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ABOUT THE QUALITY CODE 
 
The UK Quality Code for Higher Education (the Quality Code) is the definitive reference point for all UK higher education providers. It makes clear what higher education 
providers are required to do, what they can expect of each other, and what the general public can expect of them. The Quality Code covers all four nations of the UK and all 
providers of UK higher education operating internationally. It protects the interests of all students, regardless of where they are studying or whether they are full-time, part-
time, undergraduate or postgraduate students. 
 
Each Chapter contains a single Expectation, which expresses the key principle that the higher education community has identified as essential for the assurance of academic 
standards and quality within the area covered by the Chapter. Higher education providers reviewed by the Quality Assurance Agency for Higher Education (QAA) are required 
to meet all the Expectations. The manner in which they do so is their own responsibility. QAA carries out reviews to check whether higher education providers are meeting the 
Expectations. 
 
Each Chapter has been developed by QAA through an extensive process of consultation with higher education providers; their representative bodies; the National Union of 
Students; professional, statutory and regulatory bodies; and other interested parties. 
 
Higher education providers are also responsible for meeting the requirements of legislation and any other regulatory requirements placed upon them, for example by funding 
bodies. The Quality Code does not interpret legislation nor does it incorporate statutory or regulatory requirements. Sources of information about other requirements and 
examples of guidance and good practice are signposted within the Chapter where appropriate. Higher education providers are responsible for how they use these resources. 
 
The Expectation in each Chapter is accompanied by a series of Indicators that reflect sound practice, and through which providers can demonstrate they are meeting the 
relevant Expectation. Indicators are not designed to be used as a checklist; they are intended to help providers reflect on and develop their regulations, procedures and 
practices to demonstrate that the Expectations in the Quality Code are being met. Each Indicator is numbered and printed in bold and is supported by an explanatory note  
that gives more information about it, together with examples of how the Indicator may be interpreted in practice. 
 
The UK Quality Code for Higher Education: General introduction should be considered in conjunction with this document. It provides a technical introduction for users, including 
guidance concerning the terminology used and a quick-reference glossary. 
 
ABOUT THIS CHAPTER 
 
This publication supersedes 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), published by QAA, as it relates to programme monitoring, review and closure, and forms a Chapter of the Quality Code. Programme 
design, development and approval are addressed in Chapter B1: Programme design, development and approval of the Quality Code. The evaluation of the Academic 
Infrastructure and consultation on subsequent changes identified the need for the Quality Code, which was developed as a result, to have a clear structure, based on the 
student life cycle. Chapter B1 addresses the initial design and development of a programme and the processes which lead to a decision by the degree-awarding body that it 
may be delivered in the agreed form. Chapters B2 to B7 of the Quality Code consider various topics related to the operation of the programme. Chapter B8 discusses the 
mechanisms which higher education providers use to reflect on the programme once it is running, and to determine how it can be improved. This Chapter also addresses 
matters relating to closure of existing programmes. 
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This Chapter should be read alongside Part A of the Quality Code: 'Setting and maintaining academic standards'. 
 
This Chapter was subject to public consultation between June and August 2013 and was published in October 2013. It becomes a reference point for the purpose of 
reviews carried out by QAA from August 2014. 
 
Programme monitoring and review 
 
UK higher education is based on the principle of the autonomy and responsibility of the degree-awarding body for the academic standards and quality of learning 
opportunities of the programmes it offers and the qualifications and credit it awards. The monitoring and review of programmes are essential processes within higher 
education providers' internal quality assurance mechanisms which enable that responsibility to be exercised and form a fundamental part of the academic cycle. 
 
The processes of programme monitoring and programme review ensure that the provider's academic provision has made, and continues to make, available to students 
appropriate learning opportunities which enable the intended learning outcomes of the programme to be achieved. They also evaluate student attainment of academic 
standards and allow higher education providers to confirm that their portfolio aligns with their mission and strategic priorities. This Chapter addresses the operation and 
effectiveness of these processes. 
 
Ultimate responsibility for monitoring and review of programmes rests with degree-awarding bodies. However, all higher education providers are involved in elements of 
programme monitoring and review processes because these enable providers to consider how the learning and teaching experience for students may be improved. The extent 
to which roles and authority for programme monitoring and programme review are devolved or delegated to a delivery organisation with whom the degree-awarding body 
works is defined in the agreement between the two bodies. This Chapter is therefore relevant to both degree-awarding bodies and delivery organisations to help them to 
discharge their responsibilities for setting and maintaining academic standards and assuring and enhancing the quality of learning opportunities in relation to the monitoring 
and review of programmes. For further detail, see Part A: 'Setting and maintaining academic standards' and Chapter B10: Managing higher education provision with others of 
the Quality Code. 
 
