Employment

	Employer 
	

	Post(s), with dates


	

	10b.  Right to work status



	Do you hold a British/EU passport?  
If no, please answer the question below


	Yes/No

	 Do you have permanent residency status?  

If yes, please scan/send a copy of photo page in passport and page with stamp confirming right to remain for an definite period 

If no, please answer the question below
	Yes/No

	Do you require a visa/certificate of sponsorship to be able to work in the

UK?  


If yes, please scan/send a copy of all relevant documents, including passport and visa.  Our Human Resources department will then contact you.
	Yes/No


	11a.
Professional qualifications

	

	11b.
Professional Body Membership details

	Professional Body Registration Number 
	

	Professional Body Registration Expiry date 


	


	12.
Current external examiner appointments with dates

(If the proposal will lead to a total of more than two substantial undergraduate appointments concurrently, or the equivalent, please give reasons in support of the proposal in a covering letter.  Details should include names of institutions, course titles, level and dates of appointment)]

	


	13.
Experience of external examining

(over last five years, with names of institution(s), course titles and level, and dates of appointment)

	

	14.
Other relevant experience

(as internal examiner or in other capacity, over last five years, with names of institutions where appropriate, course titles and level, and dates)

	

	15.
Research and related scholarly/professional activity/consultancy

(Give brief account of main activities with particular reference to last five years and list major publications (books, articles in referred academic or professional journals), with dates)

	


	16.
Teaching experience

(Give brief account of main areas of teaching responsibilities (if any) over last five years)

	


	17.
Any current or previous association with Kingston University (or a collaborative partner if you are being appointed to audit programmes at said partner) a particular course/individual staff or students (with dates of association). Please note, to avoid potential conflicts of interest, the University will not  appoint as external examiners anyone in the following categories or circumstances:

 i) anyone with a close professional, contractual or personal relationship

with a member of staff or student involved with the programme of study

ii) anyone required to assess colleagues who are recruited as students to

the programme of study

iii)anyone who is, or knows they will be, in a position to influence

significantly the future of students on the programme of study

iv) anyone significantly involved in recent or current substantive

collaborative research activities with a member of staff closely involved

in the delivery, management or assessment of the programme(s) or

modules in question

v) former staff, students or a relative of a member of staff unless a period of five years

has elapsed and all students taught by or with the external examiner

have completed their programme(s)

vi)  reciprocal external examining between KU and the external examiner’s employing organisation (within the same subject or field)  

vii) the succession of an external examiner by a colleague from the

examiner's home department and institution

viii) the appointment of more than one external examiner from the same

department of the same institution


	


FOR COMPLETION BY THE HEAD OF SCHOOL
	18.
Is there an appropriate balance of expertise in the team of external examiners?

	


	19.
Are the Academic/Professional qualifications of the nominee appropriate to the course?

	


	20.
Has the nominee the appropriate standing, expertise and experience to maintain comparability of standards?

	

	21.
Is the nominee conversant in the language of delivery and assessment?



	


	22.
Is there reciprocal external examining between KU and the external examiner’s employing organisation (within the same subject or field)? 

	


	23.
Is the nominee from an institution which has been the source of examiners in the recent past?  (An external examiner should not normally be from the same cognate area, in an institution, which has been the source of examiners for the same team or a team for a cognate subject in the last five years.)

	


	24.
Is the nomination subject to the approval of a professional body?



	


	25.
Rationale for nomination which does not meet one of the criteria but warrants consideration (Please use separate sheet if necessary)

	  


	HEAD OF SCHOOL

Name and signature
	
	DATE


	


Form I2

Application for Approval of Additional Duties and/or Exceptional Extension for a current External Examiner XE "External Examiner:EE"  appointed to a taught programme

	NB:  Form I1 should be used to propose NEW appointments


	Any additional duties/exceptional exceptions must be submitted in time for consideration of semester 1 draft assessments, by external examiners. Please contact AQS to discuss any exceptional extensions.


PART 1 - DETAILS OF EXAMINER

	1.
Details of current duties

(Awards/approved title/length of course (years and semesters)

	


	2.
Details of Examiner



	Surname        
	
	Title
	

	Forename(s)  
	


	3.
Present post

(If retired please indicate, and give last post, with dates and home address)

	Present/Last Post   


	

	Present/Last Place of Work

	

	Address for correspondence (if different from above)
	

	4.
Current external examiner appointments at other HE institutions

(Details should include names of institutions, course titles, level and dates of appointment)

	


PART 2 - DETAILS OF PROPOSAL
	If this proposal is for additional duties, please complete sections 5a, 5b, 5b,7 and 8

If this proposal is for an exceptional extension (one year only), please complete sections 6a, 6b, 7 and 8 



	5a.
Additional Duties for which examiner is to have responsibility
          (Please give details of additional programme/subject area)

	

	5b.      Proposed period of office (please note, end date must be the same as original term of office)

	From                                         to



	5c.      External Examiner Team 


(Please give details of other proposed/ approved external examiners and dates                   of  appointment)

	

	6a.      Exceptional Extension (one year only)

All External Examiner appointments should be for a period of four years. An extension of one year can only be requested in exceptional circumstances. For example:

· The running out of an existing programme 

· Sudden resignation of another External Examiner within the team

	Current term of office

From

                                            to    




	6b.
External Examiner Team 


(Please give details of other proposed/ approved external examiners and dates of appointment)

	


	7.
Is there reciprocal external examining between courses or departments?

           KU staff should not hold the position of External Examiner at the institution of the nominated examiner (within the same subject or department)

	


PART 3 - RATIONALE FOR PROPOSAL

	8.
Rationale for proposal

Please note the following: 

Additional Duties should only be requested if the examiner has agreed to the additional time commitment involved.

An extension of one year can only be requested in exceptional circumstances. For example:

· The running out of an existing programme 

· Sudden resignation of another External Examiner within the team



	


	HEAD OF SCHOOL

Name and signature
	
	DATE


	

	AQS CHECKED

Name and signature 
	
	DATE
	

	DEAN 

Name and signature
	
	DATE
	


Template I3

External Examiner XE "External Examiner:EE"  Response Letter

[DATE]

[EXAMINER ADDRESS]

Dear [EXAMINER NAME]

Re: [ Name of field/subject ]

Please find enclosed the field team’s formal response to your (academic year) Report, which was discussed by the field team XE "Board of Study:BoS" . I would like to invite you to this year’s visits.

[DATES OF FORTHCOMING VISITS]

The formal assessment boards for this field/subject will take place at [SITE] as follows:

· MAB (Module Assessment Board XE "Module Assessment Board:MAB" )

[DATE AND TIME OF MAB]

· PAB (Programme Assessment Board XE "Programme Assessment Board:PAB" )

[DATE AND TIME OF PAB]

Please let [NAME] know, as a matter of urgency, if you are unable to attend.  If you require accommodation or car parking for your visits please contact [NAME].

You will now find the Expenses Claim Form and the Academic Quality and Standards Handbook Guidance IG(v) Rights and Responsibilities of External Examiners XE "External Examiners:EE"  online at www.kingston.ac.uk/externalexam  You are welcome to claim on a visit-by-visit basis by either handing the expenses claim form to the clerk of the assessment board on the day or by post to Academic Quality and Standards.

Yours sincerely

[SIGNED BY HEAD OF SCHOOL/DEPARTMENT]

[NAME OF SCHOOL/DEPARTMENT]
Enc.

Response to External Examiner Report

	Name of External Examiner
	

	Name of Faculty
	

	Field
	

	Kingston University/
Collaborative Partner
	

	Academic Year
	


Delete as appropriate:
Thank you for your report.  We are pleased that you are satisfied with the standards and assessment process.

OR

Thank you for your positive comments to which we include responses below: 
	C1
	Areas of Good Practice
	Response

	
	
	


AND/OR 

You also raise the following matter(s) to which we include a response below:

	B1
	Point(s) raised
	Response

	
	
	


Template I4

External Examiner XE "External Examiner:EE"  Report Form 

PLEASE NOTE THAT THE EXTERNAL EXAMINER REPORT FORM CAN BE ACCESSED VIA THE EXTERNAL EXAMINERS’ REPORTING SYSTEM (EERS): https://webapps.kingston.ac.uk/extexam/ 
Template I5

External Examiner – Final checklist form

	Name of Proposed External Examiner


	

	Institution


	


	Part A
	The Head of School/Dept has confirmed that:
	Yes/No or N/A
	Comments

	1)
	 there is an appropriate balance of expertise in the team of external examiners
	
	

	2)
	 the Academic/Professional qualifications of the nominee are appropriate to the course
	
	

	3)
	 the nominee has the appropriate standing, expertise and experience to maintain comparability of standards
	
	

	4)
	 the nominee is conversant in the language of delivery and assessment
	
	

	5)
	 reciprocal external examining between KU and the external examiner’s employing organisation (within the same subject or field) does not exist 
	
	

	6)
	the nominee comes from an institution which has not been the source of examiners in the recent past
	
	

	7)
	the team only has one external examiner from the same department of the same institution
	
	

	8)
	the nomination is subject to the approval of a professional body
	
	

	Part B
	AQS has confirmed that the nominee:
	Yes/No or N/A
	Comments

	1)
	Has enough recent external examining or comparable related experience to indicate competence in assessing students in the subject area
	
	

	2)
	currently holds no more than one substantial external examiner appointment
	
	

	3)
	Has appropriate experience and knowledge of UK Higher Education (teaching and assessing on UK HE awards)
	
	

	4)
	Is eligible to work in the UK and has provided confirmation of their status, prior to appointment
	
	

	5)
	Is retired but has sufficient evidence of continued involvement in the subject area eg consultancy/visiting lecturer
	
	

	6)
	Is being appointed for both in-house and franchised provision to enable comparability of standards across the provision (where appropriate)
	
	

	Part C
	The nominee has confirmed that:
	Yes/No or N/A
	Comments

	1)


	He/she is not a former member of staff, student or a relative of a member of staff or a student in relation to the field/subject area delivered by the University or one of its collaborative partners of the institution unless a period of five years has elapsed
	
	

	2)
	He/she is not significantly involved in recent or current substantive collaborative research activities with a member of staff closely involved in the delivery, management or assessment of the programme(s) or modules in question
	
	

	3)
	He/she does not have a close professional, contractual or personal relationship

with a member of staff or student involved with the programme of study


	
	


Checked by AQS ……………………………………………………………………………………..

	Recommend Approval/Do not recommend approval (rationale required)



Dean of Faculty approved/not approved

	           Signed
	
	Date
	


Guidance IG(i)

Responsibilities of faculties and central University departments in the external examining process

	
	School/Department
	Academic Registrar/AQS
	Faculty  XE "Vice-Chancellor:VC" 

	Appointment
	Nominates external examiners
	AQS scrutinises nomination against criteria and submits to Dean of Faculty
	Dean approves nomination

	Induction
	Arranges local induction.

Liaises with external re: actual input to assessment process/dates of meetings/field/module level information.
	AQS arranges University level induction events for new External Examiners XE "External Examiners:EE" .


	

	External Examiner XE "External Examiner:EE"  report
	Receives external examiners’ reports with highlighted issues and combines it with comments made at assessment board or during the year for consideration by the field team. Reflects on EE report as part of  XE "Board of Study:BoS" annual monitoring.


	AQS highlights any issues raised in the report and sends it to Faculties 

AQS refers serious concerns to Academic Registrar and Pro Vice-Chancellor (Education) XE "Vice-Chancellor:VC" 
Academic Registrar reads all reports and prepares annual report highlighting any generic issues/areas of good practice that are raised.

AQS authorises’ fees and expenses of external examiners
	Dean/Associate Dean receives all reports and, in consultation with faculties, may respond on behalf of the University

	Response to External Examiner XE "External Examiner:EE" 
	Provides written response to external examiner on points raised, subject to approval by Associate Dean or senior member of staff. Submitted to Board of Study for note.
	University level issues eg KU regulations and/or procedures are considered by the Academic Registrar and a separate response sent to the examiner if required. The Academic Registrar may also recommend an Internal Quality Audit XE "Internal Quality Audit:IQA"  (see section E) if comments suggest that there are other related matters to investigate. 
	Faculty Review and Development Plan, which includes an analysis of external examiners’ reports, submitted to QAC


Guidance IG(ii)

Criteria for the approval of external examiners – supplementary information

(a) An external examiner's academic/professional qualifications should be appropriate to the level of the field/subject area to be examined.

Both the level and the subject of the examiner's qualifications should generally match what is to be examined in the field/subject area.

(b) An external examiner should have appropriate standing, expertise and experience to maintain comparability of standards.


Standing, expertise and breadth of experience may be indicated by:

· the present (or last, if retired) post and place of work

· the range and scope of experience across higher education/professions

· current and recent active involvement in research/scholarly/professional activities in the field of study concerned

(c)
An external examiner should have enough recent external examining or comparable related experience to indicate competence in assessing students in the subject area.


If the proposed examiner has no previous external examiner experience at the appropriate level, the application should be supported by either:

· other external examiner experience

· extensive internal examining experience

· other relevant and recent experience likely to support the external examiner role


If an external has no previous external examining experience in a UK HEI institution but is joining an experienced examiner (team), the new examiner will be given additional support in the first year of appointment.  This will take the form of a mentoring arrangement with an experienced external examiner and will be a condition of the approval of the appointment by the Dean of faculty.  The new examiner will be required to attend one of the University’s induction days and during local induction, by the Faculty, will be invited to share contact details with the mentor to ensure appropriate support is available.  The new examiner will be informed of these requirements within the appointment letter.


The Dean of faculty will also approve additional duties for the experienced external examiner to carry out the role of mentor, for one year only.  The mentor will be required to attend the relevant assessment boards with the new examiner.  The experienced examiner will be informed of these requirements within the additional duties letter and will receive an additional fee.  The faculty will also be required to liaise with the mentor on these arrangements and to share contact details of the new external examiner.  

(d)
External examiners should be drawn form a wide variety of institutional/professional contexts and traditions in order that the field/subject area benefits from wide-ranging external scrutiny.


