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This document (the QA Regulations) provides a short guide to the regulations which the University Teaching and Learning Committee, University Research Committee, Graduate Board and Senate have adopted for the validation and annual evaluation of courses, programmes of study and research awards, including those validated by external bodies, and for the review of teaching, research and academic support services. The regulations have been developed and align with the UK Quality Code for Higher Education (the Quality Code), as published by the Quality Assurance Agency for Higher Education (QAA), to ensure that academic standards are set at a level which meets the UK threshold standard for the qualification concerned. It is aimed at academic and administrative staff and those at Collaborating Institutions. A separate document has been produced by the Deputy Vice-Chancellor covering the financial arrangement for collaborative provision (CP), copies of which can be obtained from Registrar and Secretary’s Office (RSO).

School reviews

The evaluation of the strategic direction and performance of Schools within the University and the audit of the operation of their quality assurance and enhancement arrangements along with an examination of its assessment, teaching and learning and research strategies is undertaken through mechanisms including Quality Appraisals, Subject Review, Professional and Statutory Regulatory Body (PSRB) Reviews, Office for Students (OfS) quality assessments and UNIAC audits and most regularly through the mechanism of the Annual Planning Round. External scrutiny to the process is provided through the periodic audits of OfS and PSRBs to which all Schools are exposed.

Service reviews

The evaluation of the strategic direction and performance of the services within the University and the audit of the operation of its quality assurance and enhancement arrangements is undertaken through mechanisms including Quality Appraisals, UNIAC audits and most regularly through the mechanism of the Annual Planning Round.

Emergency regulations

There may be times, because of exceptional circumstances beyond our reasonable control, when the University is unable to apply the approved QA Regulations. In these circumstances, emergency regulations may be approved by the University Teaching and Learning Committee for a duration as determined by the Vice-Chancellor (or nominee).

Variations to the regulations may involve alteration of processes or the use of measures designed to support virtual or online processes in instances where it may not be possible to hold face-to-face events. Once approved, any emergency regulations will be circulated to stakeholders as appropriate and will be made available on the RSO website.

Further information

Users of these QA Regulations who require further information on any point should consult the Head of Quality Assurance or staff in RSO in the first instance. Further information is also available from the RSO website at:
http://www.hud.ac.uk/registry/ 

Throughout this handbook the Pro Vice-Chancellor with responsibility for curriculum delivery, and quality assurance and enhancement is referred to as the Pro Vice-Chancellor (Teaching and Learning). The Pro Vice-Chancellor with responsibility for Research Awards is referred to as the Pro Vice-Chancellor (Research and Enterprise).

The changes included in the August 2026 edition can be found on the next page.
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The changes include:

	Section
	Changes

	Throughout Document
	· Updates to formatting and terminology
· Removal of references to School validation panel and replacement with University validation panel
· Consistent use of abbreviations and acronyms
· Renamed to QA Regulations 
· Reordering and renumbering of sections
· Replacement of SCCP with Academic Partnerships Board (APB)

	Section A
	· Removal of School Board
· Removal of School Board Terms of Reference
· Removal of Appendix – Guidelines for the operation of school boards

	Sections B-J
	· Redrafting based on plain English principles

	Section L
	· Redrafting based on plain English principles

	Section N
	· Removal of requirement for EE to attend assessment meetings
· Additon of School Based EE induction
· Addition of requirement for EEs to approve new and significantly amended assessment briefs
· Redrafting based on plain English principles

	Section O
	· Redrafting based on plain English principles
· Revision to the term of office of MRes EE examiners (S: O.3) – Approved by Graduate Board following UTLC

	Appendix A
	· Update to Validation Flowchart

	Appendix B
	· Update to Validation and Recruitment Timelines

	Appendix E
	· Revision to Dean’s Confirmation form reflecting new University structure

	
	

	Removed Sections & Appendices
The following have been moved to the new Collaborative Provision Regulations:

	Section: The Validation of Joint Awards

	Section: Collaborative Provision

	Section: Articulation Arrangements

	Section: PGR Partnership Activities

	Appendix: Dual Award Cotutelle Request Proforma

	Appendix: Cotutelle Flow Chart (Dual Award)

	Appendix: Single Award Cotutelle Request Proforma
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A1. 	The Senate

The Articles of Government of the University state that the Senate is responsible for:

1. The consideration of the academic plan of the University and its associated academic activities and the resources needed to support them and for advising the Vice-Chancellor and the University Council thereon.
2. The maintenance of academic standards under guidance from by the Quality Assurance Agency and the UK Quality Code for Higher Education.
3. Making regulations for the admission of students.
4. Making regulations for the examination and assessment of the academic attainment of students.
5. Regulating research degrees and postgraduate studies.
6. The curricula and Teaching and Learning strategies.
7. The suspension and expulsion of students from the University.
8. The appointment, removal and regulation of external examiners and assessors.
9. Making regulations for and the conferring of academic qualifications and academic distinctions of the University.
10. Making recommendations to appropriate bodies for the award of academic qualifications, scholarships, bursaries, prizes and other distinctions.
11. Making regulations and recommendations for the award of honorary academic qualifications and titles.
12. Such other matters as the University Council or the Vice-Chancellor may assign to it.

[bookmark: _Hlk109052632]A2. 	The University Teaching and Learning Committee (UTLC)

The Committee is responsible to the Senate for overseeing all matters relating to the development and delivery of taught courses of study and for ensuring the maintenance of appropriate academic standards.

Terms of reference

1. To determine on behalf of the Senate the quality and standards of teaching provision.
2. To determine on behalf of the Senate the standards of conduct expected of students.
3. To determine on behalf of the Senate the regulations and procedures governing the conduct of students.
4. To determine on behalf of the Senate the standards of attainment associated with different courses and awards.
5. To approve all courses of study leading to the University’s awards.
6. To develop and ensure the implementation of a university strategy for teaching and learning.
7. To establish and oversee procedures for the validation, approval and annual evaluation of all courses of study leading to the University’s awards, including franchised or collaborative courses, and for the assurance of the quality of those awards in line with Quality Assurance Agency (QAA) guidance.
8. To approve the appointment of external examiners for courses of study leading to the University’s awards.
9. To establish and oversee procedures for the review of the University’s Schools and Services.
10. To determine on behalf of the Senate the academic structures* through which the University’s courses of study should be delivered.
11. To determine on behalf of the Senate the academic regulations governing courses of study leading to the University’s awards.
12. To determine on behalf of the Senate the development and promotion of lifelong learning within the University.
13. To promote innovation, creativity and inspiration in teaching, learning and assessment.
14. To promote the continuing professional development of staff within the University.