Cyclical processes 
 
Programme monitoring and programme review enable higher education providers to reflect on the learning opportunities students have experienced, the academic standards 
achieved, and their continuing currency and relevance. Through programme design, development and approval (addressed in Chapter B1: Programme design, development and 
approval), higher education providers set aims for the programme; through monitoring and review, the provider considers to what extent those aims have been achieved (see also 
Chapter A3: Securing academic standards and an outcomes-based approach to academic awards). The monitoring and review of programmes also provide opportunities to ensure the 
student voice has been heard and to respond to student feedback and feedback from other stakeholders such as employers. This Chapter also addresses processes for managing 
minor changes to programmes, including their cumulative effect, which may arise from monitoring or review or more organically as a result of ongoing engagement with the 
programme by staff and students. 
 
This Chapter addresses the processes for both programme monitoring and programme review, as they share many common themes and features while differing in scale. 
Programme monitoring or review processes may lead the higher education provider to reconsider the design of a programme. Higher education providers are clear about the 
circumstances in which a programme is required to be re-approved, whether as a result of significant changes over time or if time limits on the original approval have 
expired. This Chapter is therefore closely linked to Chapter B1: Programme design, development and approval, as part of the cyclical nature of higher education. Closure of an 
existing programme is addressed in the current Chapter, reflecting when it occurs in the context of a programme lifecycle. 
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Effective processes 
 
UK higher education providers are diverse, and each has processes for programme monitoring and review which reflect individual missions and goals, while also ensuring the 
security of academic standards and quality of learning opportunities. These processes are clearly set out in ways which make evident their application to the higher education 
provider's context. Higher education providers apply their processes systematically and operate them consistently; the processes are capable of being applied to all higher 
education offered by a provider, but respect differences between subjects, modes and levels of study. Processes are not unduly burdensome or complicated, taking into 
account an assessment of the risks involved, and an appropriate level of resource is made available to ensure that the required outcomes of the process are achieved. The 
processes are based on evidence, and operate in a transparent way. 
 
Programme monitoring and programme review may draw on information from many different areas within the higher education provider, including academic departments 
and professional services. Within the remit of the Quality Code, this Chapter addresses monitoring and review of academic provision, although many of its themes will also be 
relevant to the evaluation of other areas of the provider, such as professional services. 
 
Continuous engagement and promoting enhancement 
 
Programme monitoring and programme review are particular stages within an ongoing process, and are not isolated events but part of a continuous engagement by staff and 
students with a programme. Opportunities for changes to a programme may be identified at any time, but the processes of monitoring and review provide a formal 
opportunity for higher education providers to reflect on their academic provision and consider how it may be changed to enhance the student learning experience. The 
processes provide assurance, and identify any problems which need to be resolved, but also enable good practice to be identified, built upon and shared, providing 
opportunities for continuous improvement of the programme and the student experience. Higher education providers ensure that processes are designed in such a way to 
enable this balance between assurance and enhancement to be achieved. 
 
Promoting equality 
 
In their processes for programme monitoring and review, higher education providers take into account the entitlements of a body of students who reflect the diversity of 
protected characteristics and prior educational experience, and promote the development of inclusive practice. Promoting equality involves treating everyone with equal 
dignity and worth, irrespective of the group or groups to which they belong, while also raising aspirations and supporting achievement for people with diverse requirements, 
entitlements and backgrounds. An inclusive environment for learning anticipates the varied requirements of learners, for example because of a declared disability, specific 
cultural background, location, or age, and aims to ensure that all students have equal access to educational opportunities. Higher education providers, staff and students all 
have a role in and responsibility for promoting equality. 
 
Equality of opportunity involves enabling access for people who have differing individual requirements as well as eliminating arbitrary and unnecessary barriers to learning. In 
addition, disabled students and non-disabled students are offered learning opportunities that are equally accessible to them, by means of inclusive design wherever possible 
and by means of reasonable individual adjustments wherever necessary. Offering an equal opportunity to learn is distinguished from offering an equal chance of success. 
All higher education providers have legal obligations which they must meet, for example in relation to equality of opportunity and eliminating unlawful discrimination (in the 
UK particular considerations, such as the anticipatory duty to provide reasonable adjustments, apply to disabled students). This Chapter does not seek to duplicate or interpret 
these requirements. 
 
Terminology 
 
In this Chapter, as throughout the Quality Code, programme is used to describe any stand-alone, approved curriculum followed by a student, which contributes to a 
qualification of a degree-awarding body or otherwise carries academic credit where credit is used. The provision may be of any length or credit value, and includes pre-defined 
programmes leading to a specific qualification, multidisciplinary programmes, pathways through a modular scheme, short periods of study leading to the award of academic 
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credit, as well as programmes where the specific content is negotiated between the higher education provider and an individual student. In general terms, the Chapter applies 
to provision at all levels of the national frameworks for higher education qualifications. Individual higher education providers ensure their processes for programme monitoring 
and review of research degrees are appropriate to their research environment (for more detail see Chapter B11: Research degrees). Higher education providers determine the 
extent to which their processes for programme design, development and approval are applicable to other awards which do not carry academic credit. 
 