There should not be:

· more than one examiner from the same institution in the team of external examiners, except in a complex scheme, involving a very large number of discrete subject areas

· reciprocal external examining between KU and the external examiner’s employing organisation (within the same subject or field)  between fields or departments in two institutions

· replacement of an external examiner by an individual from the same department and institution


There should not normally be:

· an external examiner from the same cognate area, in an institution, which has been a source of examiners for the same team or a team for a cognate subject/study in the recent past (normally five years)

(e)
Examiners should not be over-extended by their external examining duties.


The examiner should not currently hold more than the equivalent of two substantial external examiner appointments.


If the examiner appears to exceed this norm, the proposer must provide supporting arguments, for example, that the phasing of assessments alleviates the workload during an academic session.

(f)
There should be an appropriate balance and expertise in the team of external examiners to ensure that account is taken of the academic range of the field/subject area and the need, as appropriate, for professional, industrial and other contributions.


The external examining experience in the team as a whole must be sufficient and wide ranging.


The phasing of appointments to the team should be structured to ensure continuity.

(g)
External examiners should be impartial in judgement and should not have previous close involvement with the institution which might compromise objectivity.


Over the last five years, any proposed new examiner should not have been:

· a member of staff, a governor, a student, or a relative of a member of staff or a student in relation to the field/subject area delivered by the University or one of its collaborative partners

· an examiner on a cognate course in the institution


The proposed examiner should not be:

· anyone with a close professional, contractual or personal relationship

with a member of staff or student involved with the programme of study

· anyone required to assess colleagues who are recruited as students to

the programme of study

· anyone who is, or knows they will be, in a position to influence

significantly the future of students on the programme of study

· anyone significantly involved in recent or current substantive

collaborative research activities with a member of staff closely involved

in the delivery, management or assessment of the programme(s) or

modules in question

(h)
External examiners should have appropriate experience and knowledge of UK Higher Education (teaching and assessing on UK HE awards).

(i) External examiners must be conversant in English and also (where applicable) in the language of tuition and assessment.  Where an examiner is required to speak a foreign language, this must be stated in Schedule 1 of the Institutional Agreement XE "Institutional Agreement" .

(j)
For franchised provision, the external examiner(s) will usually be the same as for the in-house provision and/or the other provision in the network, to enable comparability of standards across the provision.  For validated provision, a dedicated external examiner will usually be appointed.

(k)
External Examiners XE "External Examiners:EE"  must be eligible to work in the UK and therefore all new examiners will be required to provide confirmation of their status, prior to appointment.


(l)
Retired nominees can be considered provided they have sufficient evidence of continued involvement in the subject area eg consultancy/visiting lecturer

Single external examiners and teams

1
Individuals with no previous external examining experience are welcomed by the University provided they bring with them other relevant experience.  However, inexperienced external examiners will normally only be appointed if they can join a team of experienced external examiners and be mentored by an experienced external examiner for the first year of appointment.  

2
Wherever possible, the University appoints at least two external examiners to a full field/assessment board and welcomes the appointment of practitioner external examiners as well as academic appointees.  The appropriate balance of academic and practitioner external examiners will be considered on an individual basis for each field.  

3
The division of responsibilities within an external examiner team must be clearly defined at the time of appointment and must be made clear to the team members in writing.  

The main considerations should be:

· the external examiner team should be able to audit the standards of achievement of students for all of the learning outcomes specified for their field/programme of study;

· practitioner external examiners should have the experience to contribute to academic judgements on professional practice and related matters and on academic standards (eg. from knowledge of the abilities in practice of award holders from similar programmes) and be able to comment on the fairness of assessment schemes and regulations and their implementation.  Normally a practitioner external examiner with no prior experience of external examining or working as an academic in an HEI will be appointed a mentor for the first year of appointment;

· the external examiner team should have the breadth of experience to be able to audit procedures and processes as well as standards.

Guidance IG(iii)

Checklist of documentation for new external examiners

1 The following documentation should be provided for all new external examiners prior to the commencement of duties:

Documentation to be provided by Academic Quality and Standards

· Kingston University guidelines on the rights and responsibilities of external examiners 
· QAA UK Quality Code for Higher Education XE "Code of Practice:CoP" , Chapter B7:  External Examining
· the Academic Regulations XE "Regulations" 
· information regarding access to the University’s on-line report form
Documentation to be provided by the Faculty 
· QAA subject benchmark statements (if published for the subject area concerned) and QAA Foundation Degree Benchmark statement (if applicable)

· programme specifications and module descriptions relating to the external examiner’s area of responsibility (updated version to be sent annually)

· student handbook XE "Student Handbook:student handbook" , in whatever form published

· agreed assessment schedule (if not in handbooks)

· latest approved module review and development plans concerning the field/programme/ modules

· the most recent previous external examiner(s) report(s)

· recent examples of assessments (eg. examination papers, assignments, project briefs, etc)

2
Normally, the various course-related documents should be provided and discussed by the appropriate head of school at or just before induction of the new external examiner.

Guidance IG(iv)

Induction of new external examiners and planning of audit of assessment

1
The University requires all newly appointed external examiners to attend an induction day which covers the University’s guidelines on external examining, academic regulations, modular arrangements and QAA UK Quality Code Chapter B7: External Examining.  University level induction does not substitute for local induction arranged by Heads of School.  Heads of School will be informed if new appointees have not been able to attend the University induction day so that they can tailor their local arrangements accordingly.

2
The University requires that the Head of School XE "Head of School:HoS"  responsible for proposing an external examiner for appointment inducts the external into his/her duties.  Local induction must be carried out using the University’s standard agenda. The faculty must ensure that local induction of new appointees with no previous experience of external examining enables the examiner to fully understand the field, its assessments and the University’s regulations before attendance at an assessment board.  The induction for new external examiners, however carried out, should:

· introduce the new external examiner to the University procedures for external examining and how they are implemented at local level

· introduce the new external examiner to University and field specific regulations

· discuss the implications of any QAA subject benchmark statements for the subject to which the examiner is appointed

· for 2012/13, discuss the requirement for external examiners to receive all draft formal examinations, for comment, by a specified date 

· review the assessment scheme for the modules/field to be examined and arrange a schedule of work for the external examiner for the first year of appointment which allows the external to carry out an audit of the particular assessment scheme in operation (including the arrangements for both validated and franchised collaborative provision.

3
The external examiners should be fully briefed on his/her audit role and, as far as is possible, decisions should be reached in advance on how best to audit assessments (see guidance IG(v)).  Visits should be arranged to coincide with Assessment Board meetings wherever practical.  During discussions with external examiners a clear distinction should be made between the audit of assessment and more general consultancy concerning field operation (see guidance IG(v)).

Guidance IG(v)

Rights and Responsibilities of External Examiners XE "External Examiners:EE" 
The audit of assessed work
1
External examiners are provided with a sample of work placed by the internal examiner in each classification (including borderlines and marginal fails) and representing all sites of delivery. 
2
The percentage of work shall reflect the number of students completing a particular assessment but in all cases shall meet the minimum of 10%.  The minimum sample size is normally 6 and the maximum sample size 30, this amount may need to be exceeded where provision is franchised to multiple partners to ensure the sample meets the requirements above.  The guiding principle should be that external examiners have sufficient assessments to assure themselves that internal marking and the resultant classification of awards are of an appropriate and consistent standard.
3
The University recognises that there are practical considerations relating to collection of in-course assessments and making some types of assessment accessible to external examiners and Faculties will agree such arrangements with External Examiners XE "External Examiners:EE"  as appropriate.  In some instances it is expected that external examiners will meet individual students during their audit (eg. in professional practice, shows of student work, etc.).  Discussion should normally be related to the particular assessment being audited.

4
As part of the audit of assessment and associated procedures an external examiner may request a more general meeting with groups of students.  There should normally be a good reason for such a meeting relating to standards and assessment procedures and its agenda should be restricted to such matters and discussed with appropriate academic staff.  Normally a member of academic staff should attend such a meeting. 

5
When new fields commence, external examiners are appointed to them.  External examiners are expected to audit each module/level/year of new fields as they are introduced. For established fields, external examiners are expected to audit each module/level/year, where those modules contribute towards classification, for example, levels 5 and 6 for degree programmes, all level 7 for postgraduate programmes and levels 4 and 5 for Foundation Degree programmes.
Note:  Where assessment boards are established to consider levels (progression and intermediate awards) that do not contribute directly to the final award, they are subsidiary to the programme assessment board and report to it for confirmation of all recommendations.  Thus external examiners are formally involved with all decisions.


Consultation on draft assessments
6
For 2012/13, external examiners must be sent draft formal examinations* that contribute to classification, for comment, by a specified date.  If no comments are received from the external examiner, the draft formal examinations will remain unchanged.  External Examiners are not required to approve any assessments, including examinations.  

*In the case of accredited programmes, PSRB requirements will prevail. 


Viva-voce examinations
7
Where fields/programmes include viva-voce examinations as part of the assessment programme for all students, external examiners have the right to audit them in the same way as they might any other aspect of assessment.

8
Where viva-voce examinations are considered necessary as an additional or substitute form of assessment for some students the external examiner(s) have the right to audit them.  Whilst staff of the University might seek the views of an external examiner as to whether a viva voce examination is appropriate in a particular circumstance, or an external examiner might advise that a viva voce examination should be carried out, it is for the internal staff to take the final decision whether to hold one.  Internal examiners may invite an external examiner to take part in the viva voce examination and may seek the advice of the external examiner on the mark or grade but, as with all other assessments, it is the responsibility of the internal examiners to award the mark or grade.


Responsibility for agreeing marks and grades
9
The University has agreed that it is the responsibility of its academic staff, who are fulfilling the stated responsibility for maintaining the standards of awards, to determine the marks/grades to be awarded for assessed work.  The University expects external examiners, in their independent auditor role, to advise the University on whether the standards set are appropriate, that the conclusions reached by internal examiners are fair and equitable, and that approved procedures have been followed.  Consequently, the University does not expect external examiners to act as second or third ‘markers’, to arbitrate between unresolved internal marking differences, or to approve or agree marks.  External examiners are able to audit a sample of the student work and it is clearly inequitable to consequently change marks relating only to that sample or to special cases presented by internal examiners..

10
The University has adopted the term moderation and moderator for procedures used by staff within the University to verify assessment standards.  For example, draft assessments should be moderated and student assessed work may be moderated.  In the latter case this is only one method for verifying academic standards, others include double marking, double blind marking etc. and are used where appropriate. 

11
However, the guidance above does not mean that the advice of external examiners resulting from their audit samples should not be considered with great care or acted upon.  Because of the role and responsibility of external examiners, it is expected that internal examiners and boards of examiners will take serious note of advice received and would need good reason for not acting upon it.  Nonetheless it is the responsibility of internal examiners to prepare agreed marks for consideration by external examiners and assessment boards and it is the collective responsibility of the assessment board to take decisions concerning pass and fail, progression, awards, classification etc.  The consensus view of an assessment board must prevail.  The external examiner has a full opportunity to comment on decisions made by an assessment board in his/her report.  In addition, the minutes of assessment boards record the commentaries of external examiners.  As part of its quality assurance procedures, the University requires field teams to respond formally to the reports of external examiners and their minuted comments.


Assessment Boards and external examiners
12
External examiners are full members of the assessment boards to which they relate.  As full members they are expected to attend the module/programme assessment board(s) relating to their responsibilities.
13
Assessment boards are normally deemed quorate if all designated internal and external examiners are present (details of the procedures for non-attendance by an external examiner are given in the Undergraduate Modular Scheme XE "Undergraduate Modular Scheme:UMS"  (UMS) and Postgraduate Credit Framework XE "Postgraduate Credit Framework:PCF"  (PCF) and it is important that an external examiner is able to make an appropriate contribution to the decision making process regardless of presence at the assessment board).  

14
All formal decisions relating to awards, progression, and other aspects of student performance must be made at assessment board meetings.  All information necessary to reach decisions must be available at assessment boards and full minutes must record such evidence and the resulting judgements.  External examiners will, therefore, be able to audit the work of the assessment board because of their full membership of them.  Provided these requirements are satisfied, informal preparatory meetings may be held.

15
Assessment boards have the authority to establish subsidiary boards, for example to deal with reassessments.  External examiners have the right to attend such meetings, if they so wish, in order to complete their audit.


Assessment Boards
16
The University’s fields of study are modular and credit based.  Assessment board arrangements can be complex in modular schemes, particularly where there are interdisciplinary fields and significant numbers of combined fields.  The University has adopted a two tiered system of Module Assessment Boards (MABs) which report to Programme Assessment Boards (PABs).  A MAB handles a defined group of modules and a PAB handles one or more fields.  There are clear rules for the responsibilities of each of these types of board, primarily agreeing module marks and the reassessment recommendations for modules at MABs and recommending awards and progression at PABs (clear routines are in place for dealing with mitigating circumstances, compensation etc. to ensure that double counting does not take place and full details are provided in the scheme documents).

17
In all cases at least one external examiner is appointed to a MAB.  Where several MABs in related subjects report to a PAB either all of the MAB external examiners may be appointed to the PAB or experienced representatives from the group of MAB external examiners may be appointed to the PAB.

18
It is therefore possible for an external examiner to be appointed to a MAB only or to both a MAB and a PAB.  This will be explained further during induction of newly appointed external examiners and the external examiner report form allows for the possibility of two types of appointment, MAB only or MAB and PAB. 

Note:  the University does not appoint external examiners to PABs alone, all are involved in the work of MABs.

21
In some instances there is no overlap of fields and the MAB and PAB both map directly onto the same group of modules.  This may often be the case in professionally accredited fields.  In such cases at least two external examiners are appointed to the field.  The field will still be governed by either UMS or PCF regulations and the assessment board is managed in two parts, firstly as a MAB to agree module marks and subsequently as a PAB to consider awards and progression (further details will be provided locally).