* The term academic structures in respect of term of reference 10 includes the academic management substructure underpinning courses as well as the academic courses per se.

To assist it in discharging its responsibilities the Committee will establish panels whose membership may contain persons who are not themselves members of the Committee. Such panels shall include the Academic Partnerships Board (APB), the Standing Committee for Apprenticeships (SCA) and ad-hoc panels for validation and review.

A3. 	The University Research Committee

The University Research Committee (URC) is responsible to the Senate for progress towards the strategic objectives and targets set by the University in research and enterprise.

Terms of reference

1. To determine the University vision and strategy for research, research degree education and business enterprise engagement, along with appropriate targets and performance indicators.
2. To oversee the development and management of research activity, research degree education, the development and implementation of mechanisms and initiatives to improve the research and enterprise performance of the University and its participation in external reviews.
3. To maintain oversight of performance in research and research degree education, responding appropriately as necessary.
4. To interact closely with the University Teaching and Learning Committee and with the major administrative directorates including Human Resources, Student Services, Marketing, Communications and Student Recruitment, International, Computing and Library Services, Finance and Estates.
5. To provide informal and flexible for the active management and co-ordination of research, research degree education and business development in liaison with the University Research Group (URG), the Graduate Board (GB) and the Business Development and Commercial Group (BDCG).

A4. 	Validation panels

Validation panels are appointed under regulations determined by UTLC and report to it. They are normally empowered to act on behalf of the Committee, subject to the requirement to report back. They are primarily concerned with assessing the academic validity of courses and modules in the context of their aims and learning outcomes, of the expertise of the staff, and of the resources available to them.

A5. 	Review panels

The panels which conduct subject and thematic reviews are appointed under regulations determined by UTLC or URC (whichever is applicable) and report to the Senate. They are primarily concerned with reviewing and assessing both the quality of teaching and research in the University and the provision of academic support services.

A6. 	Roles of senior staff

Pro Vice-Chancellor (Teaching and Learning)

Has overall executive responsibility for the business of UTLC.

Pro Vice-Chancellor (Research and Enterprise)

Has overall executive responsibility for the business of URC.

Registrar and Secretary

Is secretary to the Senate and has overall responsibility for the administrative procedures which underpin the validation of courses and modules and the review of Schools and Services.

Head of Quality Assurance

The Head of Quality Assurance will have overall responsibility for the development of the programme of validation and review for approval by UTLC or URC (whichever is applicable). They or their nominee are also responsible for approving the draft membership of each panel on behalf of UTLC or URC (whichever is applicable).

Head of Student Regulations and Casework

The Head of Student Regulations and Casework will be secretary to UTLC.

Deans of School

Deans have overall responsibility for ensuring that Schools properly fulfil the role which is given to them by the Senate under four main headings:

· The annual evaluation of courses of study
· The approval of documentation prepared by Course Committees, Course Leaders and Module Leaders in connection with validation
· The preparation of documentation for periodic reviews – such as subject or thematic reviews.
· Any actions which may be necessary to satisfy conditions laid down by a validation or review panel

Dean of Graduate School

Has overall responsibility to lead on the development and implementation of University policy on postgraduate research programmes, and is responsible for the business of the University’s Graduate Board.

Directors of Graduate Education

Have responsibility for the School-level implementation and delivery of University policy and strategy for all matters relating to postgraduate research education.
Module Leaders

Module Leaders are responsible for providing information for inclusion in validation and course annual evaluation reports and for the follow-up of issues which are referred back from the validation or evaluation process. They are expected to:

· Agree and adhere to a timetable of activities
· Prepare and present documentation in the required form, including the use of virtual module boxes in the University curriculum-management system
· Develop a response to any recommendations or conditions which emerge from an evaluation event
· Produce a definitive module specification at the end of the validation process
· Update the module specification when any changes to it have been authorised
· Ensure the definitive module specification and any subsequent amendments to it are saved in the University curriculum-management system
· Scrutinise all examination papers and substantive assessment briefs before they are sent to the external examiner for approval in advance of their release to students
· Conduct an annual evaluation by students of modules under their responsibility, including module evaluation surveys with students and the production of a Module Leader report for inclusion in module boxes

Course Leaders

Course Leaders are responsible for the initiation and supervision of the Course Committee's preparations for initial validation, revalidation, course developments, and annual evaluation of the course(s) under its control and for the follow-up of issues which are referred back from either validation, revalidation or annual evaluation.

They are expected to:

· Agree and adhere to a timetable of activities
· Prepare and present documentation in an appropriate form, which will normally include the course specification(s) and supporting information, specifications for validated modules available on the course(s) and specifications for new modules available on the course(s)
· Lodge validation, revalidation and annual evaluation papers with the secretary of the relevant panel or committee on time
· Develop with the Course Committee a response to any recommendations or conditions which emerge from a validation or evaluation event
· Produce a definitive course specification and supporting information at the end of an initial validation or revalidation event
· Update the course specification and any supporting information when any changes have been authorised
· Ensure the definitive course specification, supporting information and any subsequent amendments to it are saved in the University curriculum-management system
· Conduct an annual evaluation by students of the course(s) under their responsibility, including course evaluation surveys with student
· Scrutinise all examination papers and substantive assessment briefs before they are sent to the external examiner for approval in advance of their release to students



A7. 	Role of the school executive support team

General

Members of the School Executive Support Team are expected to have a basic working knowledge of:

· University regulations and procedures including the Regulations for Awards and the QA Regulations in order to provide operational support for activities covered by the regulations

Standard university templates

The School Executive Support Team shall be responsible for ensuring the most up-to-date formats and templates (available from University records management system) are used for the following:

· Student Panel agenda
· Student Panel rolling record
· Course Committee agenda
· Course assessment meeting agenda and minutes
· Generic minutes template where there is no specified alternative
QA Regulations: Section A
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B1. 	Validation of courses

Validation is the process by which the University approves proposed programmes of study as University awards. It applies to degree courses, modules, short courses and other forms of provision. Proposals may involve new provision or changes to existing provision. Changes to existing provision are considered within the context of the course or courses to which they contribute. Validation at the University follows a risk-based approach. 