Where a programme is made up of more than one self-contained, formally structured unit, these units are described as modules. Much of this Chapter may also be applied, 
proportionately as appropriate, to modules in their own right. 
 
Reflecting conventional use within the UK higher education sector, programme monitoring refers to a regular, systematic process. It may take place annually or at shorter or 
longer intervals and provides a check on ongoing learning and teaching provision at an operational level. Programme review occurs less frequently, but periodically and to an 
agreed cycle. It has a broader remit and is informed by a view of trends over time. The review of a programme may be related to its re-approval, if the original approval was 
time limited; if the original approval was open ended, review is designed in a way which fulfils the function of re-approval (see Chapter B1: Programme design, development and 
approval and Chapter A3: Securing academic standards and an outcomes-based approach to academic awards). 
 
In both cases, the unit of learning under consideration may be a module or group of modules or a programme or group of programmes, or monitoring and review may take 
place at the departmental, subject or organisational level. 
 
Higher education providers may use different terminology to that adopted in this Chapter or use the same terminology in different ways in relation to monitoring and review, 
reflecting their individual history and approach. For example, the monitoring which takes place at the end of each academic cycle may be described as annual monitoring or 
annual review, the less frequent review process is often described as periodic review. Higher education providers are clear about how terminology is used within the context of 
their own processes. 
 
External links 
 
Higher education providers are responsible for ascertaining which laws and regulations apply to them. To meet the Expectation of this Chapter of the Quality Code, higher 
education providers may wish to consider the indicative lists of further guidelines, references and resources. QAA takes no responsibility for the content of external websites. 
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EXTRACT FROM CODE COMMENTARY 

EXPECTATION 
 
The Quality Code sets out the following Expectation about programme monitoring and review, 
which higher education providers are required to meet. 
 
Higher education providers, in discharging their responsibilities for setting and 
maintaining academic standards and assuring and enhancing the quality of learning 
opportunities, operate effective, regular and systematic processes for monitoring and for 
review of programmes. 

 

INDICATORS OF SOUND PRACTICE 
 
The Purpose and Nature of Programme Monitoring and Programme Review 
 
Indicator 1 
 
Higher education providers maintain strategic oversight of the processes for, and 
outcomes of, programme monitoring and programme review, to ensure processes 
are applied systematically and operated consistently. 

 

Coordination 
 
Programme monitoring and programme review take place in a planned cycle based on a 
transparent rationale, which may include assessment of the risks involved in the provision 
concerned. This ensures that all provision is monitored and reviewed adequately but without 
unnecessary duplication or overlap, for example when a broader range of provision than a 
single programme is being considered. The way in which processes are implemented also 
enables higher education providers to monitor or review all the ways in which a programme is 
experienced by students, whether in alternative forms of delivery (for example, by distance 
learning or massive open online courses (MOOCs)) or within different programme pathways. 
For further detail on monitoring and review of provision offered in association with others, see 
Chapter B10: Managing higher education provision with others. 
 

 
 

Programme monitoring is undertaken on an annual basis through the 
processes of the internal Programme Management System (PMS) 
(Section J, PAMR) or external Annual Course Review (ACR) (Section N3, 
Partnership Handbook).  A risk-based approach is adopted for the 
identification of internal provision for University-level consideration (Para 
127, PAMR).  Review (revalidation) is undertaken in a five year cycle with 
cognate courses grouped in units.  All forms of delivery and partnership 
are included in these processes. 

 

The outcomes of monitoring are taken into account when determining plans for less frequent 
review, for example in relation to timing and scope. Newly introduced programmes may be 
reviewed at a shorter interval than those that have been running for some time, for example.  
Higher education  providers  also  take  into  account  the requirements for and timing of 
monitoring and review by professional, statutory and regulatory bodies where appropriate. 
 

The outcomes of monitoring may affect the revalidation schedule, but this 
has not happened in recent years.  The timing of revalidation of new 
courses relates to the scheduled timing of the revalidation unit which it 
joins.   Revalidation is aligned to PSRB review wherever possible. 
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Organisational Oversight 
 
The outcomes of the processes of monitoring and review are reported at the appropriate 
organisational level. Higher education providers put in place mechanisms which enable them to 
exercise oversight of the outcomes of the processes, in order to identify any overarching 
themes. They determine whether strategic action is required to address the themes identified, in 
addition to using the outcomes of the processes to inform organisational planning at an 
operational level. 
 
The level of scrutiny and reporting involved in the processes of programme monitoring and 
review is proportionate to the scale and risk of the provision being considered. Higher education 
providers are able to confirm that action has been taken to implement recommendations made 
in previous cycles of monitoring or processes for review, or at the approval of the programme 
(see Chapter B1: Programme design, development and approval and Chapter A2: Degree-awarding 
bodies' reference points for academic standards). 