22
The arrangements described above are designed to ensure that all the students who take a module are considered at the same MAB with the same standards applied to them all and audited by the same external examiner(s).  Where two external examiners are associated with a MAB they may each take responsibility for a separate sub-group of modules or they may co-audit some or all of the modules.


Verification of the recommendations of assessment boards
23
The agreed final recommendations of an assessment board are the collective, consensus views of the board members, including the external examiners.  It is expected that the chair of the board will review all recommendations with the board to ensure that they are approved by the board and can be accurately recorded by the minuting secretary.  The University does not additionally require the formality of the signature(s) of the external examiner(s) at this stage.  It is subsequently the responsibility of the chair of the board and the secretary to the board to ensure that published results’ lists accurately reflect the assessment board’s deliberations.  By receipt of minutes, including a full record of recommendations, external examiners are in a position to audit the accuracy of the procedures and, if it ever became necessary, to audit any aspect of the process in more detail. 


Visits to Collaborative Partners

24
The nature and frequency of external examiner visits should be noted in the Liaison Document XE "Liaison Document" .  As a guide, for validated provision there should normally be one external examiner visit in any one year (this would normally coincide with an assessment board).  External Examiners should be given the opportunity to visit franchised provision offered at collaborative partners (to be determined at local induction). 

Involvement of external examiners in validation XE "validation" , review, approval of changes to fields and ‘consultancy’ related to fields
25
Current external examiners must not be involved in validation XE "validation" /internal subject reviews of the fields/programmes they are appointed to because they are part of the process being reviewed.  Thus external examiners should not be involved in consultancy directly in response to issues arising from their audit role.  Once advice has been offered, its consideration becomes the responsibility of the academic staff of the University.  Neither should external examiners be involved in broad aspects of ‘consultancy’ not directly associated with assessment.  The University is committed to a view that the independent audit role of external examiners must be protected.  The integrity of the process is threatened if external examiners are required to audit and pass judgement on processes and procedures that they have helped to develop. 
*Exceptionally, during 2012/13, selected external examiners may be appointed as External Subject Experts, to comment on the migration of programmes to the Revised Academic Framework. 

26
External examiners must be informed at the earliest possible date about changes to the curriculum.  The University does not require that external examiners be consulted about such changes.  However, field teams may wish to seek the advice of external examiners where changes arise directly out of the audit of assessment.

External examiner’s reports
27
All external examiners, as part of their contract with the University, are required to submit an annual report.  The University has adopted a standard report format which must be completed on-line.  In addition to responses to key questions about standards, processes and procedures, external examiners are given the opportunity to write unrestricted commentaries on any matters arising from their audit.  They are also asked to detail any areas of good practice and/or recommendations for enhancement

28
External examiners with responsibility for collaborative fields will be required to comment on each partner (as appropriate) that offers the field.  This may take the form of particular questions within one report or separate reports.  The precise format will depend upon the nature of the collaboration and external examiner arrangements.  The reporting requirements will be made clear at appointment and in the induction by the relevant Head of School XE "Head of School:HoS"  or equivalent.

29
The University regards the external examiner’s report as a critical part of its quality assurance procedures.  It is part of the contract with external examiners that the required report is produced annually.  If an external examiner, following a reminder, does not submit a report within one month of the module/programme assessment board, or the report is considered to be too cursory to be of value and requests for amplification are not responded to, the contract may be terminated forthwith (see section I, paragraph 41).  The report will be regarded as a public document within the University and form part of the documentation for ISR panels, professional bodies, QAA auditors and Boards of Study (which includes student representatives).  Individual students can also make an email request to AQS for an external examiner’s report and the corresponding response relating to their programme. If necessary, external examiners can submit a separate confidential letter to the Vice-Chancellor.


QAA Causes for Concern Scheme

30
If an external examiner is not satisfied with the outcome of internal University procedures to investigate a concern he/she has raised, the External Examiner is entitled to raise the issue with QAA via the QAA Causes for Concern Scheme. Further information on the Scheme can be found on the QAA website at: http: www.qaa.ac.uk/Complaints/concerns/Pages/default.aspx

Internal publication of External Examiners’ names and institution

31
A list of all external examiners’ names and institutions will be accessible, by students, on the internal ‘My Kingston’ website

Feedback to external examiners
32
The University requires that external examiners should be provided with feedback following discussion of their reports by the field team XE "Boards of Study" .  This feedback should consist of an itemised response to the report using the University’s response template.  It is the responsibility of the Faculty to ensure that an appropriate response is made to the External Examiner XE "External Examiner:EE" .  This should be done as soon as possible after receipt of the external examiner’s report. Both the external examiner’s report and response will be submitted to the subsequent Board of Study XE "Board of Study:BoS"  for note.


Data protection, freedom of information and copyright

33
The University will use personal data submitted by the external examiner for the payment of fees and expenses, and for other necessary communication in connection with the external examiner’s contract. Where required for these purposes, this data will be shared with other departments of the University.

34
In accordance with the University’s Data Protection Policy which is based upon the Data Protection Act 1998, staff members must not disclose external examiners’ personal data, including contact details, to any person or body outside the University without the consent of the external examiner.

35
A list of all external examiners’ names together with the name of their institution will be accessible, by students, on the internal ‘My Kingston’ website.

36
An external examiner’s report will be made available to University staff, students and/or collaborative programme partners as part of the quality assurance/annual monitoring procedure. External examiners’ reports may be circulated as part of an internal or external audit.  

37
Marks, comments and opinions expressed by an external examiner about individual students during the assessment process may be disclosed to the student concerned, if the student makes a Subject Access Request under the Data Protection Act.

38
An external examiner is entitled to make a Subject Access Request under the Data Protection Act to see memoranda, emails and other communications relating the their appointment, including opinions expressed in a professional capacity about their appointment.

39
Under the Freedom of Information Act, the University will provide copies of external examiners’ reports to third parties who make a lawful request for these.  Reports will normally retain examiners’ names.  The University will consider any reasonable request from external examiners to anonymise their reports.  Such a request should be made in writing and submitted with the report.

40
Copyright in all external examiners' reports will be owned by the University. Examiners will not be permitted to retain their moral rights (under the Copyright Act) in the reports as the University may choose to anonymise the reports, as appropriate.
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Abbreviations in this section 
	ARC 


	Academic Regulations XE "Regulations"  Committee XE "Academic Regulations Committee:ARC" 


	AQS
	Academic Quality and Standards



	ISR 


	Internal Subject Review XE "Internal Subject Review:ISR" 


	KIS
	Key Information Set 



	PCF 


	Postgraduate Credit Framework XE "Postgraduate Credit Framework:PCF" 

	PSRB
	Professional, Statutory or Regulatory Body



	QAC
	Quality Assurance Committee XE "Quality Enhancement Committee:QEC" 


	UMS
	Undergraduate Modular Scheme XE "Undergraduate Modular Scheme:UMS" 



Definition

1. Professional accreditation is the official recognition awarded by an external professional or statutory regulatory body as the result of the University meeting specific standards or criteria.  These criteria or standards may relate to the recognition of the academic standing of a programme, the ability to produce graduates with professional competence to practice and/or preparation for professional status.
Types of Accreditation 

2. PSRBs may offer a range of types of accreditation or recognition of Kingston University fields.  Types of 
accreditation/recognition include:

· professional status for graduates upon completion of the field, which enables students to practice their subject professionally

· exemption for graduates of the field from all or parts of professional examinations

· membership of a professional society for graduates of the field

· formal recognition of the field, but no professional status/membership/ exemption from professional examinations offered

Purpose

3. Accreditation of a programme has potential benefits for students.  For example, in some disciplines accredited programmes may provide a recognised fast-track route for graduates seeking professional status, whilst in others graduates may be granted exemption from certain professional examinations.

4. Accreditation can also provide a way of assuring and enhancing the quality of teaching and learning provision in faculties, and accreditation reports can be used to inform annual monitoring.  The frequency and manner in which the accreditation is carried out varies from organisation to organisation.

Criteria

5. The criteria for gaining PSRB accreditation or recognition vary for each individual body.  Detailed criteria will be available directly from the PSRB.

Flowchart

6. The flowchart below shows the sequence of events that should be followed for PSRB accreditation or (re)-accreditation.

Schedule

7. AQS must be kept informed of the awarding, withdrawing or any changes to PSRB approval and the dates of review or re-accreditation as these details are confirmed.  It is a requirement of the Key Information Set (KIS) that the University maintains an accurate record of PRSB accreditations which will be published alongside the other information required for each KIS record (see section K, paragraph 28).   Faculties are required to keep AQS up to date with any new accreditations or any changes to accreditation arrangements via the J1 Form.
8. Additionally, AQS will circulate the list of PSRB activity to the nominated contacts in each faculty each year for them to check and update where necessary.  Faculties will be required to update the PSRB course database and return the amended document to AQS.

Process

Accreditation Process

9. Every PSRB will have its own process for granting accreditation/recognition.  Sometimes these can be combined with the University’s own processes – for example, the PSRB may agree to a joint validation XE "validation"  and accreditation event, or, in some instances, it may be possible to combine the accreditation process with ISR.  In the case of new fields for validation, any PSRB involvement should be discussed at the validation planning meeting, and arrangements made with AQS as appropriate.  Similarly, if the faculty wishes to propose combining an ISR event with a (re)-accreditation, this should be discussed at the ISR planning meeting.  

10. Given the diversity of different PSRB requirements for accreditation/ recognition, it is not possible to outline a “standard” accreditation process.  Whatever the accreditation process, however, there are key responsibilities at subject, faculty and University-level for quality assurance of PSRB activity.  These are outlined in paragraphs 12-14 below.

11. Further advice on the procedures and responsibilities with respect to PSRB (re)-accreditation is available from AQS. 

Quality Assurance of PSRB Activity

12. Subject teams, faculties and the University have different levels of responsibility in relation to quality assurance of PSRB activity.  

13. The subject team is responsible for direct liaison with the PSRB.  This includes (as a minimum):

· day-to-day liaison

· setting up visits where this is required by the PSRB as part of the (re)-accreditation process

· responding to reports (eg. via the production of an action plan) where appropriate

· maintaining the relationship with the PSRB post-accreditation (eg. carrying out any particular requirements of the PSRB, such as annual monitoring)

· contacting the relevant PSRB if they intend to change the delivery of any elements of the accredited course to FDL, or if they intend to operate the course at a different site, and to seek advice from the PSRB on any resulting implications for the accreditation
14. The faculty is responsible for maintaining an overview of PSRB activity in the faculty.  It will achieve this by: 

· checking documentation prior to submission to the PSRB

· receiving reports and (if applicable) approving action plans in response to the reports

· having in place a person responsible for liaison with AQS in relation to PSRB activity

· forwarding copies of any PSRB reports, action plans and any other correspondence to AQS
· notifying AQS of any new accreditation or recognition arrangements as they occur via the J1 Form
· notifying AQS of any changes to accreditation or recognition arrangements as they occur via the J1 Form
· on an annual basis, liaising with AQS to update the PSRB database as appropriate

15. In the interests of Kingston University’s reputation, and its accountability to students and other stakeholders, the University is responsible for maintaining an overview of PSRB activity in the University.  It will achieve this by:

· maintaining a record of all PSRBs activity, on advice from the faculties 

· providing advice and support to faculties where appropriate

· attending visits as appropriate, to advise on University requirements,  policies and procedures 

· receiving from the faculty PSRB reports and action plans (if applicable), and any other relevant correspondence

· providing annual updates and reporting issues of University-wide significance to QAC
Back_to_top
Form J1

Notification of New PSRB Arrangement or Changes to Existing PSRB Arrangements

This form should be completed by the Head of School XE "Head of School:HoS"  and sent to Academic Quality and Standards in order to notify them of any new or pending accreditation or recognition arrangements or if there are any changes to PSRB arrangements.  

New PSRB Arrangement 

	Name of the PSRB


	

	Field title(s) 


	

	Nature of accreditation or recognition 

i.e. exemption, leading to eligibility for xx, meeting requirements for chartered status etc.
	

	Proposed date of the initial visit or review



	

	Arrangements for the initial visit or review 

i.e. what form will the review take and what documentation is required
	

	Next visit / review 

Please indicate what the time period is for ongoing review and what the arrangements will be 

i.e. on-site visits or document review, 3 yearly/annual etc.
	


Change to existing PSRB Arrangement 

	Name of the PSRB


	

	Field title(s) 


	

	Details of change
	


	HEAD OF SCHOOL SIGNATURE 
	

	DATE
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The Quality Assurance Agency for Higher Education (QAA)

1. The core business of the QAA is to review and report on the performance of providers of higher education with regard to standards of awards and the quality of provision.  Through a process of peer review, the QAA reviews and reports on how HE providers meet their responsibilities, identify good practice and make recommendations for improvement.  The QAA publishes guidance, in particular the UK Quality Code that helps institutions in setting standards and designing a quality student experience.  

QAA Review Methods


Institutional Review (IRENI)  

2. IRENI is the review process for higher education providers in England and Northern Ireland.  Reviews are carried out by a team of academics who review the institutions quality and standards to determine whether it:

· Sets and maintains academic standards that meet agreed UK expectations

· Provides appropriate learning opportunities for students to achieve those standards

· Is working to enhance the quality of the education it offers

· Produces accurate and reliable public information.

These are the core elements of IRENI.

3. Institutions take part in IRENI approximately once every six years. 

4. The reviewers use their own knowledge of higher education and the reference points in the UK Quality Code for Higher Education.  Following each review the QAA publishes a report of the review team’s findings.

5. The QAA has developed a handbook for institutions that sets out the review process.

The key stages in IRENI are:

· Preparatory visit by the QAA

· Submission of the institution’s Self Evaluation Document (SED) and Student Written Submission

· QAA First Team Visit to the institution

· QAA Review Visit

· Judgements and report published

6. The outcomes of the review are recorded in a report which is published on the QAA website (following consultation with the institution).  Review teams will make judgements on the core elements of the review and determine whether the expectations that apply to all UK institutions are being met.  