All courses delivered at Queensgate should not include more than 20% online delivery. Guidance on the validation process, including indicative timescales and its relationship to marketing and recruitment activity, is published by RSO.

B2. 	Title of a course of study

The suitability of a proposed course title is considered as part of validation. The course title that appears on the award certificate must be approved through the validation process and must not be changed without the approval of UTLC, acting on behalf of Senate.

Single-subject titles may be used where subsidiary studies do not make a substantial contribution to the course. Where the main subject does not form a sufficient proportion of the course, the title “Subject A and/with Combined Studies” may be used.

Where courses include more than one subject in the title, Section C of these QA Regulations should be read alongside this section.

B3. 	Proposing a course or module development

Proposals for a new or revised course or module are normally included on the Validation Schedule, which is maintained by RSO. Schools notify RSO of proposed developments by submitting an outline proposal on the University’s curriculum-management system.

For new or substantially revised courses only

(This does not apply to amendments to existing provision.)

The following documentation must be submitted to RSO for approval by the PVC (T&L):

· A Validation Rationale document that demonstrates:
· How the proposed course fits within the existing University portfolio
· How it supports School and University strategic priorities
· How academic viability and financial sustainability have been established
· Confirmation from the Dean that the proposal has been considered and approved by the School Leadership Team (SLT), including any resource implications
· Confirmation from the Director of Marketing, Communications and Student Recruitment that appropriate market research has been undertaken and that there is a viable graduate careers route following graduation

Once approved by the PVC (T&L), RSO determines the appropriate level of validation.

B4. 	Types of validation events

The University operates two types of validation event: Tier 1 and Tier 2. The level of validation required is determined by factors including course level and structure, significance of change, risk, novelty, professional context, validation history, and the extent of cross-disciplinary delivery. Further guidance is published by RSO.

B5. 	Documents required for validation

Validation documentation must be submitted to RSO no later than three weeks before the scheduled validation event. Detailed guidance on documentation requirements is published by RSO and the following outlines the minimum documentation normally required:

B5.1. Confirmation and resource approval (new and substantially revised courses only)

For new courses, the following written confirmations are required (in addition to those set out in B3 above):

· Approval by the PVC (T&L)
· Approval by the Director of Computing and Library Services that appropriate computing facilities and sufficient library resources are available to support delivery
· Immigration Compliance has confirmed that visa requirements are met, where applicable
· Timetabling has confirmed that delivery is feasible
· Full details of course management and staffing arrangements, including: 
· Identification of the Course Leader
· CVs or profile links for all staff contributing to delivery

B5.2. Non‑standard provision

For non-standard provision (including short courses, continuing professional Development (CPD) and degree apprenticeship courses), confirmation must be provided that:

· Disability Services have been consulted regarding: 
· The availability of appropriate student support
· Any additional resourcing requirements.

B5.3. Validation rationale

The Validation rationale document provided as part of the outline proposal for the provision.

B5.4. Course specification

A full course specification must be provided and must include:

· Mapping of course learning outcomes to: 
· Modules
· Subject Benchmark Statements, QAA Characteristic Statements and/or other relevant sector documents (for example apprenticeship standards)
· Integration of: 
· Personal Development Planning (PDP)
· Huddersfield Graduate Attributes
· Professional or Statutory Regulatory Body (PSRB) requirements, where applicable
· An outline assessment schedule
· Module delivery schedules for each intake
· Identification of the relevant Course Assessment Meeting (CAM) model

B5.5. Module and supporting documentation

The following supporting documentation must also be submitted:

· All contributing module specifications
· A completed Inclusive Design Checklist for Learning, Teaching and Assessment
· Confirmation of support from the external examiner (for existing provision)
· A draft course handbook
· Where applicable, an annotated version of the course's entry on the University's online prospectus, highlighting any implications related to Consumer and Markets Authority (CMA) requirements

B5.6. Cross‑school provision

Where a course involves delivery across more than one School, the validation event must include representation from all participating Schools.

B6. 	Preparing documentation for validation

The Dean has oversight of all validation documentation and must confirm alignment with the University Teaching and Learning Strategy, relevant institutional policies and inclusive design requirements.

B7. 	Appointment of validation panels

Validation panels are appointed by RSO on behalf of UTLC. The membership, composition and eligibility criteria for validation panels are set out in guidance published by RSO. 

B8. 	Validation panel discussions and schedule

Validation panels consider a range of matters, including academic quality, coherence, learning outcomes, assessment, delivery (including digital delivery), staffing expertise, physical and learning resources, inclusivity, and alignment with institutional strategy. Any conditions or recommendations must be clearly stated in the validation report.

RSO ensures documentation is circulated in advance and prepares the event schedule in consultation with the panel Chair and proposing team.

B9. 	Approving and responding to validation reports

The validation report process includes preparation of a draft report, factual checking by attendees, circulation of the confirmed report to UTLC, institutional consideration of outcomes, and monitoring of responses by the Dean.

Following successful validation, approved course and module specifications must be published in the University’s curriculum-management system.
B10. Appeals against validation outcomes

Schools may submit an appeal to UTLC via the Dean. UTLC will convene an independent group to consider the appeal.

B11. Changes to validated courses and modules

Tier 1 panels may approve minor changes to validated courses and modules in accordance with University guidance. Where changes have CMA implications, the Course Leader is responsible for securing CMA approval in line with the University’s CMA procedures. 

B12. Review of validation activity

RSO may periodically review Tier 1 and Tier 2 validation activity and report outcomes to UTLC.