 
 
The Annual Monitoring Sub-Committee maintains oversight of PMS and 
identifies issues for review on the basis of quality indicators.  The Annual 
Course Review Sub-Group considers annual reports for external validated 
provision along with an institution overview report.  (The Collaborative 
Partnership Forum is the main vehicle for monitoring progress on 
outcomes from ACR.) Both sub-committees report to Academic 
Development and Enhancement Committee and consider University-wide 
issues.  Revalidation reports are received by Course Approval Sub-
Committee and an annual review report is made. 
 
Recommendations arising from (re)validation form part of the annual 
checklist for course/subject committees on PMS (Appendix 56, PAMR).  
The action taken to address issues raised in the previous year’s review 
forms Section A of the self-evaluation report for ACR (Appendix 46a, 
Partnership Handbook). 
 

Use of Data 
 
Higher education providers draw upon qualitative and quantitative information in programme 
monitoring and programme review. This may include data on student progression and 
achievement, information made publicly available or reported to external bodies including 
professional, regulatory and statutory bodies, reports from external examiners, and other 
comparative data. Feedback from students, alumni, staff and employers also informs the 
processes. Where possible, data are disaggregated by protected characteristic in order to 
identify any differential impact on particular groups of students. 

 
 
A wide range of qualitative and quantitative data, including those identified, 
is used for monitoring (Appendix 56 checklist and Appendix 57, quality 
indicators for Annual Monitoring Sub-Committee, PAMR; Appendix 45a, 
Self-Evaluation Report, Section B, Partnership Handbook).  The Subject 
Partnership Manager’s annual report and course team’s response are also 
used in annual course review. 
 
In order to respect the distinct purposes of revalidation the revalidation 
process restricts the external dataset to the last two years of external 
examiner reports.  Feedback from current and former students and 
employers feature in the annual review and revalidation processes.   
Meetings with students are a  feature  of revalidation and the work of the 
Annual Monitoring Sub-Committee for internal provision. 
 
Data are not disaggregated by protected characteristics for these 
processes, although the University undertakes separate equal 
opportunities monitoring of student admissions, but not of performance. 
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Indicator 2 
 
Higher education providers take deliberate steps to use the outcomes of 
programme monitoring and review processes for enhancement purposes. 

 

Enabling Enhancement 
 
The purpose of programme monitoring or programme review is to consider the continuing 
currency and validity of programmes in light of developments in research, professional and 
industry practice and pedagogy (including the use of technology in learning and teaching), 
changes in the external environment such as requirements of professional, statutory and 
regulatory bodies, and continued alignment with the provider's strategy and mission. They also 
evaluate whether students are attaining the intended learning outcomes and whether the 
assessment regime enables this to be appropriately demonstrated (see Chapter B6: Assessment of 
students and recognition of prior learning and Chapter A3: Securing academic standards and an 
outcomes-based approach to academic awards). Higher education providers ensure that processes 
are designed in such a way to enable this balance between assurance and enhancement to be 
achieved. 
 
The processes highlight where improvements to provision are possible in order to enhance the 
student learning experience and encourage the development of more inclusive approaches to 
learning, teaching and assessment. Higher education providers use the processes of monitoring 
and review to consider the entitlements of students with protected characteristics, ensuring that 
all students have an equal opportunity to achieve the intended learning outcomes. 

 
 
Currency and validity are a primary focus of the revalidation process (Para 
81, PAMR, Para J3, Partnership Handbook).  They feature in annual 
monitoring (Appendix 56 checklist, PAMR, and Section B8.2, B8.3, B8.4, 
self-evaluation report, Appendix 46A, Partnership Handbook). 
 
Questions of achievement of learning outcomes and the assessment 
regime are addressed through consideration of external examiners’ reports 
and progression and award data, (internal and external courses); Principles 
of Assessment and Feedback for Learning (internal); Quality of Provision 
for Learning and Quality of Achievement and Standards (B8.2 and B8.3 
self-evaluation report) (external). ‘Curriculum review and enhancement’ is a 
topic on the internal checklist; strengths and areas for 
improvement/development are sought in each section of the self-evaluation 
report (external). 
 
The University’s commitment to equality of opportunity and its obligations 
under SENDO are reflected explicitly in the Guidelines for Revalidation 
Panels (Section 3) and the Aide-Memoire.  The annual checklist for internal 
provision asks course/subject teams to reflect on additional support 
requirements for student groups, eg disability. The self-evaluation report 
(external) asks ‘how well the teaching and training methods meet the 
needs of all learners, how effective   are  the  care  and  support  services  
to safeguard their welfare […] and ensure achievement; and how effective 
is the organisation in providing additional learning support for those who 
have cognitive, emotional or linguistic barriers to learning’ (B8.2). 

Changes to Programmes 
 
Programme monitoring and programme review help identify where changes to enhance a 
programme may be made and how they may be acted upon. Where potential improvements 
are identified through programme monitoring and review processes, these are formally 
recorded and their implementation monitored, for example through action plans. Opportunities 
for change may also be identified more organically, through ongoing engagement with the 
programme by students and staff. Higher education providers ensure that there are no 
unnecessary barriers to making changes to enhance a programme and that it is possible to 
introduce  enhancements  in  a  timely  fashion,  taking  into   account   the  academic  interests   of 

 
 
Changes may arise in-year or as a result of the annual monitoring 
processes.  Action sheets are part of the self-evaluation report for external 
courses; course/subject committee minutes record changes proposed and 
action taken for internal and external courses. 
 