There are four judgments in IRENI:

	
	Possible judgement

	The academic standards of the institution’s awards
	Meets UK expectations for threshold standards
	Does not meet UK expectations for threshold standards


Four possible grades can be awarded to:

	The quality of learning opportunities
	Is commended
	Meets UK expectations
	Requires improvement to meet UK expectations
	Does not meet UK expectations

	The quality of published information
	
	
	
	

	The enhancement of student learning opportunities
	
	
	
	


7. Review teams also identify recommendations for further consideration (which have defined timescales for delivery depending on risk), features of good practice and affirm progress that is already underway.

8. In addition to the core element, there is also a thematic element, whereby the review team comments on a particular quality assurance topic.  Themes are confirmed annually.  To date themes have included ‘the first year student experience’ and ‘student involvement in quality assurance and enhancement.  There is no judgement on the thematic element.

9. Further detailed information on the process can be found on the QAA website 

10. QAA reports of Kingston University and other higher education providers are available at:  www.qaa.ac.uk/InstitutionReports/Pages/Institutions-A-Z.aspx
Hybrid Institutional Review

11. In certain cases the QAA will combine the institution’s Institutional Review and collaborative provision audit in a hybrid model.  This model follows the process for Institutional Review of ‘home’ provision with the exception that it includes visits to up to three partner institutions (partner link visits), that take place between the first team visit and the review visit.    

Collaborative Provision

12. In 2012-13 no institution will have a separate review of collaborative provision.  During 2012-13 the QAA will research, design and consult on a new method for the review of collaborative provision.

Review of College Higher Education (RCHE)

13. Review of College Higher Education is the new method of reviewing higher education provided by further education colleges in England.  It replaces the Integrated Quality Enhancement Review (IQER) method that operated between 2007-08 and 2011-12.

14. RCHE is based on Institutional Review of Higher Education in England and Northern Ireland (IRENI), but has been adapted for further education colleges.  

15. The core aim of RCHE is to examine whether colleges provide qualifications of an appropriate academic standard and a student experience of an acceptable quality.  The review team makes judgements on how the college:

· Sets and maintains threshold academic standards

· Manages the quality of students’ learning opportunities

· Enhances its educational provision

· Manages the quality of its information.

16. RCHE also includes a thematic element which will not lead to a judgement but allows reviewers to explore an institutions engagement with a particular quality assurance topic.

17. The focus of RCHE is on the FE College, but the QAA notifies HE providers of RCHEs taking place in its partner colleges.  The extent to which HE providers are involved in RCHE is a matter of negotiation between each HEI and their partner FE college(s).  HE providers are responsible, with their partners, for implementing action plans arising from RCHE.  Further detailed information on the process can be found on the QAA website at http://www.qaa.ac.uk/InstitutionReports/types-of-review/RCHE/pages/default.aspx
QAA procedure for dealing with ‘causes for concern’

18. QAA has developed procedures for handling causes for concern in institutions that provide higher education in England and Wales.  The QAA will investigate concerns about standards and quality raised by students, staff, or other parties.  The QAA will conduct a detailed investigation where such concerns ‘indicate serious systemic or procedural problems’.  Further detailed information on the process can be found on the QAA website at http://www.qaa.ac.uk/complaints/concerns/Pages/default.aspx
The UK Quality Code (formerly the Academic Infrastructure)

19. The UK Quality Code (the Quality Code) sets out the Expectations that all providers of UK higher education are required to meet.  The QAA works closely with the UK higher education sector to develop maintain and update the Quality Code.

20. The Quality Code replaces the set of national reference points known as the Academic Infrastructure, from the 2012-13 academic year.  The Quality Code is designed to give all higher education providers a shared starting point for setting, describing and assuring the academic standards of their higher education awards and programmes and the quality of the learning opportunities they provide.    The UK Quality Code is used by Institutional Reviewers as the benchmark for judging whether an individual higher education provider meets national expectations for academic standards and the quality of learning opportunities.

21. The Quality Code consists of a series of separate Chapters grouped in three parts (A, B and C) on standards, quality and information.  Each chapter sets out an Expectation for the topic and a series of Indicators that reflect sound practice.  

22. Expectations express key matters of principle that the higher education community has identified as important for assuring academic standards and quality.  They make clear what UK higher education providers are required to do, what they expect of themselves and each other, and what students and the general public can therefore expect of all HE providers.

23. During 2011/12 the QAA has migrated the content of the Academic Infrastructure to the UK Quality Code.    The content of the Quality Code will continue to be revised and updated following a published schedule. When each Chapter is published at the end of the process of revision or development, an implementation date at which the new version becomes current for the purposes of external review will be set.

For the purposes of the external reviews of higher education providers operated by QAA, the Quality Code will replace the Academic Infrastructure as an external reference point from academic year 2012-13

24. Further information on these is set out below.

Part A: Setting and maintaining threshold academic standards

25. These Chapters cover the issues relevant to the setting and maintaining of academic standards:

	UK Quality Code – Part A

	Chapter
	Title
	
	Expectation

	A1
	The national level 

 
	The Framework for Higher Education Qualification (FHEQ)

The FHEQ describes the achievement represented by higher education qualifications.  They apply to degrees, diplomas, certificates and other academic awards granted by a higher education provider with degree awarding powers.  There are five levels in the FHEQ.  Each level has a corresponding qualification descriptor, stating the outcomes that a student should be able to demonstrate for the award of the qualification.  Further details about the FHEQ and qualification descriptors can be found at

http://www.qaa.ac.uk/Publications/InformationAndGuidance/Documentation/Quality-Code-Chapter-A1.pdf
	Each qualification (including those awarded under collaborative arrangements) is allocated to the appropriate level in the FHEQ.

	A2
	The subject and qualification level


	Subject Benchmark Statements

Subject benchmark statements set out expectations about standards of degrees in a range of subject areas.  They describe what gives a discipline its coherence and identity, and define what can be expected of a graduate in terms of abilities and skills needed to develop understanding or competence in the subject.

The QAA has published subject benchmark statements for a range of disciplines to set out clearly the academic characteristics and standards of UK programmes.  Some subject benchmark statements combine or make reference to professional standards required by external professional or regulatory bodies in the discipline.  Benchmark statements exist in four categories:

· Honours degrees

· Master’s level subject benchmark statements

· Subject benchmark statements for health professionals

· Scottish benchmark statements

A full list of subject benchmark statements is available at

http://www.qaa.ac.uk/AssuringStandardsAndQuality/subject-guidance/Pages/Subject-benchmark-statements.aspx 

Foundation Degree qualification benchmark

The Foundation Degree qualification benchmark is designed to be used as a reference point in setting and assessing standards for foundation degrees.  It describes the distinctive features of a Foundation Degree in terms of its purpose, general characteristics and generic outcomes.  The FD qualification benchmark can be found at www.qaa.ac.uk/Publications/InformationAndGuidance/Pages/Foundation-Degree-qualification-benchmark-May-2010.aspx 
	All higher education programmes of study take account of relevant subject and qualification benchmark statements

	A3
	The programme level

	Programme Specifications

A programme specification is a concise description of the intended learning outcomes from a higher education programme, and how these outcomes can be achieved and demonstrated.    Further information can be found at

www.qaa.ac.uk/Publications/InformationAndGuidance/Pages/quality-code-A3.aspx 

	Higher education providers make available definitive information on the aims, intended learning outcomes and expected learner achievements for a programme of study.

	A4
	Approval and review
	This Chapter of the Quality Code takes as its starting point the principle that formal and effective procedures should exist in all institutions for the design, approval, monitoring and review of programmes of study.   Further information can be found at

www.qaa.ac.uk/Publications/InformationAndGuidance/Documents/Quality-Code-Chapter-A4.pdf  
	Higher education providers have in place effective processes to approve and periodically review the validity and relevance of programmes.

	A5
	Externality
	This Chapter of the Quality Code provides a brief introduction to the role of various forms of externality in the assurance of standards and quality in UK higher education institutions.  Further information can be found at

www.qaa.ac.uk/Publications/InformationAndGuidance/Documents/Quality-Code-Chapter-A5.pdf 
	Higher education providers ensure independent and external participation in the management of threshold academic standards.

	A6
	Assessment of achievement of learning outcomes
	This Chapter supersedes parts of the Code of practice for the assurance of academic quality and standards in higher education (Code of practice), Section 6: Assessment of students (2006)
	Higher education providers ensure the assessment of students is robust, valid and reliable and that the award of qualifications and credit are based on the achievement of the intended learning outcomes.


Part B: Assuring and enhancing academic quality

26. These Chapters (formerly Codes of Practice) cover the issues relevant to ensuring that the quality of learning opportunities meets expectations and is continually being improved.  

	UK Quality Code – Part B

	Chapter
	Title
	Status
	Expectation

	B1
	Programme design and approval
	This chapter supersedes parts of the Code of practice for the assurance of academic

quality and standards in higher education (Code of practice), Section 7: Programme design,

approval, monitoring and review (2006)

This Chapter will be developed in 2012-13
	Higher education provides have effective processes for the design and approval of programmes.

	B2
	Admissions
	Supersedes the Code of practice for the assurance of academic quality and standards in higher education (Code of practice), Section 10: Admissions to higher education (2006)

This Chapter will be developed in 2012-13
	Policies and procedures used to admit students are clear, fair, explicit and consistently applied.

	B3
	Learning and Teaching
	New chapter. To be published 2012/13
	Higher education providers implement appropriate strategies for learning and teaching.

	B4
	Student Support, learning resources and careers education, information, advice and guidance
	Supersedes the Code of practice for the assurance of academic quality and standards in higher education (Code of practice), Section 8: Career education, information, advice and guidance (2010). It also
includes the Code of practice, Section 3: Disabled students (2010)

This Chapter will be developed in 2012-13
	Higher education providers have effective arrangements in place to support students in their learning.

	B5
	Student engagement
	New chapter.  This Chapter covers student engagement at undergraduate and postgraduate level, irrespective of location, mode of study, teaching delivery, or discipline. The Chapter focuses on the provision of an inclusive environment for student engagement.
	Higher education providers take deliberate steps to engage students, individually and collectively, as partners to enhance their learning experience.

	B6
	Assessment of students and accreditation of prior learning
	Supersedes parts of the Code of practice for the assurance of academic

quality and standards in higher education (Code of practice), Section 6: Assessment of

students (2006)

This Chapter will be developed in 2012-13
	Higher education providers ensure that students have appropriate opportunities to show they have achieved the intended learning outcomes for the award of a qualification or credit.

	B7
	External examining
	Supersedes the Code of practice for the assurance of academic quality and standards in higher education (Code of practice), Section 4: External examining (2004).  It incorporates the recommendations of the Universities UK (UUK)/GuildHE review of external examining published in 2011.
	Higher education providers make scrupulous use of external examiners

	B8
	Programme monitoring and review
	Supersedes parts of the Code of practice for the assurance of academic

quality and standards in higher education (Code of practice), Section 7: Programme design,

approval, monitoring and review (2006)

This Chapter will be developed in 2012-13
	Higher education providers have effective procedures in place to routinely monitor and periodically review programmes.

	B9
	Complaints and appeals
	Supersedes the Code of practice for the assurance of academic quality and standards in higher education (Code of practice), Section 5: Academic appeals and student complaints on academic matters (2007)

This Chapter will be developed in 2012-13
	Higher education providers have fair, effective and timely procedures for handling students' complaints and academic appeals

	B10
	Management of collaborative arrangements
	Supersedes Section 2A of the Code of practice for the assurance of academic quality and standards in higher education

This Chapter will be developed in 2012-13
	Higher education providers have effective processes for the management of collaborative provision.

	B11
	Research degrees
	Supersedes the Code of practice for the assurance of academic quality

and standards in higher education (Code of practice), Section 1: Postgraduate research

programmes (2004)
	Research degrees are awarded in a research environment that provides secure academic standards for doing research and learning about research approaches, methods, procedures and protocols. This environment offers students quality of opportunities and the support they need to achieve successful academic, personal and professional outcomes from their research degrees.


Part C: Information about higher education provision 

27. This shorter part is not divided into Chapters.  It addresses how providers make available information that is fit for purpose, accessible and trustworthy.

Key Information Sets 

28. Key Information Sets (KIS) form part of HEFCEs continued work to enhance the information available about higher education.  Designed to give prospective students access to robust, reliable and comparable information in order to help them make informed decisions about what and where to study. 

29. KIS contain information which prospective students have identified as useful, such as student satisfaction, graduate outcomes, learning and teaching activities, assessment methods, tuition fees and student finance, accommodation and professional accreditation.

30. KIS are required for most full-time and part-time undergraduate courses planned for 2013-14 in institutions which subscribe to the Quality Assurance Agency (QAA) and for undergraduate programmes taught through further education colleges in England and Wales (this applies to colleges funded indirectly through a higher education institution and for courses HEFCE funds directly).  The only exceptions are short courses (one year full-time equivalent or less), postgraduate courses, those delivered wholly overseas, and closed courses.

31. Much of the KIS information already exists in a national and comparable form, but there are several items of information that do not currently exist in that form and have been supplied by universities and colleges.  The KIS contains 17 items:

	Study
	Results from a range of NSS questions including:

· Staff are good at explaining things

· Staff have made the subject interesting

· Overall, I am satisfied with the quality of my course

· I have received sufficient advice and support with my studies

· Feedback on my work has been prompt

· Feedback on my work has helped me clarify things I did not understand

· The library resources are good enough for my needs

· I have been able to access general IT resources when I needed to

	
	The proportion of time spent in various learning and teaching activities – by year/stage of study, with a link to further detail

	
	The proportion  of summative assessment by method – by year/stage of study

	
	Professional, statutory and regulatory bodies that recognise this course, details of the type of recognition with a link to further detail

	Costs and Financial Support
	Institution owned/sponsored accommodation: average annual costs – upper and lower quartiles, and number of units (to which students can reasonably expect to have access)

	
	Private rental accommodation: average annual costs – upper and lower quartiles

	
	Financial support available from the institution: whether it offers a fee waiver; means-tested support; non means-tested support; National Scholarship Programme; and a link to more detailed information

	
	Average fees (excluding fee waivers) per year by country of UK domicile

	Employment and salary information
	The destinations of graduates six months after completing their course – comprising working, studying, working and studying, unemployed, and not available for work

	
	Of those in employment, the proportion in managerial/professional jobs six months after graduation

	
	Salary data for those in full-time employment

	Students’ Union
	Satisfaction with the SU




32. Students will be able to view the results via the Unistats website and via a ‘widget’ or small advert on each KU course page.
Definitions of Exam Conditions for KIS

33. For the purposes of undertaking the catergorisation of its assessment activities for the KIS submission, the University has defined exam conditions as assessments conducted under the following condition:

· they are scheduled by the central Examinations Office

34. However the following indicative criteria can also used by course teams for the purposes of defining assessments undertaken under exam conditions for additional purposes, such as Professional, Statutory or Regulatory Body (PSRB) requirements:  

· they are timed

· conducted in silence

· may be open (i.e. students have had access to the questions before the examination) or closed

· students do not have access to personal belongings such as mobile phones etc.