B13. Discontinuation of courses

Where a course is discontinued, the course team must prepare an exit strategy for affected students. The strategy must be approved by the School Leadership Team and monitored through RSO and UTLC.

QA Regulations: Section B
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C1. 	Introduction

This section applies to courses whose titles include more than one subject. These may be delivered as joint honours awards or as major/minor combinations. For major/minor combinations, all subjects must already be validated as single-subject courses.

C2. 	Naming conventions

Subjects of equal weight are identified using “and”. Major/minor combinations are identified using “with”. Up to three subject areas may be included where each makes a significant contribution.

C3. 	Proposals for major/minor courses

Outline proposals must be submitted in accordance with Section B3. Where both subjects are already validated, courses will normally be considered through Tier 1 validation. RSO will determine the validation level where new subject areas are involved.

C4. 	Requirements for major/minor combinations

Major/minor undergraduate courses must comply with the approved credit structures set out below.

	Course element
	Major subject
	Minor subject

	Credits at foundation level
	80
	40

	Credits at post-foundation level
	160
	80

	Total credits across the course
	240
	120

	Minimum core credits
	200
	100

	Maximum optional credits
	40
	20



The major subject must carry the greater credit weighting at all levels. Once approved, named majors and minors must use the same set of modules across all approved combinations.

C5. 	Validation of joint honours and major/minor courses

Validation follows Section B, with additional requirements relating to title coherence, academic rationale for the combination, module structure, assessment arrangements and transfer opportunities.

C6. 	Responsibilities

Where courses involve more than one School, a lead School must be identified and responsibilities for curriculum delivery, assessment, quality assurance and student support clearly defined.
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D1. 	Scope and definition

This section applies to courses delivered wholly by distance learning (DL) and to individual modules delivered by DL. DL refers to provision where teaching, assessment and student support are delivered remotely, with no regular requirement for staff and students to meet in person.

D2. 	Responsibilities and staff capability

Schools must ensure that all staff involved in the design or delivery of DL provision meet the University’s digital learning and online teaching training requirements. Evidence of staff capability must be confirmed through validation and kept under review.

D3. 	Proposals for distance learning courses

DL proposals must be developed in consultation with the Distance Learning Unit and outline proposals must be submitted in accordance with Section B3. Financial and resource arrangements must be approved by the Dean. Courses must be validated before recruitment begins.

D4. 	Validation of distance learning courses

DL proposals follow validation processes outlined in Section B, with additional scrutiny of delivery mode, student support, learning technologies and institutional capacity. At least one external panel member must have experience of DL provision.

D5. 	Delivery, support and learning resources

Documentation must describe learning materials, methods of delivery, technical requirements for students, arrangements for communication, feedback, engagement monitoring, and availability of technical and administrative support. Consideration must be given to time-zone issues where relevant.

D6. 	Assessment and quality assurance

Assessment for DL provision must be secure, inclusive, appropriate to delivery mode, and equivalent in academic standard to on-campus provision. DL courses are subject to normal quality assurance and external examining processes.

D7. 	Distance learning delivery of individual modules

Where DL is introduced within a primarily campus-based course, approval must confirm whether full DL validation is required and RSO will assign an event level. 
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E1. 	Scope

This section applies to courses that do not lead to the award of University credit and sit outside the Credit Accumulation and Transfer Scheme (CATS).

E2. 	Proposals for non-credit-bearing courses

Proposals must be submitted to RSO in line with Section B3. New courses require approval from the Dean, Marketing, and the PVC (T&L). RSO will determine the validation event type.

E3. 	Documentation required for validation

Proposals follow validation processes outlined in Section B and include appropriate documentation relevant to the proposed course. Validation documentation must demonstrate the purpose, target audience, viability, staffing, resources, inclusive design and delivery arrangements of the course, including submission of a Validation Rationale and draft handbook.

E4. 	Monitoring, evaluation and review

Non-credit courses follow the University’s standard processes for monitoring, annual evaluation, approval of minor changes and periodic review.
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F1. 	Validation of short courses

A short course is defined as a programme of study that does not lead to a University award and carries a maximum of 60 credits. Courses exceeding 60 credits must be approved in accordance with Section B. Short courses may incorporate existing modules.

Schools must notify RSO of proposed developments by submitting an outline proposal in line with Section B3.

Where delivery or development involves an external partner, Schools must contact the QA Team within RSO for advice.

F2. 	Documents required for validation

Proposals follow validation processes outlined in Section B. 

F3. 	Validation procedures

Validation will normally follow the procedures set out in Section B. Alternative sections may apply where delivery involves distance learning or CP. Where external validation is also required, procedures may be adapted to meet external requirements and avoid duplication.

F4. 	Monitoring, annual evaluation, minor changes and revalidation

Short courses are subject to the University’s standard procedures for annual evaluation, approval of minor changes, and revalidation, as set out in Sections B, K and M of the QA Regulations.



QA Regulations: Section F

[bookmark: _Toc135666458][bookmark: _Toc141364113][bookmark: _Toc141364577][bookmark: _Toc141365012][bookmark: _Toc166596228][bookmark: _Toc168500478][bookmark: _Toc204083611][bookmark: _Toc204084068][bookmark: _Toc226618421][bookmark: _Toc229480576][bookmark: _Toc229481465][bookmark: _Toc229481526][bookmark: _Toc229481564][bookmark: _Toc229481706][bookmark: _Toc229481731][bookmark: Section_O]Section G: The validation of apprenticeships

G1. 	General principles

This section sets out the processes for validating proposals for Higher and Degree Apprenticeships, as well as Higher Technical Qualifications (HTQs). These programmes combine work-based learning with academic study and lead to an academic, professional, or integrated qualification aligned to a specific occupational role. Apprentices are employed for the majority of their time and must undertake the minimum off-the-job training as prescribed by the specific Apprenticeship Standard.

Apprenticeships and HTQs that include a higher education qualification fall into the following categories:

· Higher Apprenticeships or HTQs at Levels 4 or 5 (e.g. Diploma of Higher Education or Foundation Degree)
· Degree Apprenticeships at Levels 6 or 7 (e.g. Bachelor’s or Master’s degree)

The validation regulations are designed to ensure that:

· The programme meets the relevant Apprenticeship Standard, adequately prepares apprentices for End-Point Assessment (EPA), and complies with Department for Education (DfE) Apprenticeship Funding Rules.
· The University and its staff have the opportunity to evaluate and enhance the programme, drawing on experience to maintain high academic and professional standards.