The Course Revision (CA3) process supports changes.  These may be 
introduced in the next or current session, subject to consultation and 
consent, as applicable.  Deadlines exist to assist their timely introduction. 
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students, to ensure they are not disadvantaged by the change. 
 
 
However, higher education providers also oversee the effect of changes on the maintenance of 
academic standards and the assurance of the quality of learning opportunities. Changes vary in 
scale and effect, and higher education providers clearly define how they distinguish between 
different types of change, the process and level of authority needed to agree them, and the 
period of notice required to enact them. This includes a clear definition of the circumstances in 
which a programme needs to be reconsidered through any stages of the provider's programme 
approval processes (see Chapter B1: Programme design, development and approval). 
 

Late changes may not be fully accommodated in the student record system 
before the start of a module. 
 
The Programme Approval, Management and Review Handbook and the 
Partnership Handbook set out the process, the extent of devolved authority 
for approval of CA3 changes and deadlines (Section F, PAMR; Sections 
L/S Partnership Handbook).   

Cumulative and Substantial Changes 
 
Higher education providers have in place mechanisms which enable them to consider the 
cumulative effect of small changes to programmes, to ensure that the programmes continue to 
align with their aims, intended learning outcomes and the provider's strategy and mission, and 
that the criteria for programme design, development and approval are still met. 
 
When substantial changes are proposed to the content and/or character of a programme, or any 
change to the name of the qualification, higher education providers take into account the effect 
on the student learning experience and take steps to consult all students affected. They consider 
how the changes may be implemented while maintaining academic standards and the quality of 
learning opportunities, which may include introducing them on a phased basis if necessary. 
Students receive sufficient notice of forthcoming changes. 

 
 
The handbooks state that where changes are so substantial that a course 
should be evaluated as if it were a new proposal, the CA1/2 process 
should be used. 
 
 
Student consultation is a feature of approval for all changes.  The consent 
of each affected cohort is required for changes to course titles.  In addition, 
the approval of both CASC and APSC is required for this change (authority 
is not delegated to Faculty).   The CA3 form requires Faculties to state the 
nature of consultation, the timescale for the change and whether changes 
are to be phased 

Indicator 3 
 
Higher education providers operate a process to protect the academic interests of 
students when a programme is closed. 

 

A higher education provider may decide to withdraw a programme from its portfolio of 
provision, either as an outcome of programme monitoring or programme review, or for other 
reasons, underpinned by analysis of management information. A number of factors may 
contribute to this decision, including changes in patterns of demand from prospective students, 
changes in staffing, a strategic realignment of the provider's portfolio or a major organisational 
change, such as merger with another provider. In these circumstances, higher education 
providers discuss the implications with affected students at the earliest opportunity and assess 
the possible impact on academic standards and the quality of learning opportunities, particularly 
with regard to specific groups of students, taking into account the diversity of protected 
characteristics and prior educational experience. 

The process for course withdrawal is set out at Section G of PAMR, 
Sections M/T of Partnership Handbook.  Students are informed of the 
decision and consulted about any change to delivery. 
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Higher education providers have an agreed and planned procedure for managing the closure of 
a programme, which includes protecting the academic interests of all students already studying 
on the programme (including those who have taken an agreed break from their studies) and 
those who have applied to study on it (see Chapter B2: Recruitment, selection and admission to 
higher education). The quality of the learning experience is safeguarded during the period in 
which the programme is being withdrawn, for example where current students continue 
studying to complete the programme although there are no new entrants. Higher education 
providers take account of the effect on delivery organisations and support providers with whom 
they work to offer the programme, and on the students studying with them (see Chapter B10: 
Managing higher education provision with others). 
 
Circumstances may arise in which the decision to close a programme is beyond a higher 
education provider's control, but the existence of a planned withdrawal process enables 
providers to manage this situation to protect the academic interests of students as far as 
possible. 

The process expects the course to continue to be delivered in accordance 
with the approved curriculum and regulations (including first sit and resit 
opportunities). 
 
Leave of absence is not open-ended and is not continued if no course 
exists for a student to rejoin (usual maximum two years). 
 
The same processes apply for courses offered by partner institutions or by 
the University in outcentres. Legal Agreements seek to protect the interests 
of students in the event of course closure, so that normally they may 
complete the course at the approved location. 
 
Annual monitoring procedures continue to be applied until the final 
students have completed the course. 

PROCESSES FOR PROGRAMME MONITORING AND PROGRAMME REVIEW 
 
Indicator 4 
 
Higher education providers define processes, roles and responsibilities for 
programme monitoring and programme review and communicate them to those 
involved. 