· the arrival and departure of students is controlled.

· students wishing to leave the examination room for a break are escorted by an invigilator

· any paperwork/equipment available to the student is approved i.e. calculators, dictionaries

· students are seated in such a way that they cannot see the work of others or make contact with others during the examination

· an invigilator has oversight of the assessment – an invigilator may be an employee of the University or an individual contracted specifically to carry out the role.  An invigilator does not have to be independent of the assessment being conducted but should have no conflict of interest with the candidates – the role of the invigilator is to ensure that the assessment is conducted correctly and fairly

Wider Information Sets
35. All publicly funded HEIs, FECs with undergraduate provision, and private providers who subscribe to the QAA are required to make available a wider set of information that will assist the public understanding of higher education.  

36. The following information is publically available on the University’s website:

Institutional Context

· mission statement

· corporate plan or equivalent strategic statement on HE provision 

· statement of quality assurance policies and processes

· learning and teaching strategy

· information on partnerships 

· employability statements

Information about aspects of courses and awards

· prospectuses, programme specifications, programme guides, or similar

· results of internal student surveys (these are available internally only)

· details of links with employers 
Information on the quality and standards of programmes

· procedures and outcomes for programme approval, monitoring and review

· external examination procedures including the role of external examiners 

· policies for student complaints, appeals and representations

37. From 2012-13 the QAA will consider this information as part of the way they assess how institutions manage their public information.

Universities are required to make external examiners’ reports available to students.  Reports are available to student course representatives through the Board of Study.  With effect from 2012-13, individual students can request the external examiner reports relevant to their course from AQS.

Assessing the quality and standards of Initial Teacher Training (OFSTED Inspection)


Introduction

38. From September 2012, a New Framework for the Inspection of Initial Teacher Education (ITE) came into force.  The Framework was produced by the Office for Standards in Education, Children’s Services and Skills (OFSTED).  The Framework provides the basis for OFSTED inspections from 2012.

39. The Framework can be downloaded from the OFSTED website.

40. The Framework applies to all training in all routes to qualified teacher status for teaching in maintained schools in England, and to higher education institution-led initial teacher education for teachers in the further education and learning and skills/lifelong learning sectors.  

Purposes of inspection

41. The main purposes of the inspection of Initial Teacher Education are:

· provide trainees and prospective trainees with an expert and independent assessment of how well an ITE partnership is performing and the quality of teacher training offered

· provide information to the Secretary of State for Education and to Parliament about the work of ITE partnerships and the extent to which an acceptable standard of teacher training is being provided (This provides assurance that minimum standards are being met, provides confidence in the use of public money and assists accountability, as well as indicating where improvements are needed.) 

promote the improvement of individual ITE partnerships and the education system as a whole.

Judging the Quality of ITE

ITE inspection is primarily about evaluating how well trainees are trained to be good or better teachers. 

To make this judgement, inspectors evaluate each of the three key judgements:

· Outcomes for trainees

· Quality of training across the partnership

Leadership and management of the partnership.

In judging the quality and effectiveness of the ITE partnership in securing consistently high quality outcomes for trainees, inspectors will decide whether the ITE partnership is outstanding, good, requires improvement or is inadequate.   Grades are awarded on a 4-point scale as follows:

· Grade 1: outstanding

· Grade 2: good

· Grade 3: requires improvement

Grade 4: inadequate

Where provision is found to be inadequate or non-compliant with the Government’s requirements for ITE, decisions about further inspection or monitoring activity will be taken in conjunction with the relevant government department and/or funding agency.

Further details on the assessment process, including detailed assessment criteria, can be found on the OFSTED website
The Reporting process

A draft report of the inspection is sent to the institution to check matters of accuracy.  Once finalised, the inspection report is published on the OFSTED website.

Following the visit and receipt of the report from OFSTED, the report is considered by QAC.  QAC also approves the action plan prepared by the relevant course team which should address all the issues raised in the report.  After approval by QAC, the action plan is entered into the annual monitoring process.

Procedures relating to EDEXCEL fields/courses

Edexcel Licence Agreement

42. The new Edexcel Licence Agreement came into operation in 2007/08 and is valid for five years until 2013/14. 

43. Please see the Edexcel website for more details. 

44. The licence entrusts full responsibility for the management of the quality and standards of non-NQF BTEC Higher Nationals to the University, according to the Expectations set out in the QAA UK Quality Code for Higher Education. 

45.  Under the Licence Agreement the University is authorised to validate non-NQF Higher Nationals using centre-devised titles and units. 

46. The Diploma in Foundation Studies (Art and Design) has been accredited by the Qualifications and Curriculum Authority into the NQF. These qualifications are not covered by the quality assurance arrangements of the Licence Agreement. 

Validation/Internal Subject Review 
47. Following validation of a non-NQF Higher National, the institution is required to use EOL to log the detail. Programme number for the qualification will then automatically be issued. 

48. Following Internal Subject Review, outcomes from the ISR report will inform the IRR submission made annually by the University to Edexcel. 

Collaborative Arrangements 
49. All new collaborative arrangements are subject to a separate agreement between Edexcel, the University and the partner institution Edexcel should be advised of this via EOL. 

Edexcel Institutional Review Report 
50. All examiners must complete the University’s external examiner report form. These will then be reported on as part of the IRR made annually by the University to Edexcel. 

University Chief Examiner 
51. Edexcel appoints a UCE who is responsible for maintaining an overview of the quality assurance and standards of Edexcel programmes. The UCE will prepare an annual report on licensed provision across England, Wales and Northern Ireland which will be posted on the Edexcel website. 

Annual monitoring arrangements 
52. Each Institution is required to complete an annual IRR, covering its provision under the licence, including that offered in collaborative partner centres. The IRR is prepared by AQS and submitted to QAC prior to submission to Edexcel’s UCE in March of each year.
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Definition

1. Student engagement involves several dimensions; however this guide is mainly concerned with the provision of feedback by students, and their participation in, quality assurance and quality enhancement processes, resulting in the improvement of their learning environment.  

2. For the purposes of this guide, student feedback involves the seeking of students’ opinions on their experience of learning, teaching and assessment at Kingston, not feedback to students on their assessment.

Purpose

3. The main purposes of student engagement and feedback are

· to enhance the students’ experience of learning, teaching and assessment

· to contribute to monitoring and review of quality and standards

· to ensure the effectiveness of course design and delivery

· to identify good practice

Flowchart

4. The following flowchart illustrates the sequence of events in relation to encouraging student engagement and obtaining student feedback.
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Process

5. Students have the opportunity to provide ongoing feedback as part of their studies.  This feedback is valued by the University and appropriate action is taken in response.  In addition to these informal mechanisms, the University also operates the following formal mechanisms for the gathering of feedback from students:

· Module Mid-point Reviews (see paragraphs 6-19)

· Module Evaluation Questionnaires (see paragraphs 20-29)

· Staff-Student Consultative Committees (see paragraphs 30-48)

· Course Representative Scheme (see paragraphs 49-56)

· The Faculty Forum XE "Faculty Forum"  (see paragraphs 57-66)

· National Student Survey XE "National Student Survey:NSS"  (see paragraphs 67-72)

· Kingston University Surveys (see paragraph 74)

· Student representation and participation in Internal Subject Reviews (see paragraph 74-77)
Module mid-point review (MMR)

Scope

6. Module mid-point review (MMR) provides an important opportunity for students to provide feedback to module tutors in order for them to implement any appropriate changes while the module is still running.

7. MMR is a requirement for all modules, with the exception of those taught via block delivery whereby the undertaking of a MMR would not provide tutors with an opportunity to implement timely change.  

Guidance 

8. The points below offer principles and guidance for undertaking MMRs.  Each faculty should agree the details of MMR in order to best meet the needs of their students and staff; however a consistent approach across a range of modules is to be encouraged for the benefit of the participating students.  

9. A useful good practice guide has been produced by the ADC which can be accessed here: http://www.kingston.ac.uk/academic-development-centre/adc-publications/ 

Process 

10. The MMR should take place approximately half way through the module, so that the results can be fed into the SSCC.

11. A short time should be set aside during a whole group teaching session to discuss with students their experience of the module to date.  Repeated sessions in sub-groups should only be used if there is no whole group session at an appropriate time.  This is unlikely to require more than 15 minutes.

12. Wherever possible, the review should be conducted by students who have agreed to undertake the task (eg. student representatives who are taking the module).  If possible the review should take place without staff present (eg. hand over the final 15 minutes of a session to the students).

13. Where students take a number of core modules in common it is possible to combine the module mid-point reviews into one teaching session for one of the modules to avoid repetition.  It is important, however, that students are encouraged to give their opinions of all of the modules covered by the MMR.  A longer session is likely to be required.

14. There is no standard agenda for the review; students should be free to air any matters they wish – but should be encouraged to include good practice as well as problems.

Analysis of results

15. The MMR should be timed to take place prior to the SSCC so that the outcomes can be reported to the committee.

16. MMR should be a standard SSCC agenda item.

17. A brief report should be produced and sent to the secretary and chair of the SSCC for inclusion in the committee agenda, and to the relevant student course representative. 

18. Where appropriate, the outcomes of MMRs should be considered and incorporated into MRDPs.

Feedback to students

19. Outcomes of the discussions held at SSCCs, or any immediate actions taken by the module teaching team in relation to the outcomes of MMRs should be fed back to students via notice boards, StudySpace XE "StudySpace"  or in teaching sessions, as appropriate.

Module Evaluation Questionnaires (MEQs)

Scope

20. These are a requirement for all modules.  They have been specifically designed to gather feedback on individual modules and do not seek information about the wider student experience which is gained in other ways.  
21. Standard University questionnaires must be used for undergraduate and postgraduate courses.
22. There is provision for the addition of a single question specific to the faculty, school or course.  It is up to faculties to agree the use of these additional questions. 

Process

23. Module leaders should arrange for MEQs to be administered by setting aside time to complete the questionnaires in a whole student group teaching session towards the end of the module.

24. Faculties will arrange for the analysis of the paper-based response forms to be undertaken by Information Services and for the outcomes to be returned to module leaders for further review. 

Evaluation of results

25. Module leaders are responsible for analysing the outcomes of the MEQs, including the discursive responses from students, and feeding these into the annual review and development of the module.

26. MEQ summaries should be made available to module teams, Boards of Study XE "Boards of Study"  and SSCCs.  Individual discursive student comments should be reserved to the module team and Head of School XE "Head of School:HoS" .

27. MEQ analysis should be retained in module boxes.  During ISR events the review team will select a sample of module boxes to review during the event.

Feedback to students

28. Feedback to students can be provided through:

· A report on questionnaire summaries and proposed actions to relevant SSCCs

· At the start of the module guide XE "Module Guide:module guide"  for the next group of students who take the module (ie. to illustrate the value of the consultation process)

· An area on the University’s Intranet/StudySpace
29. Module Leaders may also be asked to participate in any local arrangements for comparing student feedback across modules.

Staff/Student Consultative Committee (SSCC) 

Scope
30. SSCCs are a requirement for each field or closely related or overlapping group of fields.  They make use of the course representative system.
31. SSCCs are sub-committees of Boards of Study XE "Boards of Study"  and should map clearly onto the parent Board(s) of Study.

32. The SSCC Terms of Reference XE "Terms of Reference"  document can be found in Guidance LG(i)
Process

33. SSCCs are held at least twice per academic year and must be minuted.

34. SSCCs should comprise of representatives of all years/levels of a course and all constituent courses (see paragraphs 49-56 for further details regarding the nomination and training of course representatives).

35. It is recognised that in some courses the whole student group may act as an SSCC meeting with key staff (eg. some postgraduate courses and courses with small numbers).  However, even in these cases it will be necessary to elect or nominate representatives to represent constituents’ views at other times, and to collect student views and represent the course at the Faculty Forum XE "Faculty Forum" .

36. Normally the number of staff on the SSCC should be limited to ensure that student membership predominates.
37. Staff membership should include course leader(s) and other staff with key responsibilities.

38. The committee should agree a chair from amongst its members (this may be a student if appropriately experienced individuals are elected to the committee and committees may wish to consider alternating the chair between staff and students).

39. SSCCs should be provided with administrative support, for example, in the preparation and distribution of agenda and minutes, provision of notice boards and StudySpace XE "StudySpace"  modules, etc.

40. Chairs and secretaries of SSCCs must ensure that agendas are agreed on the basis of consultation, information for students and feedback on previous items.

41. The committee should take clear decisions (carefully minuted) about items that can reasonably be addressed to the parent Board of Study XE "Board of Study:BoS"  or the SSCC itself, reserving other matters to be raised at the Faculty Forum XE "Faculty Forum" .

42. The SSCC should nominate those student representatives who will attend the parent Board of Study XE "Board of Study:BoS" .