G2. 	Administrative arrangements for validation

All apprenticeship programmes must be validated before apprentice recruitment may begin.

To be included on the Validation Schedule, Schools must notify RSO of proposed developments by submitting an outline proposal, in line with Section B3, and a completed apprenticeship validation form. Proposals must align with the School’s strategic plans for apprenticeships and demonstrate financial, resource, and market viability.

Apprenticeship validation will follow the University’s standard course validation procedures (see Section B), except where specific variations are identified in this section.

G3. 	The validation process

The validation event will confirm that the proposed programme aligns with the University’s quality assurance framework, the relevant Apprenticeship Standard, and the associated EPA plan. This must allow apprentices to demonstrate the required knowledge, skills, and behaviours to achieve both the higher education qualification and the apprenticeship award.

The validation panel will be constituted in accordance with Section B. At least one external member must have experience of apprenticeships. Panels normally include two external members: one from industry or a professional background and one from the higher education sector. Where neither external member has apprenticeship experience, a third external member will be required. The Chair and internal members will normally have relevant degree apprenticeship experience.

In addition to the documentation specified in Section B, programme teams must address the following areas.

Rationale and development

· A clear rationale aligned with the School’s apprenticeship strategy and supported by evidence of financial, resource, and market viability.
· An explanation of how the programme will enable employers to develop workforce capacity and capability.
· Mapping of learning outcomes to the knowledge, skills, and behaviours within the relevant Apprenticeship Standard, at course or module level as appropriate, in addition to QAA Subject Benchmark or Characteristic Statements.
· Consideration of varied employment contexts and working patterns to ensure a sustainable balance between work, study, and personal commitments.
· Reference to the DfE Apprenticeship Funding Rules where issues specific to apprenticeships may arise, such as redundancy or changes in employer.
· Identification of any employer requirements that conflict with standard University term dates or assessment periods, which would require exemption approval from the Pro Vice-Chancellor (Teaching and Learning).

Admissions and recruitment

Any variation from standard admissions requirements must be clearly stated, including:

· Completion of an Initial Needs Assessment using the University’s standard template prior to enrolment.
· Commitment statements outlining roles, responsibilities, and schedules, using the University’s standard template.
· Confirmation that apprentices meet eligibility requirements for apprenticeship funding.

Programme delivery and support

Programme documentation must include:

· Arrangements for workplace support, including the role of University staff and the organisation of tripartite reviews.
· Confirmation of any additional academic, technical, or administrative resources required.
· A draft Learner Handbook outlining programme expectations and the respective support provided by the University and the employer.
· A draft programme plan identifying how the minimum off-the-job training requirement will be met and where annual leave may be taken.
· Details of how apprentices will evidence and reflect on their learning and progress against the Apprenticeship Standard.

Approval of an apprenticeship programme will normally be granted for a maximum of five years, or for the review period specified in the Apprenticeship Standard if this is shorter.

G4. 	Annual evaluation

Apprenticeship programmes will follow the standard annual evaluation cycle. Reports must address issues specific to apprenticeship delivery and will be considered by the delivering School at its annual evaluation meeting, with oversight from the Standing Committee for Apprenticeships, Work-based Learning and Skills.

G5. 	Subject review

Apprenticeship programmes are included within the University’s subject review cycle and will be reviewed as part of the assessment of provision within the relevant subject area.

QA Regulations: Section G
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To progress proposals for new or amended postgraduate research (PGR) provision, proposals will normally need to be added to the Validation Schedule. Schools must notify RSO of proposed developments via the Graduate School Manager by submitting:

· An outline proposal to RSO
· For new courses only:
· Confirmation from the Director of Marketing, Communications and Student Recruitment that appropriate market research has been undertaken and that there is a viable graduate careers route following graduation.
· Immigration Compliance has confirmed that visa requirements are met, where applicable.

RSO will record proposals on the Validation Schedule and, in consultation with the Dean of the Graduate School and the Vice-Chancellor’s Office (VCO), determine the appropriate level of scrutiny. Where proposals include taught elements (e.g. professional doctorates), these will also be subject to Section B of this document. The schedule of PGR validation events will be reported to URC.

H1.	Validation events and panel membership

PGR validation events are conducted by the Graduate Board. Panels will comprise Graduate Board members, excluding representatives from the proposing School, and may include an external member where appropriate. The inclusion of an external member will be agreed by RSO in consultation with the Dean of the Graduate School and VCO.

External panel members must have relevant academic expertise, experience in UK higher education, and up-to-date knowledge of quality assurance practices. They must not have had any involvement with the University of Huddersfield within the previous three years or any other connection that could compromise impartiality. RSO is responsible for confirming eligibility and impartiality.

H2.	Validation discussions

Panels will normally consider:

· The appropriateness of programme aims, learning outcomes, structure, and assessment.
· Where applicable, module aims, learning outcomes, content, and assessment, including confirmation of consultation with Disability Services.
· Delivery arrangements, including the use of C&IT.
· The alignment of staff expertise and development with the proposed provision.
· The adequacy of physical and learning resources.
· Alignment with University and School strategies.
· Inclusivity, in line with the University’s Inclusivity Framework.

Panels should identify both strengths and areas for development.

Panel members will be provided with and are expected to review:

· Relevant QA Regulations.
· Applicable University strategy documents.
· Validation documentation identified in the PGR validation checklist.
· Draft programme and administrative arrangements.
· Any additional relevant documentation.

RSO is responsible for ensuring that external members are briefed on the University’s validation procedures.

Validation agendas should highlight issues requiring input from senior management or central services. Where issues relate to named post-holders, their involvement in discussions is expected.

Where specialist reports are required, panel members will be notified in advance and asked to submit reports within 28 days of the event. Responsibility for such reports will normally be shared.

A report of the validation discussions will be drafted by RSO, summarising key issues, panel views and detailing any conditions or recommendations made.