 

Higher education providers make clear the processes, including any distinctions between them, 
to be followed for the monitoring and review of programmes. They determine who is 
responsible for initiating and managing the processes, and the timescales involved. Attention is 
paid to the terminology used to aid clear understanding. Higher education providers determine 
responsibility for identifying, disseminating and embedding good practice through the 
processes. 
 
Programme monitoring and review processes may be managed from different organisational 
areas within the higher education provider, depending on the nature and scale of provision 
under consideration. Higher education providers ensure that responsibility for coordination of 
the process is clearly defined, and that all those connected with the programme have the 
opportunity to be involved, for example, if a programme involves staff from more than one 
academic department. Higher education providers define the respective roles, responsibilities 
and authority of different individuals and bodies involved in programme monitoring and 
programme review. Those involved are clear about their individual role, the hierarchy of 
procedures and  the location of ultimate responsibility, including where a degree-awarding 
body works with a delivery organisation to offer higher education (see Chapter A2: Degree-
awarding bodies' reference points for academic standards and Chapter B10: Managing higher 
education provision with others). 
 

The PAMR sets out the procedures for the Programme Management 
System at Section J and for revalidation at Section H, and accompanying 
appendices.  The Partnership Handbook describes the process at Section 
U3 (PMS for franchised courses), N3 (Annual Course Review) and J/Q 
(Revalidation). 
 
 
The Quality Management and Audit Unit has oversight of monitoring 
processes, Academic Office of revalidation.  The course/subject committee, 
which includes all academic staff and Recognised Teachers, is responsible 
for monitoring and review. 
 
The role of course/subject committees, course/subject directors, subject 
partnership managers, deans of Faculties, and heads of institutions in 
these processes are set out in the handbooks.  The specialist role and 
functions of revalidation unit co-ordinators, revalidation panels, ADEC 
Annual Monitoring Sub-Committee and Annual Course Review Sub-Group 
are defined in the handbooks. 
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Higher education providers decide the appropriate mechanism for recording and 
communicating this information. They make it accessible to those who need to be aware of it, 
which includes members of decision-making bodies and other individuals involved in any stage 
of programme monitoring and review processes, including  their strategic oversight (see Part C 
of the Quality Code: 'Information about higher education provision'). 

This information is published in the handbooks and on the web pages of 
the Quality Management and Audit Unit and the Academic Office.  It is 
communicated directly to those with specific roles.  Briefing seminars are 
held for those involved in revalidation; staff development is organised for 
PMS and Annual Course Review.  

Indicator 5 
 
Higher education providers evaluate their processes for programme monitoring 
and review and take action to improve them where necessary. 

 

The regular evaluation of processes for programme monitoring and review ensures that the 
processes remain fit for purpose and are not unnecessarily burdensome, and that their 
outcomes continue to contribute to the enhancement of the student learning experience. 
Higher education providers determine how often they carry out such evaluation. Evaluation 
provides an opportunity to identify and disseminate good practice, both internally within the 
higher education provider and, if appropriate, externally within the wider higher education 
sector. Higher education providers consider the definition of roles and responsibilities and any 
delegation of authority within the processes and whether these remain efficient and are 
operating effectively. Higher education providers seek student input to the evaluation, for 
example in relation to whether the processes provide sufficient opportunities for student 
involvement. The evaluation also considers the extent to which students from diverse 
backgrounds and  with a range of protected characteristics, and students studying through 
different modes and in different locations, including with delivery organisations if relevant, have 
engaged with the processes (see Chapter B5: Student engagement). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The University’s procedures for monitoring and review are revisited 
annually through the reports provided by the sub-committee and sub-group 
in respect of monitoring to ADEC and the overview report to CASC for 
revalidation. Recommendations for changes are made where appropriate. 
These take account of the views of participants (including students). Every 
two years the QMAU meets with HE Co-ordinators in partner institutions to 
consider whether more substantial changes are required in the ACR 
process or supporting documentation. The Collaborative Partnership 
Forum identifies and disseminates good practice (N2, Partnership 
Handbook).  The most recent strategic review took place in 2008/9 which 
led to the streamlining of revalidation processes and the introduction of the 
Programme Management System to replace Annual Subject Monitoring.  
The latter system was piloted for two years before being rolled out to all 
Faculties in 2010/11. 
 
Procedures are also reviewed in the light of changes to other procedures 
both in terms of minor annual updates to reflect changes elsewhere and 
when other procedures are introduced eg the recent introduction of a 
process for monitoring the new Learning and Teaching Strategy (2013/14). 
 
The new Curriculum Management System (2013/14) is intended to support 
Faculties in the efficient compilation of revalidation documentation. 
 