43. A suggested agenda for the SSCC is as follows, additional items should be added as necessary:

i. Minutes of the last meeting

ii.
Matters arising from the last meeting (including relevant extracts from Board of Study XE "Board of Study:BoS"  minutes)  

iii.
Feedback from module mid-point reviews (if they have taken place)

iv.
Feedback from other appropriate conduits (ie.MEQs, NSS, Faculty Forum XE "Faculty Forum" , or any relevant faculty/school committees)

v.
Issues raised by student representatives

vi.
Nomination of student representatives to attend Board of Study XE "Board of Study:BoS" 
Analysis of outcomes

44. SSCC reports should be considered at Boards of Study XE "Boards of Study"  and the minutes should be provided for course representatives and lodged on notice boards/StudySpace XE "StudySpace"  modules. 

45. SSCC minutes are provided for review teams as part of the base room of evidence at ISR events (see section D).

Feedback to students

46. SSCC minutes should clearly detail how feedback from the SSCC will be delivered to the student body (for example, posted on notice boards and/or StudySpace XE "StudySpace" ).  This should occur within two weeks of the meeting.

47. Extracts of the Boards of Study XE "Boards of Study"  minutes where SSCC reports were considered should be provided for course representatives and lodged on notice boards/StudySpace XE "StudySpace"  modules.  SSCC Chairs should also ensure that relevant Board of Study XE "Board of Study:BoS"  minutes are tabled at the following SSCC meeting.
48. Chairs of SSCCs/course directors should regularly review the effectiveness of their SSCC with members of the committee and student constituents.

Course Representative Scheme

Scope

49. Course representatives are an essential way of making sure all students have their voices heard within the University.  A course representative is responsible for finding out their fellow students’ views on their course and bringing these to the attention of their faculty, through SSCCs and Faculty Forums.

Process

50. Staff should arrange elections/nominations of course representatives in a timely way to ensure that the representatives can then undertake KUSU/University training.

51. Names of course representatives should be forwarded to KUSU by the middle of October of each academic year.  For specific dates and deadlines refer to the Course Representative Handbook for Staff. 

52. Courses that commence at times in the academic year other than September/October should forward names of representatives to KUSU within a month of the start date.  For specific dates and deadlines refer to the Course Representative Handbook for Staff.

53. Course representative training is arranged by KUSU and the ADC.  The University and KUSU have jointly produced a Course Representative Handbook for Students which will be provided to representatives during the training and also be made available to those who cannot attend.  It is also available from the ADC publications webpage.

54. The University and KUSU have also jointly produced a Course Representative Handbook for Staff which should be provided to all appropriate staff, including course leaders, at the beginning of the academic year.

55. Representatives should serve for one year and elections should be held/nominations sought annually (representatives may be encouraged to continue, but there should be an opportunity for others to come forward).

56. Schools and faculties must support representatives in their work by facilitating consultation with constituents, eg. a notice board, time in classes for consultation, a student-led StudySpace XE "StudySpace"  consultation module for all constituents to communicate with the representatives.

The Faculty Forum XE "Faculty Forum" 
Scope

57. The Faculty Forum XE "Faculty Forum"  is a meeting of the course representatives in a faculty with senior faculty staff, normally chaired by the Dean.  

58. The meeting is intended to address issues which are outside the remit of SSCCs and Boards of Study XE "Boards of Study"  (these may commonly be “hygiene” factors). 

Process

59. The Faculty Forum XE "Faculty Forum"  should meet at least twice per academic year.

60. SSCCs should be scheduled to meet prior to the Faculty Forum XE "Faculty Forum" .

61. Faculty Forum XE "Faculty Forum"  meetings will normally take place prior to Faculty Board XE "Faculty Board"  meetings and provide reports (at least orally) to the Faculty Board.

62. Selected representatives will be in attendance at, or members of, the Faculty Board XE "Faculty Board" .

63. Boards of Study XE "Boards of Study"  should nominate those student representatives who will attend Faculty Forum XE "Faculty Forum" .
64. Some examples of recent agenda items for the Faculty Forum XE "Faculty Forum"  are as follows, however this is intended as a guide only and items can be added and removed as necessary:

· Matters arising from the last meeting 

· Report from Dean of Faculty 

· Update on University Strategic Plan and/or Campus Development Plan (where this may impact on students)

· Approaches to enhancing support for employability from the students’ perspective 

· Feedback from students including:

· good practice/positive aspects of student experience

· faculty wide issues arising from SSCCs etc.
Analysis of outcomes

65. The outcomes of the Faculty Forum XE "Faculty Forum"  should be reported (at least orally) to the Faculty Board XE "Faculty Board" .
66. It is good practice to present a matter’s arising update to the next Faculty Forum XE "Faculty Forum" .  
National Student Survey XE "National Student Survey:NSS" 
67. All final year undergraduate students are invited to complete the National Student Survey XE "National Student Survey:NSS"  (NSS) administered by Ipsos MORI, an independent market research company.

68. The NSS is intended to give final year students an opportunity to report back on their experience, and to help future students choose the right course and university.

Scope

69. The survey runs across all publicly funded HEIs in England, Wales, Northern Ireland, and participating HEIs in Scotland.  Additionally, since 2008, Further Education Colleges with directly funded higher education students in England have been eligible to participate.

70. The survey asks students questions relating to the following aspects of the student learning experience:

· Teaching on my course

· Assessment and feedback

· Academic support

· Organisation and management

· Learning resources

· Personal development

· Overall satisfaction

71. Students are also given the opportunity to write positive and/or negative comments on their student learning experience as a whole at their university/college.

Analysis of outcomes

72. The results of the NSS are made available on the NSS dissemination website at www.Unistats.com.  The results are also made available to participating institutions to use to facilitate best practice and to enhance the student learning experience.

73. Consideration of feedback from the NSS takes place at programme/course level through Course Summary Reports and Boards of Study XE "Boards of Study"  and, at faculty level, through Faculty Review and Development Plans. UEC has responsibility for consideration of student mechanisms and processes across the University, including the NSS, generating action and considering good practice.  Additionally, results of student feedback from the NSS in relation to the subject area concerned should be provided as part of the base room evidence at ISRs (see section D).

Kingston University Surveys 

74. Kingston also undertakes other surveys of its students each year. Surveys may be administered centrally, while other areas of the University, such as Information Services conduct their own annual user survey.  The outcomes of these surveys are overseen by UEC.

Student representation on, and participation in, Internal Subject Review XE "Internal Subject Review:ISR" 
75. A key feature of ISR events are the meetings with students and, where possible, recent graduates.  During these meetings the panel has an opportunity to meet with a sample of students from all levels and programmes of the area under review, including some course representatives.  The outcomes of these meetings usually form the basis of any further discussions held with the subject team during the event.  

76. On occasion, where it is identified that there may be difficulties in meeting with an adequate number of students, other ways to gather student feedback may be employed, such as sending out questionnaires in advance of the event, or holding telephone interviews.  

77. A student representative will also normally be invited to join the review team at the main ISR events.  Students are included as full and equal members of review teams with the same remit as other panel members.  See section D for further information on ISR.

Student Academic Development Associate Research Scheme

78. A key initiative for enhancing student engagement which is due to be launched during 2012 is the Student Academic Development Research Associate Scheme (SADRAS) which will be funded from the University’s Access Agreement.  This scheme aims to encourage staff and students to undertake educational and pedagogic research with the purpose of improving the academic experience of students at the university.  It is anticipated that some of these ideas will have arisen directly from Staff Student Consultative Committees, or through one of the other formal student consultation processes described in this section.    
Courses delivered at collaborative partners

79. It is recognised that all of the requirements and guidance described in this section cannot apply in every aspect to courses delivered by the University’s collaborative partners, particularly in partners at some distance from the University.  However, it is expected that:

· Module evaluation questionnaires should be used (University staff with responsibility for liaison with the collaborative partner should make appropriate arrangements)

· SSCCs will take place (according to arrangements normally described in the liaison document for the course(s) concerned)

Other sources of help

80. Staff in ADC are happy to offer advice and support on other ways of engaging with students or seeking student opinion through course review.

81. For further information on student consultation contact the Director of Academic Development.

82. For further information on the Course Representative Scheme contact the Academic Development Centre XE "Academic Development Centre:ADC" , or the Kingston University Students' Union.
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SSCC Terms of Reference XE "Terms of Reference" 
STAFF STUDENT CONSULTATIVE COMMITTEE (SSCC)

Type:
STATUTORY

Nature: 
Forum for the consideration of student opinion and feedback in relation to academic matters

Reporting Line: 
Board of Study XE "Board of Study:BoS" 
Timing:
Meets at least twice per academic year (once in each semester)

TERMS OF REFERENCE/FUNCTIONS

1. To facilitate dialogue between students and academic staff by providing a formal channel of communication in relation to academic matters

2. To discuss and address (where appropriate) comments, queries, suggestions, concerns and feedback from course representatives in relation to academic matters

3. To consider student feedback, for example, from module mid-point review and Module Evaluation Questionnaires 

4. To consider any matters on which the Faculty/School/Department wishes to seek student views

5. To ensure that discussions and any resulting actions are documented and fed back to the student body

6. To nominate those student representatives to attend the Board of Study XE "Board of Study:BoS" 
7. To refer matters to the Board of Study XE "Board of Study:BoS"  and Faculty Forum XE "Faculty Forum"  as appropriate 

 MEMBERSHIP
Chair:

the Committee should agree a Chair from amongst its members (this may be a student if appropriately experienced individuals are elected to the Committee)

Members:
elected course representatives of all years/levels of a course and all constituent courses;


staff representatives, including course leader(s) and other staff with key responsibilities

Note: the number of staff in attendance should be limited to ensure that student membership predominates
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Definitions

Essential roles and Committee responsibilities

Director of studies

1. S/he is the primary or principal supervisor, the main academic contact for the student.  S/he works with the student to prepare the application for (provisional) registration and, subsequently, should monitor the student’s progress both formally (as a key contributor to the annual monitoring process) and informally during the year.  The Director of Studies should normally be a permanent member of staff.

Supervisory team

2. All students are provided with second supervisors and occasionally third supervisors depending on the nature of their research project.  Additional supervisors are not expected to meet with the student as frequently as the Director of Studies, but should maintain an effective working relationship with both the student and Director of Studies.  When a director of study stands down, usual practice is for the second supervisor to take on the role.  The University encourages formal and informal collaboration with other academic and non-academic institutions in the conduct of research.  Thus it may be appropriate to nominate an additional supervisor based at another institution.  At least one member of the supervisory team (not necessarily the Director of Studies) must have supervised at least one student to successful completion of a research degree.

Faculty Research Degree Committee (FRDC)

3. The FRDC has responsibilities similar to Boards of Studies for students following research degrees.  It is a faculty level forum for discussion on matters relating to research degrees.  It has specific responsibility for: monitoring students and their progression onto the following year; QA monitoring of faculty research provision; and consideration of initial monitoring and reporting to URDC for ratification. 

University Research Degree Committee (URDC)

4. The URDC has two distinct functions.  Firstly it considers policy, regulations and external requirements and guidelines with regard to research degrees, mirroring the functions of Quality Assurance Committee XE "Quality Enhancement Committee:QEC"  (A) and Academic Regulations XE "Regulations"  Committee XE "Academic Regulations Committee:ARC"  (ARC) for the taught provision.  Secondly it has responsibilities similar to an Examination Board for students following research degrees, ratifying all assessment of research degree theses and viva voce and annual progression of students.  It oversees the work of FRDCs, and receives exceptional cases and issues concerned with registration, monitoring, and assessment and any other issues referred by FRDC.

5. The URDC relates to UEC on matters of quality assurance of research degree provision.  URDC determines the cycle of the Internal Review of Post Graduate Research Student Experience, and approves the faculty action plans, which are also reported to UEC to note. UEC receive faculty monitoring reports, which should also report on research informed teaching. URDC receives faculty research reports and reports to UEC on these where appropriate.  The Academic Registrar is an ex officio member of both committees. 


Purpose

6. The aim of the section is to indicate quality assurance criteria and process related to admissions, supervision, collaboration, monitoring and review, and to enhance existing documentation related to the delivery of research degrees at Kingston University.  Sections enhance or emphasise processes fully articulated elsewhere, which are located in:

· research students’ handbook

· supervision handbook for students

· supervision handbook for staff

· regulations for research degree qualifications

Criteria

7. Appropriate checks are in place at admissions to ensure that research projects are realistic and achievable and the student is well placed to succeed

8. The student has the optimum level of support through supervision to meet the requirements of the award, and that any forced changes to supervisory teams are managed 

9. Monitoring is undertaken annually to reassure the faculty and the university that research degrees are being supported and success rates fall within normal expectations against national benchmarks.  Reviews are undertaken cyclically and confirm that the student support is robust and meets requirements and expectations of the University and the QAA UK Quality Code.
10. Collaborations undergo sufficient testing to ensure that student interests are protected and University criteria for research can be continually met.

Flowchart

11.
The flowchart below, illustrates in diagrammatic form the IRPGR process.
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Processes
Admissions

12. The admission process for research degree applicants has a number of discrete stages and is fully detailed in the Research Degrees: Staff Handbook (pages 5 to 9) http://staff.kingston.ac.uk/C14/Research%20Students/default.aspx
Admissions and supervising of students studying primarily overseas

13. The Faculty Research Degrees Committee will consider applications from prospective research students who are to be based primarily overseas.  Close consideration will be given to the frequency and nature of contact between the supervisors (especially the Director of Studies) and the student, the local availability of library and other appropriate resources.  Applicants should nominate an appropriately qualified local supervisor.  The arrangements will be subject to ratification by the University Research Degrees Committee. 

14. The Director of Studies is always based at KU.  These arrangements might also include cohorts from a particular institution with which the University might want to agree some generic aspects and some individual arrangements.  These would be agreed on a case by case basis by URDC

15. Requirements in relation to students based overseas include.

· A supplement is required to the RD3b form regarding supervisory arrangements.  A letter must be attached from the overseas institution where the student will be based as a supplement to the RD3b form confirming that the resources outlined in this letter will be made available to the student.