H3.	Approving and responding to PGR validation reports

The following applies:

· The draft report is circulated to panel members for confirmation or amendment.
· The report is shared with the proposing School to correct any factual inaccuracies.
· The approved report is received and noted by URC.
· The School prepares a response to any conditions or recommendations, as appropriate.
· The response is submitted to the Chair of the Graduate Board for approval.
· The Dean ensures that actions arising from the report are followed up and reports any issues to URC.
· Implementation of conditions and recommendations should be addressed in subsequent annual evaluation reports.

A signed statement from the Chair of the Graduate Board confirming that conditions have been met will be submitted to RSO.

H4.	Documents required for validation

Documentation must be submitted to RSO at least three weeks in advance of the validation event. Minimum requirements include:

Planning and resource approval:

· Confirmation from the Dean confirming that costs have been approved by the Director of Estates and the Deputy Vice-Chancellor.
· Approval by the Director of Computing and Library Services that appropriate computing facilities and sufficient library resources are available to support delivery
· Full details of course management and staffing arrangements, including CVs or profile links for all contributing staff.

Programme rationale:

· An introduction explaining how the provision fits within the existing University portfolio, supports School and University strategic priorities, and how academic viability and financial sustainability have been established.

Programme documentation:

· A completed PGR course specification and supporting information.

Where applicable:

· Module specifications for taught elements.
· Reports and confirmation of conditions met from related taught provision approvals.
· Confirmation of consideration under the University’s Inclusivity Framework.
· Where applicable, an annotated version of the course's entry on the University's online prospectus, highlighting any implications related to Consumer and Markets Authority (CMA) requirements.

Following validation, programme and any module specifications must be published on the University’s curriculum-management system.

Role of the Dean

The Dean oversees the quality and completeness of validation documentation, ensuring alignment with required standards, institutional strategy, and relevant policies. The Dean must also ensure an inclusive approach, including appropriate consultation with Disability Services and use of current EDI guidance.

H5.	Appealing against the outcome of a validation event

Schools may appeal the outcome of a validation event by submitting a case, via the Dean, to URC. The Committee will convene a separate panel to consider the appeal.

H6.	Changes to validated provision

Proposed changes to course specifications must be submitted to RSO using the Validation Proposal Form. Where changes constitute a material change, Schools must provide evidence that CMA requirements have been met.

H7.	Termination of provision

Where provision is to be discontinued, the School must develop an exit strategy detailing arrangements for closure. This must be approved by the School Leadership Team and monitored by the School’s Director of Graduate Education.
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This framework applies where a School proposes a new research degree for delivery by distance learning (DL), or where a student is to be transferred to a DL mode of study in the absence of an existing validated DL route.

The framework applies only where no third party is involved in delivery (i.e. not joint or dual awards). The School retains full responsibility for all aspects of academic delivery and student support, and standard University of Huddersfield Regulations for Awards (Research Degrees) apply. Schools are expected to monitor DL provision through existing University quality assurance processes.

To ensure DL postgraduate research (PGR) students receive a comparable experience to on-campus students, Schools must demonstrate that:

· There is a clear market demand for the provision (confirmed by Marketing).
· Adequate academic and professional services staffing is in place to support DL delivery, including appropriate workload allocation (confirmed by the Dean).
· Appropriate Computing and Library Services (CLS) resources are available, including access to learning resources and journals (confirmed by CLS).
· Suitable facilities and resources are available to support online supervision and meetings.

Directors of Graduate Education must submit a Research degree by DL approval proforma approved by the Dean of School to the Graduate School and URC for approval. The submission must set out the proposed arrangements for delivery, student support, and monitoring, and include:

· A brief rationale for DL delivery.
· Confirmation that offers will be made only once a full supervisory team is in place.
· Proposed DL student numbers.
· Consideration of supervisory workload and the impact of supporting DL students.
· Arrangements for supervision, skills development, progression, and examination.
· Confirmation of how a suitable research environment will be maintained, including during periods of attendance at Queensgate.
· Ongoing pastoral support arrangements.
· Attendance and engagement monitoring processes.
· Student voice and representation arrangements.

The Research degree by DL approval proforma, together with supporting documentation, must be completed by the Director of Graduate Education and signed by the Dean before submission to Graduate Board for formal approval. The Director of Graduate Education and Graduate Board may request further clarification or impose conditions of approval where necessary.

Following approval, the School may request course codes from the Curriculum Data team and proceed with marketing and recruitment activities.
QA Regulations: Section I
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	Time of year /
Deadline

	Activity / Requirement

	September
	Tier 1 Panel considers proposals added following final Tier 1 in the previous academic year

	October 
	Tier 1 Panel 

	November
	Tier 1 Panel

	December 
	Deadline for completion of structural changes for the following academic year including option choices, amendments to course structures and delivery pattern updates to be completed; this refers to close of business in December and not calendar month end

	January
	Tier 1 Panel

	February
	Tier 1 Panel

	March 
	Deadline for changes to assessments for the following academic year 

	April
	Final Tier 1 Panel 

	May
	Completion of open proposals 

	June
	Completion of open proposals

	
	CMA Deadline

	July
	No validation activity for provision starting September, including chair’s actions (proposals may be submitted for consideration at the following September’s Tier 1)

	
	CourseLoop rollover

	August 
	No validation activity for provision starting September, including chair’s actions (proposals may be submitted for consideration at the following September’s Tier 1)



Guide validation timescales

From submission of paperwork to sign-off by the chair of the validation panel is normally a minimum of 9 weeks:

[image: ]

Schools making proposals at a later stage should also be mindful of the potential impact on the recruitment cycle and student numbers on the initial intake:

Recruitment cycle

The UK university recruitment fairs typically run from September to November.
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	Month
	Time before course start date
	Marketing and recruitment cycle
	Validation cycle

	September 
	24 months
	· Work begins on prospectus and Course Finder. Schools to provide updates to prospectus information
· UCAS applications open for entry the following year
	· Validation events

	October
	23 months
	
	· Validation events

	November
	22 months
	
	· Validation events
· Deadline for approval of courses for inclusion in the next year’s undergraduate prospectus