While a commitment to equal opportunities and diversity is embedded in 
the University’s values, processes do not lend themselves to a practicable 
or unobtrusive analysis of the engagement of students from different 
backgrounds or with protected characteristics.  The University encourages 
participation through representation on course/subject committees, 
staff/student consultative committees, and other means of communication 
and feedback.  In addition, the Students’ Union or student representatives 
from partner institutions are members of revalidation panels.  
Representative groups of students are met by the annual Monitoring Sub-
Committee and as part of the revalidation process.   Revalidation Unit Co-

10 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Higher education providers communicate the outcomes of the evaluation and any changes 
made to processes to all relevant audiences, including staff and students involved in programme 
monitoring or programme review. 

ordinators are encouraged to ensure that student groups are as 
representative as possible ‘taking account of the spread of provision, years 
of study, mode of attendance, academic achievement, age, gender and 
disability’ (Para 9, PAMR). 
 
Changes to processes are highlighted to those involved through 
information provided on the following year’s exercise and briefing events. 
 
Where an annual monitoring review has included meetings with students, 
the course team is subsequently asked to feed back to students on any 
actions taken or conclusions reached arising from issues raised by the 
student group.  Outcomes are communicated to the course team and 
Faculty/School management and are available to all staff through the 
provision of minutes of the Sub-Committee to ADEC.  Any changes to the 
ACR process are communicated to HE Co-ordinators through the 
Collaborative Partnership Forum and in a letter to Course Directors at the 
start of the process. 

INVOLVEMENT IN PROGRAMME MONITORING AND REVIEW  
Indicator 6 
 
Higher education providers make use of reference points and draw on expertise 
from those outside the programme in their processes for programme monitoring 
and review. 

 

The nature and extent of external input to programme monitoring and programme review is 
proportionate to the scale of the process involved. For example, review may draw on a wider 
external contribution than ongoing monitoring, from a larger number and greater variety of 
sources. Higher education providers ensure that they are able to receive appropriate advice on 
academic standards and the quality of learning opportunities and that there is sufficient 
independence and objectivity in any decision making. This contributes to the transparency of the 
process and provides a basis for comparability of academic standards across the higher 
education sector (see Chapter A3: Securing academic standards and an outcomes-based approach 
to academic awards). 

The Annual Monitoring Sub-Committee does not require regular reporting 
from Faculties/Schools.  It selects courses/themes for review based on a 
risk-based review of quantitative and qualitative evidence and identifies a 
small number of courses for review. 
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EXPERTISE FROM OUTSIDE THE PROGRAMME 
 
Feedback on programmes from those not directly involved in their delivery, from individuals 
either internal or external to the provider, enables higher education providers to identify areas 
for improvement and enhancement, as well as offering assurance of academic standards and 
the quality of learning opportunities. Possible sources of feedback in addition to current and 
former students and staff of the higher education provider directly involved with the 
programme may include: 
 
• staff of the higher education provider, from other academic subject areas or with 

professional services expertise, such as educational development, library and learning 
resources staff, learning technologists, disability practitioners and equality and diversity 
practitioners 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
• staff from other higher education providers, including those with whom they work to 

deliver learning opportunities (see Chapter B10: Managing higher education provision with 
others) 

 
• contacts from academic subject associations, the Higher Education Academy and 

relevant sector networks, such as those concerned with developments in pedagogy and 
technology-enhanced learning 

 
• external examiners and their reports (on the role of external examiners in contributing to 

programme monitoring and review see Chapter B7: External examining) 
 
 
• professional, statutory and regulatory bodies 

 
 
 
 
• organisations in the communities with which the higher education provider works 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
Current/former students and staff participate in monitoring and review. 
 
 
 
One member of the revalidation panel is from another faculty.  From 2011, 
library/IT reports have not been sought for internal provision as no issues 
have been raised for a number of years. They are received for external 
revalidations.  The Academic Monitoring Sub-Committee includes a Head 
of School from each faculty (Appendix 57, PAMR) and course reviews 
involving meetings with staff and students are led by members 
independent of the area under review. The Annual Course Review Sub-
Group comprises Deans, Heads of School and Subject Partnership 
Managers from the University (QMAU web page).  Annual reports are 
provided by the Library and Information Services Department on resources 
in partner institutions for the ACR process. 
 
These staff are responsible for self-evaluation and institution-level review in 
annual course review. 
 
 
These contacts may inform curriculum development or help to address 
issues identified through monitoring/review. 
 
 
External examiner reports are a key resource in annual monitoring 
processes and are provided for context to revalidation panels.  External 
examiners are not members of revalidation panels. 
 
PSRBs have their own reporting processes and their expectations inform 
PMS activity and preparation for revalidation. Representatives may join 
revalidation panels.  Joint revalidation/ reaccreditation events are held, 
where possible. 
 
These contacts may inform curriculum development or help to address 
issues identified through monitoring/review. 
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• contacts made through partnerships, at other higher education providers, in industry or 

professional practice, or through research collaborations 
 
• employers, who may be directly involved in the programme, for example in offering 

placement opportunities, or have employed students who had previously studied on the 
programme. 

 
Higher education providers ensure that individuals external to the higher education provider 
involved in programme monitoring or programme review are appropriately qualified, in terms of 
their expertise in relation to the programme, and are provided with clear information on the 
process and their role within it. 

These contacts may inform curriculum development or help to address 
issues identified through monitoring/review. 
 