· Partner supervisors must be provided with a pack to include Graduate Research School (GRS), general and University level information and Academic Development Centre XE "Academic Development Centre:ADC"  (ADC) training pack (supervisor training).  ADC pack is available on staff space at (http://staff.kingston.ac.uk/C14/Research%20Students/default.aspx)

· Attendance is required at induction and generic skills training unless exemption granted by FRDC.  This includes mandatory and optional elements.

Advance Standing

16. The MPhil and MSc is the equivalent of 180 credits and the PhD is the equivalent of 360 credits.  However, the credit is not defined except at qualification level.  Therefore, it is not possible to accredit prior learning. 

17. However, a student can enter the research project with advanced standing.  Where a faculty is satisfied that work presented prior to entry constitutes significant progress towards completion of a research project, and which has not been recognised for prior award, the student’s application can be considered under the process of initial monitoring, and if successful the research project commences post initial monitoring.  This decision must be ratified by the URDC.  The student must register for at least 24 months, before being eligible for an award, or for writing up status.  In these instances, the student will be registered directly onto the PhD. 

18. No advanced standing is considered for MPhil or MSc by Research registration. 

Supervision

19. All research students will have a Director of Study as a first line supervisor and at least one additional supervisor.  Changes to the supervisory team must be communicated formally and immediately to the student.  When a Director of Study is no longer able to supervise a project, the normal practice is to move the secondary supervisor into the director of study role. 

20. The contact time expected between students and their supervisory team is set at a minimum of one meeting a month, on average, for full time students, and pro-rata for part-time students.  The University provides guidance on the rights and responsibilities of both students and supervisors regarding the supervisory process and an agreement on the exact level of interaction is expected to be reached by mutual agreement between both parties at the time of registration.  

21. A record of supervisory meetings is maintained by the student and signed off by both the student and any supervisors present.

22. In order to ensure that no supervisor becomes overloaded, experienced staff are normally expected to have no more than 6 supervisions, that can be allocated across a maximum of 10 individual students, including some registered on a part-time basis.  Less experienced staff members are normally expected to have not more than 4, across a maximum of 5 individual students.  Numbers are monitored through the FRDCs and the URDC when an application for registration is received.  

Collaborations

23. The university considers two categories of collaboration:

a. individual or cohort research students who undertake their academic research within a wider cultural or commercial context that requires the close collaboration of the university with another organisation. Such cross sector projects are actively encouraged by the Research Councils and attract funding accordingly. 

b. in cases where Kingston University requires additional physical or staffing resources to support a programme of research, most likely to support an overseas student or cohort, or when the University share academic processes with another institution suitable collaborative arrangements may be proposed. 

24. Within this section of the handbook the term cohort refers to a number of students (more than one) embarking on a research degree at the same time, connected by an association to an approved partner institution or a specific research fund.  There is no substantive difference of experience between such students and individual research students.

25. Exceptionally, the University will enter a joint degree arrangement (see section B), where academic process and decision are shared.  In these cases, the institutions will need to consider the regulations of the award and may need to develop bespoke regulations that meet the requirements of each institution.  In these instances an institutional agreement is required.

Category A

26. These types of arrangements include those covered by AHRC and EPSRC.  

27. The faculty identifies and bids for the funds to support a research project with another organisation.

28. An agreement is drawn up with the partner to outline the responsibilities of each with regards to support for the student(s), the role of the supervisors, monitoring and review, management of the agreement, and financial considerations.

29. In these collaborations, the partner is required to provide a second supervisor.

30. The partner supervisor is invited to attend supervisor training and is provided with the research students’ handbook, Information for staff, the ADC supervisor training pack and faculty information. 

31. The student is subject to the standard admissions process.  Where a research student is working in a collaborative arrangement, evidence must be appended to the application for provisional registration giving details of the nature of the arrangement. 

Category B
32. A class B joint collaborative programme is likely to have some or all of the following characteristics:

· The partner is responsible for the induction of students;

· Research and related skills training is provided by Partner;

· Application jointly considered;

· The Director of Studies is based at the partner; 

· The partner is responsible for the training of the research supervisor; 

· Initial Monitoring and Confirmation of Registration shared or done by the partner;

· Annual Monitoring XE "Annual Monitoring"  shared or done by the partner;

· The primary research environment for the students is based at the partner. 

33. The following requirements will not be devolved to partners:

· Recommendations for conferment of award;

· Appointment of external examiners;

· KU Academic Regulations XE "Regulations"  and Appeals requirements always apply (in the exceptional cases of Joint Awards the Institutions may develop bespoke regulations subject to approval by the appropriate committees, being for KU URDC and ARC).

34. If any of the above apply to a proposal then the faculty must seek partner approval from Academic Directorate XE "Academic Directorate:AD"  following the process described in section B.  As research degrees are not validated, but approved at URDC, Academic Directorate XE "Academic Directorate:AD"  will normally recommend an approval visit as part of the partner approval process.  A place cannot be offered until a signed Institutional Agreement XE "Institutional Agreement"  has been received and logged in AQS and an approval report has been confirmed subsequent to the visit. Given the costs associated, Academic Directorate XE "Academic Directorate:AD"  will consider only those proposals where the partner institution is supporting a cohort or significant throughput of research students. The Institutional Agreement will be based on the template in section B. However, this will be modified as required by the specific nature of the research degree collaboration, in consultation with the partner, AQS and KU University’s Secretary’s Department.

35. The following table outlines the QA requirements related to the criteria for a collaborative agreement. 

	Characteristic
	Evidence for approval visit
	Ongoing monitoring and other requirements

	The partner is responsible for the induction of students.
	Programme, student information and handbook, 
	As part of the faculty report to URDC

	Research and related skills training is provided by Partner


	Nature of the training, programme of training, staff CVs
	Require report on attendance.

	Application jointly considered
	Description of a joint process or confirmation that KU process is used
	Considered as part of annual report

Process, if not KU, must be noted as a schedule to the IA

	The Director of Studies is based at the partner 
	Staff CV
	Secondary supervisors must be KU

	The partner is responsible for the training of the research supervisor.  


	Nature of training, timing of training, evaluation and QA processes
	Training must be completed prior to supervisory role being undertaken and confirmed to KU 

Any such training must meet minimum requirements

	Initial Monitoring and Confirmation of Registration shared or done by the partner
	Process of communication, line of responsibilities, identification of independent person
	Report required to URDC.

Process, if not KU, must be noted as a schedule to the IA

	Annual Monitoring XE "Annual Monitoring"  shared or done by the partner


	Process of communication, line of responsibilities,
	Reports into KU committee structure

Process, if not KU, must be noted as a schedule to the IA

	The primary research environment for the students is based at the partner 


	Determined during the visit 

Tour of resources

Meeting the staff etc.
	KU staff to visit 2 times a year

All changes to registration to be agreed by KU

Chair of viva panel to be KU


36. The External Examiner XE "External Examiner:EE"  will be appointed by KU and reports will be considered according to standard procedures by URDC. 

Monitoring

37. Monitoring in research has two functions: it monitors student progress and as such acts in a similar fashion to a programme assessment board; it collates student and supervisory team views on the faculty management of research, as such acting more as a student survey, and Module Review and Development Plan XE "Module Review and Development Plan:MRDP" .  Whilst these two functions in practice are indivisible, this section considers only those aspects related to the latter aspects of quality assurance monitoring. 

38. Based on the information gathered in the individual monitoring forms and faculty wide progression and award data, faculties produce an Annual Report on Research Degrees (ARRD) to monitor the progress of research programmes. Included with the reports are data on student numbers, including completions and withdrawals.  The final report is considered by the FRDC and submitted to the URDC. 
39. The URDC considers all reports alongside summaries of feedback from external examiners, complaints and appeals and Careers Service activities and ensures that University policies are being applied consistently across all areas and there is quality of provision in each faculty.

40. The outcomes of URDC discussions relating to these information sources are used to inform developments in institutional policy regarding research students, and to identify good practice for implementation across the University. 

41. The faculty annual research reports are noted at the following UEC.

Internal Review of Post Graduate Research Student Experience (IRPGR) 
42. Periodic review of the postgraduate research student experience enables the University to reassure itself that faculties are discharging their responsibilities appropriately as set out in the Academic Regulations XE "Regulations"  for Research Degrees (Masters by Research, MPhil, PhD) and the Code of Practice XE "Code of Practice:CoP"  for Research Students and Supervisors.  It is a means of confirming Faculty adherence to University policies and quality assurance procedures with regard to postgraduate research students and their alignment to the QAA Code of Practice XE "Code of Practice:CoP"  Section 1 – Postgraduate Research Programmes, and of identifying good practice worthy of dissemination in the University.

43. The review covers activities in relation to recruitment, registration, training, supervision, support and examination of postgraduate research degree students in all Faculties and collaborative partners.  

The cycle

44. The cycle of review is every six years.  This is subject to a review of the process itself by URDC during the fifth year of the first cycle.  URDC determines the schedule of review by faculty. 

Process

45. The Graduate Research School and Academic Registry are responsible for co-ordinating the process through the Assistant Registrar.  Chairs of FRDCs are responsible for co-ordinating the process for each Faculty ensuring timely provision of documentation and nomination of staff and students.  

46. The review is undertaken by a panel composed as follows:

· Chair of URDC (Chair)

· One external assessor (nominated by the Faculty*)

· Chair of FRDC from another Faculty

· Head of Graduate Research School

· Officer (Assistant Registrar (PGR))

47. *The external assessor should meet the following criteria:

· qualified to doctorate level

· subject expertise that falls within the cognate disciplines within the faculty

· significant supervisory experience

· has not been associated with the University for the previous five years in the role of External Examiner XE "External Examiner:EE" , employee or guest lecturer, and has not been involved in more than two previous quality assurance events within the last two years. 


The faculty nominates the external review members and submits this to AQS on form C2.  AQS nominates the FRDC chair from another faculty. 

Procedure

48. A planning meeting is held to agree the particulars of the IRPGR. It is normally held during the preceding Academic Year to when the IRPGR is due to take place. 
 

Purpose of the ISR planning meeting
49. The task of the planning meeting is to:

· identify individuals responsible for preparing for the IRPGR and the preparation of the contextual submission

· identify documentation required for the IRPGR, to be provided for the review team in advance

· identify dates for the review

· agree the nature of evidence to be provided at the time of the review

· identify individuals responsible for the local administration of the review

· identify review team members/categories of membership (final membership to be agreed by AQS)

· agree the range of students and graduates to meet the review team;

· agree the range of staff to meet the review team

· plan the timetable for the review event and any optional meetings to be included



Documents for the IRPGR Planning Meeting XE "Planning Meeting"  

50. AQS circulates a standard agenda for IRPGR planning meetings in advance.

Constitution of the IRPGR Planning Meeting XE "Planning Meeting" 
51. Planning meetings are normally constituted as:

· Chair of the forthcoming event (Chair)

· Representative of AQS (clerk)

· Associate Dean for research

· Chair of Faculty Quality Assurance Committee(s)

· Head of Graduate School

· Research Administrator



Report of the Planning Meeting XE "Planning Meeting" 
52. The AQS representative produces brief notes of the outcomes of the meeting.  The notes detail the dates for submission of documentation to AQS and the date for circulating the preliminary agenda and additional documentation requests to the subject providers.  The notes also state any documentation identified at the planning meeting that should accompany the contextual document over and above the standard requirements.  These notes are for internal use only.

Themes of the audit

53. The review focuses on evidence from the Faculty including supporting documentation and meetings with academic staff, support staff and students.  Themes for the audit include:

· Efficiency and effectiveness of application procedures including accuracy of information; entry and selection procedures for UK and overseas students;

· Training and personal and professional development of research degree students in line with RCUK, QAA and HEFCE guidance;

· Training and development of staff to supervise research degrees students;

· Adherence to the regulatory framework for research degrees including the supervision of research degree students and research outcomes align with the D level descriptors;

· Student support arrangements;

· Student monitoring and progression arrangements including safeguarding against plagiarism;

· Provision of support for research students who teach;

· Final examination process;

· Mechanisms for obtaining and responding to student feedback;

· Complaints and appeals processes and procedures;

· Completion rates and progress against University targets;

· Career progress of students.

Documentation

54. Seven copies of the documentation should be provided to AQS no later than three weeks prior to the event.

55. The key documentation is:

· Faculty Annual Report on Research Degrees XE "Faculty Annual Report on Research Degrees:ARRD"  (ARRD*);

· Faculty response to the QAA Code of Practice XE "Code of Practice:CoP"  mapping exercise.

56. Depending on the time in the cycle, the Faculty may wish to supplement these documents with additional or more recent contextual information. 

57. Supporting documentation to be provided in advance:

· a list of all current research students and their supervisors;

· sample applicant information including sample offer letter;

· details of postgraduate research student induction arrangements at faculty level;

· a copy of the Faculty postgraduate research student handbook XE "Student Handbook:student handbook"  (or equivalent);

· any additional guidance notes for research students and copies of documents given to research students (e.g. Faculty policies);

· faculty information or guidance notes for supervisors;

· Agendas, Minutes and Papers of Faculty  Research Degrees Committee meetings (last academic year);

· career destination information for past students, if available.

*Supplements to the ARRD if necessary: 

· details of training provided to supervisors and attendance records (only if updates to the ARRD are necessary);

· details of training provided to research students and attendance records (only if updates to the ARRD are necessary);

· details of student numbers, withdrawal and completion rates (only if updates to the ARRD are necessary).

58. Specimen student files have to be provided from all research degree levels and should be representative. They will normally include:

· two files of successful PhD students

· two files of successful Masters by Research students

· two files of current PhD students

· two files of current Masters by Research students

· one file of PhD by publication (if applicable)

· one file of Professional Doctorate (if applicable)

59. Specimen files should be fully documented from entry to completion. Files normally include the following:

· application form and outline of research proposal;

· reference letters;

· offer letter;

· RD3b (Registration Details Form);

· copy of minute of URDC approval if non-standard registration (overseas based/collaborative/practice based);

· ethics approval (if applicable);

· Initial Monitoring and Annual Monitoring XE "Annual Monitoring"  reports;

· records of students supervisory meetings;

· general correspondence with student, for example, on progression, suspension of study, change of mode etc.;

· records of approval of any changes to the research proposal (if applicable);

· RD9 examination arrangements approval form;

· internal and external examiner reports and recommendations.