	December
	21 months
	· UG prospectus goes to print for entry in 2 years’ time and no further additions can be made


	· Validation events
· RSO requests from schools’ information on new courses and course amendments for the following year’s validation schedule
· Schools begin to confirm courses for inclusion in the Validation Schedule

	January
	20 months
	· [bookmark: _Hlk74748379]UCAS applications deadline 25 January annually for majority of undergraduate courses commencing in September of that same year
· Course Finder is locked and any further amendments will need CMA approval
	· Validation events
· Schools confirm courses for inclusion in the Validation Schedule

	February
	19 months
	· UCAS recruitment cycle for following year’s entry begins – national recruitment fairs run from February to July
· (UCAS is not open for applications until September)
· Changes will be reflected on Course Finder, subject area pages on the University website (which link the prospectus and Course Finder and are also used for advertising campaigns) and UCAS website
	· Validation events

	March
	18 months
	
	· Validation events
· Schools continue to confirm courses to be added as part of a rolling Validation Schedule

	April
	17 months
	
	· Validation events

	May 
	16 months
	
	· Schools continue to confirm courses to be added as part of a rolling validation schedule

	June
	15 months
	· End of UCAS UG application cycle before clearing begins
	· Validation events

	July
	14 months
	
	· Validation events

	September
	12 months
	· UCAS applications open for entry in the following year
· Work begins on UG prospectus and Course Finder for entry in 2 years’ time
	· Validation events

	October
	11 months
	
	· Validation events

	November
	10 months
	
	· Validation events
· Deadline for approval of courses for inclusion in the UG prospectus

	January
	8 months
	· UCAS application deadline


	· Validation events
· Schools confirm courses for inclusion in the Validation Schedule

	February
	7 months
	
	· Validation events

	March
	6 months
	
	· Validation events
· Schools continue to confirm courses to be added as part of a rolling Validation Schedule

	April
	5 months
	
	· Validation events

	May
	4 months
	
	· Schools continue to confirm courses to be added as part of a rolling Validation Schedule

	June
	3 months
	· Joining information is made available
	· Final validation events – no Tier 2 events will take place during July and August
· Schools to submit all CMA Requests by early June

	September
	0 months
	· Course start dates
	· Validation events
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This form enables Schools to outline how they will oversee the management of Research Studies by Distance Learning (DL). The School must evidence that the proposal can be delivered in a DL environment, and that it has the resources and expertise to support the course and the students enrolled on the course.

Before submitting this form, Schools should familiarise themselves with the following documents:

· Research Degrees by DL – Guidance Document
· The QA Regulations 
· The Regulations for Awards (Research Degrees)

Once completed the form should be submitted to Graduate Board together with the following supporting information:

· Confirmation from the Director of Marketing, Communications and Student Recruitment that appropriate market research has been undertaken and that there is a viable graduate careers route following graduation.
· Confirmation from the Dean that the proposal has been considered and approved by the School Leadership Team (SLT), including any resource implications and that School resources are in place for supervisors adequately to conduct online meetings.
· Approval by the Director of Computing and Library Services that appropriate computing facilities and sufficient library resources are available to support delivery, including software licences to access to the University’s learning resources/journals, etc.
· Confirmation from the Head of Researcher Environment that there are adequate resources and capacity to provide core training and development opportunities at a distance; and/or for any campus-based delivery planned as part of the attendance requirements.

All staff responsible for both designing and delivering DL provision must first meet the University's training requirement defined by Graduate Board. It is the School’s responsibility to maintain records of staff who have met the training requirements. The Director of Graduate Education should check and confirm that all relevant staff meet the training requirements. 

No offers to study can be made until there is an established Supervisory Team in place.

	Research degree by DL proforma


	1
	Name of School:


	2
	Name and role of the member of staff submitting the proposal:


	3
	Subject area and qualification:


	4
	Will the course be available to full-time and/or part-time applicants?


	Rationale for the proposal


	5
	Rationale for the proposal
· A clear rationale for the proposed DL delivery, including how the proposal supports the relevant School and University strategies
· An outline of why it is considered important to provide the opportunity to study via DL


	6
	Target market

· Proposed student numbers
· Provide a description of the target market for the course, including the location of the students and the plans for promoting the award


	Research environment, delivery and support mechanisms


	7
	Attendance at Queensgate
· What periods and stages of attendance at Queensgate will be required (taking into account the minimum face-to-face attendance requirements in the Regulations)?
· Has the School contacted the International Office regarding the visa implications for international research students who may be offered a place?
· How will the School ensure that research students have access to appropriate workspace and equipment during their time at Queensgate?


	8
	Facilities
· How will the School determine what facilities are required by the research student, and how will it ensure these are provided?


	9
	Research environment
· How will the School ensure that a research student by DL will receive a comparable experience to Queensgate-based students?
· How will the School ensure that a robust and suitable research environment will be made available, including opportunities to interact with, and discuss research with, their peers?


	10
	Supervision
· What is the estimated additional workload for supervisors involved in the provision and how will this be considered for individual supervisors?
· What methods will be used for supervision and informal progress monitoring, and how will the mode and type of interaction and the frequency of interactions be determined?


	11
	Monitoring and review
· How will research student progress be monitored, both formally and informally?
· How will the School ensure that formal progress reviews take place at the agreed intervals and that the research student attends Huddersfield for progression monitoring whenever possible?


	12
	Additional information


	DoGE signature:



	Date:




	Graduate Board comments/approval


	Please use this space to provide any comments relating to the committee’s discussion of the request, or any additional conditions that the School meet as part of the approval. 

	Deadline for conditions to be met by (if applicable):



	Approved by:



	Date of meeting:
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J1. 	Quality appraisals

Quality appraisals are focused audits of practice within a defined area and are reported to UTLC. Their purpose is to provide assurance that University policies and procedures are effective and applied consistently across the institution.

J2. 	Scope of quality appraisals

Quality appraisals may address a range of areas, including but not limited to:

· The operation of formal academic committees
· Course and module documentation
· Course and module evaluation and review processes
· Implementation of teaching and learning strategies
· Regulatory compliance
· The student learning experience

Service quality appraisals will examine functions that support the student learning experience. This may include support for centrally serviced committees such as UTLC or URC, and other committees outside RSO.