Feedback from employers informs curriculum development; their interests 
are explicitly identified in the PMS checklist and ACR self-evaluation report.  
Employers may be represented on revalidation panels. 
 
The suitability of external nominees to revalidation panels is verified before 
appointment.  Academic nominees should have subject expertise, 
experience in curriculum design and knowledge of UK higher education 
infrastructure. 

NATIONAL AND EUROPEAN REFERENCE POINTS 
 
Programme monitoring and review processes enable higher education providers to consider 
whether the intended learning outcomes of the programme continue to align with relevant 
national and European reference points. Relevant reference points include the national 
frameworks for higher education qualifications and credit, other guidance on qualifications and 
subject benchmark statements, and the requirements of professional, regulatory and statutory 
bodies where appropriate. Processes relating to academic standards are addressed in detail in 
Chapter A3: Securing academic standards and an outcomes-based approach to academic awards. 

 
 
These reference points are explicitly used in the revalidation process (Para 
81, PAMR, Para 210, Partnership Handbook) and by external examiners 
whose reports contribute to PMS/ACR processes. 

Indicator 7 
 
Higher education providers involve students in programme monitoring and review 
processes. 

 

Students are involved in programme monitoring and programme review in both formal and 
informal ways. The nature and extent of student involvement in monitoring and review is 
proportionate to the scale of the process involved. Chapter B5: Student engagement discusses 
the creation of a culture of engagement in more detail. 
 
Students are a primary source of information about the programmes on which they are studying 
or have studied. Higher education providers actively seek feedback from students about their 
learning experience on an ongoing basis and at specified points in the academic cycle. Providers 
take into account views of students at different points of the programme and take steps to 
engage a range of students, who reflect the diversity of protected characteristics and prior 
educational experience. Feedback is collected through a range of different mechanisms. 
 
 
 
 
Where students not directly involved in the programme have a defined role in the processes of 
monitoring and review, there is clarity about their responsibilities. Higher education providers 
take steps to ensure that they take into account the views of the student body, including students 

 
 
 
 
 
Regular student feedback is obtained through staff/student consultative 
committees/representatives on course/subject committees 
(internal/external) and through module review process (Student Survey on 
the Quality of Teaching) (internal provision only) and the results of the 
National Student Survey (internal and franchised provision only). Partner 
institutions may have their own additional means of obtaining feedback. 
Revalidation panels and Annual Monitoring Sub-Committee meet with 
representative groups of students.  Course revision process requires 
consultation with students. 
 
A Students’ Union officer is a member of internal revalidation panels. A 
student representative from a partner institution is appointed for 
revalidations at partner institutions.  Briefing is provided to these members 
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with a diversity of protected characteristics. Higher education providers facilitate the contribution 
of all students involved by ensuring appropriate training and support is provided, determined by 
the role the student is taking. 
 
Feedback from students about their programme is distinguished from complaints on academic 
matters and this distinction is made clear to students. However, higher education providers feed 
any themes arising from complaints and appeals into relevant monitoring or review processes (see 
Chapter B9: Academic appeals and student complaints). 
 
Student involvement in quality systems is addressed in more detail in Chapter B5: Student 
engagement. Student engagement in learning is addressed in Chapter B3: Learning and 
teaching. 

of panels, as well as to groups of students met by panels.  A SU officer is a 
member of the Annual Monitoring Sub-Committee. 
 
 
Formal complaints procedures exist in the University and in partner 
institutions.  An annual report on complaints is made to Senate.  Student 
complaints are an explicit part of the self-evaluation report for Annual 
Course Review (Section C3). 

Indicator 8 
 
Higher education providers enable staff and other participants to contribute 
effectively to programme monitoring and programme review by putting in place 
appropriate arrangements for their support and development. 

 

Higher education providers recognise the wider value of staff engagement with programme 
monitoring and programme review in terms of the overall enhancement of provision by putting 
in place opportunities for training, support and development. Members of staff who are new to 
the processes are enabled to work alongside or observe more experienced colleagues to 
experience the processes in operation. 
 
Staff involved in contributing to programme monitoring and programme review are drawn 
from across the higher education provider, including academic and professional services staff. 
Where a higher education provider works with other organisations to deliver higher education, 
relevant staff contribute to monitoring and review. Others with relevant expertise, such as 
employers, may also be involved. Higher education providers ensure that all those involved are 
aware of their responsibilities and are able to fulfil their role effectively. 
 
Higher education providers recognise the value and mutual benefit for their own provision of 
facilitating staff involvement in programme monitoring and programme review at other higher 
education providers. 
 
The continuing professional development of staff who teach and enable student development 
and achievement is covered in more detail in Chapter B3: Learning and teaching and Chapter 
B4: Enabling student development and achievement. 

Support documents, briefing seminars and staff development are provided.  
Mentoring and observation are commonly used to support staff in new 
roles. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
University staff are often invited to join panels at other institutions.  They 
are supported by Heads of School in fulfilling this role. 
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