60. Faculties are invited to include in the files instances where problems have arisen and how they have been dealt with.  If this cannot be done prior to the meeting, they should be made available on the day in the panel meeting room at the start of the review so that Panel members can inspect them prior to the meetings with staff and students.

Meetings

61. Apart from considering the documentation submitted the Review Panel conducts meetings with a representative sample of:

· senior academic staff of the Faculty with responsibility for research and research students;

· academic staff with current and/or recent responsibility for supervising postgraduate research students (to include both experienced and novice Directors of Study and supervisors) and administrative/support staff involved in the support of research students;

· Current research students.

62. A typical agenda for IRPGR is:

09.30 – 10.00
Private review team meeting 




10.00 – 11.00
Tour of resources 

11.00 – 13.00
Analysis of evidence 

13.00 – 13.30
Lunch break

13.30 – 14.30
Meeting with current postgraduate students


14.30 – 15.00
Private review team meeting 

15.00 – 16.30
Meeting with the senior team and supervisors

16.30 – 17.00
Private review team meeting

17.00 – 17.15
Feedback

Other documentation for consideration by the Panel  
63. The panel considers the Faculty’s submission in the context of internal and external documentation available and relevant to the audit process.  These typically include:

· University policies and procedures for postgraduate research provision, supervision and examination;

· general University information and guidance notes for postgraduate research students;

· University Regulations XE "Regulations"  for postgraduate research study and examinations;

· recent URDC minutes relating to students from the Faculty  to be audited;

· QAA Code of Practice XE "Code of Practice:CoP"  for Postgraduate Research Programmes; 

· national benchmark data on research student progression and completion rates;

· guidance notes for review teams (see guidance GM(i)).
Reporting

64. The Panel Officer drafts a report on behalf of the Review Panel.  The unconfirmed report is sent to Panel members for comment and correction of errors and omissions.  The final report is submitted to the next meeting of the University's URDC and UEC for consideration.

65. The report will confirm whether or not the following three judgements can be reported:

· The review team had confidence in the academic standards set and the consistency of the student experience and achievement.

· The review team confirmed that the Faculty was effectively discharging its devolved responsibilities in relation to managing PG research activity.

· The review team concluded that the Faculty’s PG research activity complied with the QAA code of practice section 1 and University procedures.

66. The report also highlights good practice and informs the University of any issues that need urgent attention as a result of the review either through matters for immediate action or recommendations.  
67. An action plan in response to the report is produced by the Faculty and relevant departments and thereafter a 1 year follow up.  The report and 1 year follow up is considered by URDC and reported to UEC.  Faculties are asked to comment on actions taken in following years as part of the ARRD.
Back_to_top
Guidance GM(i)


Notes for Internal Review of Postgraduate Research XE "Internal Review of Postgraduate Research:IRPGR"  (PG) Students’ Experience Review team members

1
Following agreement to participate in an Internal Review of PG Research Students’ Experience (IRPGR), all review team members will be provided with A Research Students Handbook and Section D of the Academic Quality and Standards Handbook which provides full details of the process (Please note that Section D describes Internal Subject Review XE "Internal Subject Review:ISR" , a process on which the IRPGR is based. Some details of the process therefore will differ and the Section should be read as a guideline rather than a definitive statement).  These notes are not intended to repeat that information, rather to highlight important parts of the IRPGR for review team members. 



In advance of the IRPGR event

2
It is important that review team members note the timescale of the event and provide the required inputs to allow proper preparation.  In particular, review team members should provide the following two weeks prior to the IRPGR event, having read the contextual overview and its accompanying documentation:

· a provisional list of key issues that they wish to discuss with the PG research team (this will be collated with issues raised by other review team members and provided to the PG research team in advance).  This does not in any way preclude raising other matters at a later stage if necessary;

· any additional documentation that the PG research team should provide at the time of the event;

3
It is understood that review team members will wish to reflect their own interests and expertise in providing feedback prior to the event.  However, it is hoped that they will also view the advance material as broadly as possible (see also specific roles of review team members below).



Specific roles in the IRPGR event

4
Whilst it is essential that the conclusions of the IRPGR are agreed by the whole review team, it is understood that individual review team members will not be able to scrutinise all the evidence, or have the expertise to scrutinise in detail some of it.  In order to make effective use of time, the review team chair will agree with review team members specific roles and responsibilities.  Normally this will be done at the first private meeting of the event so that review team members take an overview of all of the advance material prior to the event (it is understood that external subject specialists will make different contributions than those of internal non-subject specialists who maybe more familiar with University procedures).  External review team members are likely to take the lead on the areas of research and student experience.  Internal review team members may take the lead on compliance with University procedures policies and strategies.

5
It should be stressed that although there is a range of topics to be covered in an IRPGR, the agenda for any particular event is set by review team members.  IRPGR is an evidence based procedure.  If the evidence is clear there may be no reason for discussion with the PG research team.  The agenda should focus on matters of concern, areas that need clarification and identification of good practice.  Review team members should not feel constrained in any way in proposing agenda items for the consideration of the review team.  It is the role of the chair to collate advance agendas, steer the IRPGR and manage the process; not to impose an agenda on the review team.



Contributions to the IRPGR review team

6
All review team members have equal rights to input to the discussions, agendas for meetings and final conclusions which are reached by consensus.  It is the role of the chair, supported by the IRPGR clerk (eg. for technical advice) to support the review team in reaching consensus and provide guidance as necessary.



Conduct of Meetings

7
The agenda of each meeting is at the discretion of the review team.  Wherever possible the agenda (at least in outline) should be provided for the PG research team in advance and also reviewed at the start of each meeting.  It is not required that the IRPGR chair should chair all meetings, although this may be a practical solution that allows other review team members to concentrate on the dialogue with the meeting participants. However, the review team can nominate different chairs for specific meetings if they consider this useful and appropriate. Regardless of the person chairing the meeting, individual review team members should take responsibility for the various agenda items for the meetings (decided in advance).

8
At the start of each meeting the chair should ensure that introductions are made (including roles and responsibilities of all participants).  As far as is possible the meetings should be conducted as a dialogue and discussion amongst peers, avoiding questions of fact and an inquisitorial approach wherever possible (although some clarification of fact and procedure may be required in some instances).  Although review teams may be satisfied with the evidence they have viewed, it is worth considering asking questions such as “why do you do x that way?” to test the coherence and clarity of purpose of the PG research team.  Always allow time at the end of the meetings for participants to review the meeting, correct apparent misunderstandings and add items of importance to them.

9
The review team clerk will make notes of all meetings and it should not be necessary for review team members to take their own detailed notes.  Immediately after each meeting the review team should review the meeting and record “bullet points”.  More generally, review team members should always keep records of important sources of evidence that might contribute to the final report (whether from documentation or meetings).  The IRPGR clerk will require this information to provide a final evidence based report.

10
Finally, if the contextual overview is self-critical and evaluative, the PG research team may have raised issues for discussion with the IRPGR review team.  It is important that these should be addressed during the event.

Reaching Conclusions

11
The chair and clerk will guide the review team in reaching appropriate conclusions.  Two general points need to be made here: 

· it is often relatively easy to compile a list of recommendations and, perhaps, more difficult to compile a list of good and commendable practices.  In this context, commendable practice demonstrates excellence in its context without the implication that it can be transferred, while good practice has the capacity to be disseminated; 

· the review team should carefully distinguish between matters that can be addressed to the PG research team and other matters that should be addressed to the host faculty(s) or to the University.



Follow up to the IRPGR

12
It is easy to feel that the role of the review team member is completed at the end of the event.  However, we would ask review team members to read and comment on draft reports of events and agree them.  It is the written report that is widely disseminated and used by the PG research team in longer term follow-up to the IRPGR.  It is very important that the report fully reflects the consensus views and conclusions of the review team.

Summary of the specific roles of review team members


Role of the review team Chair

13 Prior to the IRPGR event, the Chair should

14 Meet with the IRPGR clerk to:

· agree the draft agenda items;

· discuss any potential issues that might arise at the event;

15 At the first private meeting of the review team, the Chair should:

· introduce participants to each other;

· outline the IRPGR process, including the judgements that can be reached and the possible outcomes;

· describe the scope of the IRPGR;

· remind the review team of any background information on the provision under consideration;

· consider the provisional agenda for the event as indicated by the items submitted in advance by review team members and highlighted by the PG research team in the contextual overview;

· agree the division of labour amongst review team members for:

· consideration of the documentary evidence in the base room

· attendance at meetings where it is necessary to split the review panel;

· after consideration of the evidence, and prior to the meeting with the PG research team, agree the agenda items and the review team member who will lead the discussion of each one with the PG research team.

16 During the event the Chair should:

· review the agenda before each meeting in the light of the documentary evidence considered and discussions held with PG research team;

· provide an outline of the issues that are to be discussed at the beginning of each meeting;

· summarise the outcomes resulting from each meeting (in order for the clerk to keep a record), identifying any specific areas for further discussion;

· ensure that the PG research team are aware of the review team’s focus of activity during the review of documentary evidence in the base room;

· regularly discuss the issues and resolutions emerging from the review of documentary evidence. Ensure that the evidence informing the final judgements is clearly conveyed to all participants;

· together with the review team, agree the judgements to be included in the report, identify areas of good and commendable practice, set conditions (if necessary), and make forward-looking recommendations. In doing so, the Chair should:

· ensure that none of the conditions/recommendations relate to issues that were not discussed with the PG research team during the event

· ensure that all of the recommendations are specific, targeted and achievable;

· present an oral summary of the IRPGR findings to the PG research team at the end of the event;

· with the PG research team, agree the deadline for the submission of the response to conditions (if applicable);

· with the PG research team, agree the deadline for the submission of the action plan and the review team members who will approve it;

· thank all participants for their contribution to the event.

17 After the event, the Chair should:

· be involved in the follow-up process, including approving the response to conditions (if applicable), action plan and one year update.



Role of review team clerk

18 The review team clerk should:
· take notes during private review team meetings and meetings with subject providers and others;

· work as an equal team member in the work room, reviewing evidence alongside review team members, particularly advising on implementation of University regulations, policies and quality assurance procedures;

· guide the review team through the paperwork;

· act as liaison with the PG research team in relation to arrangements for the review and additional requirements as they arise;

· draft the IRPGR report;

· track the follow up to the report



Role of review team members

19 Review team members have two primary roles, before the event and after the 
event. In addition, review team members agree the final report.

20 Before the event review team members should:

· submit key issues that they wish to discuss based on their reading of the contextual overview and advance information.  These should be sent to the  academic quality and standards administrator at least two weeks prior to the event and will form the basis of the agenda for the meetings with the PG research team and the students;

· identify, in advance, any additional documents/information that they wish to view at the event.

21 At the event, review team members will lead on each aspect of the review.  In particular, review team members should:

· collectively agree agenda items for meetings, key discussion points and conclusions;

· lead on particular topics as agreed in advance with the chair;

· contribute to, and where appropriate, chair the various meetings that take place during the event.

22 After the event, review team members should be involved in the follow up process, including approving the response to conditions (if applicable) and action plan.
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QUALITY ASSURANCE COMMITTEE





Consider and approves all matters relating to QA policy and processes 





Consider any other strategic level issues relating to quality 





Monitor PSRB, IQA, ISR, validation and institutional approval and accreditations





Monitor annual review and development processes and receives Faculty Review and Development Plans





Monitor, by exception, the appointment of external examiners








UNIVERSITY EDUCATION COMMITTEE





Promote, develop and monitor progress against the objectives of the Education Strategy 





Promote the recognition and dissemination of good practice and innovation in learning, teaching and student support





Monitor the management of feedback from students on their experience 





Consider Faculty Review and Development plans

















ACADEMIC REGULATIONS COMMITTEE





Oversee University regulations 





Oversee proposals for new postgraduate/undergraduate qualifications





Oversee requests for regulatory variants to the PCF/UMS





ACADEMIC BOARD








� A Dual Award� XE "Dual Award" � is where separate awards are conferred by more than one institution upon a student 


upon completion of a single programme of study.  The student receives two separate certificates, one 


from each institution.


A Joint Award� XE "Joint Award" � is where a single award is conferred jointly by more than one institution upon a student upon completion of a single programme of study.  The student receives one certificate with both institutions’ logos and signatories.
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� A Dual Award� XE "Dual Award" � is where separate awards are conferred by more than one institution upon a student 


upon completion of a single programme of study.  The student receives two separate certificates, one 


from each institution.


A Joint Award� XE "Joint Award" � is where a single award is conferred jointly by more than one institution upon a student upon completion of a single programme of study.  The student receives one certificate with both institutions’ logos and signatories.








� The full list of module, programme and faculty level annual review and development performance indicators can be found in � HYPERLINK "http://www.kingston.ac.uk/aboutkingstonuniversity/howtheuniversityworks/policiesandregulations/quality-assurance-procedures/" ��Section F of the AQS Handbook, Guidance note FG(i)� 


� Data for MP3 will only become available after re-sit results have been agreed.  Modules which exceed MP1 will be required to re-run the MRDP report again once reassessment results are finalised in order to provide the data for this target.  








� The expectation is that although field/programme aims and learning outcomes may be reworded, the substantive meaning of the outcomes will not change


� Significant changes to fields/programmes could include:


Significant changes to field/programme aims or learning outcomes (The expectation is that although field/programme aims and learning outcomes may be reworded, the substantive meaning of the outcomes will not change)


Significant changes to the structure of a field/programme


Incremental changes to fields/programmes which lead to significant  overall changes to field/programme aims or learning outcomes, or to the structure of a field/programme 





The decision as to whether the proposed changes to a field/programme constitutes significant change� XE "significant change" � should be discussed and agreed at the faculty’s Quality Committee
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