J3. 	Evidence requirements

Terms of reference, detailing the evidence required, will normally be issued at least one month before the appraisal.

Schools and Services are responsible for providing documentation in the required format.

J4. 	Appointment of appraisal panels

Panels will normally consist of at least two members of staff independent of the School or Service under review, typically from RSO. Where appropriate, membership may include a Students’ Union Executive representative. Panel members will be appointed in accordance with criteria approved by UTLC or the Graduate Board.

J5. 	Conduct of quality appraisals

The annual schedule of quality appraisals will be approved by UTLC or the Graduate Board and included in the University’s annual review cycle.

Appraisals are normally desk-based but may include meetings with relevant staff and students where appropriate.

J6. 	Quality appraisal reports

Panels will produce a written report, which will be shared with the relevant School or Service to confirm agreed actions. Where an appraisal spans multiple areas, a summary report will also be produced.

Reports will set out findings, conclusions, and recommendations. The final report will be submitted to the Dean, Director, or Head of Service (or nominee), who will provide a formal response and action plan for consideration by UTLC or URC.

J7. 	Internal quality audits (IQA)

IQAs are undertaken to review areas of significant change, investigate identified issues, or determine required actions and support where concerns have been raised.

Triggers for an IQA may include annual evaluation processes, external examiner reports, DALO reports, PSRB engagement, or audit findings. IQAs may relate to on-campus provision or provision delivered by partner institutions.

J8. 	Conduct of an IQA

The terms of reference, audit approach, panel membership, and reporting arrangements will be agreed in advance with the PVC (T&L) and/or PVC (Research & Enterprise). An IQA may be desk-based or may involve meetings with staff from the relevant School(s) or partner institution.

J9. 	IQA reporting and outcomes

IQA reports and subsequent actions will be considered by the body specified in the terms of reference. Possible outcomes may include:

· No further action required
· A defined monitoring period
· Development of an improvement plan
· Termination of a collaborative partnership
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[bookmark: _Hlk71588352]K1. 	The function of subject review

A subject review is the holistic consideration of the curriculum of the suite of taught courses which comprise that subject area and its postgraduate research activities with a view to:

· Discuss issues relevant to and generated by the subject area team under review.
· Consider curriculum development plans and broad proposals, which subsequently feed into the standard validation process as necessary.
· Promote the discussion of quality enhancement and innovation in course delivery within the subject area.
· Identify and address any employability issues.
· Evaluate the operation of the subject area against the QA Regulations
· Consider how research within the subject area informs the taught portfolio. 

The review is a helpful, consultative and supportive mechanism and includes internal, student and external academic and professional input.

Where there are no planned changes to taught courses, approval will be reconfirmed for the courses within the subject area as part of the subject review event. 

Where there are planned changes to the taught courses the subject review discussions will inform the detailed development of course changes, which will be considered in accordance with the processes contained within Section B. Where necessary further comments would be sought from the external panel members involved in the subject review event.

Subject areas are determined by the Schools and are notionally based on Higher Education Classification of Subjects (HECoS) subject classifications and will be reviewed at least once every five years in accordance with a schedule confirmed by UTLC. The URC will be notified of the review schedule once confirmed by UTLC.

K2. 	The process

Subject reviews should normally:

· Be no longer than a day and timed to ensure that teams are in a position to review their curriculum at a time that is sensible for course development and can be revalidated before the end of the academic year concerned.
· Have external involvement: a panel member from outside the School, an external academic and an external representative from industry / the profession (to be approved by the PVC (T&L) / (Research and Enterprise) or nominee); and student representative. External members will have not had a close involvement with the University in the last three years.
· Have been preceded by a meeting with students (taught and research) from across the subject area.
· Include meetings with staff from across the range of provision.

K3. 	Documentation required for reviews

RSO compiles an evidence base for the subject area, comprising external examiner reports, annual evaluation documentation, student panel rolling logs, course and module specifications, minutes from relevant committee meetings and reports from any accreditation activity that has taken place during the reporting period. The evidence base is shared with the subject team to support the drafting of the self-evaluation document (SED) and is also shared with the panel to support the review process.

A SED, on the university’s template, and supporting documentation should be submitted to RSO for distribution to the panel three weeks before the date of the review. The SED should provide:

· An overview of curriculum developments and improvements and their drivers.
· An identification of the key issues the team wants to explore as part of the review.
· Provide a self-evaluation of the:
· quality of the student learning experience
· the level of student achievement 
· the current position of the subject area within the institution and the wider higher education sector

Evidence should be drawn from student panels, module evaluation, external examiner reports, peer-observation of teaching, the data analysis meeting with CES and annual evaluation.

The SED should be supported by:

· The evidence base compiled by RSO.
· Full set of course and module specifications for the current courses delivered in the subject area.
· Documentation following the employability data review meeting.
· Staff CVs for the subject area leader, course leaders, module leaders, all permanent teaching staff, professoriate and where relevant and possible all part-time hourly paid teaching staff.
· The most recent annual evaluation reports (taught and research), including associated external examiner reports for taught provision and feedback forms for courses in the subject area.
· Results of the most recent course evaluation exercises, plus the latest NSS and PRES results.
· A summary of the most recent PSRB reports/engagements where relevant.
· A sample course (taught and research provision) and module handbook.

K4. 	Reports of Subject Reviews

Following the review, RSO will normally produce a draft report for approval by the review panel which will be passed to the School within 4 weeks of the event. 

The subject area team will draw up a formal response (with clear actions) to the report and arrange for both to be considered by the next available course committee and approved by the Dean. The report and School’s response should then be submitted to UTLC/URC.

Course teams should include specific proposals for the extent and timing of subsequent course or module changes as part of the formal response so that decisions regarding the nature of the event(s) can be determined.

Feedback on the review and action plan should be reported as part of the next annual evaluation cycle. 
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L1. 	Purpose of thematic reviews

Thematic reviews are institution-wide evaluations designed to enhance practice in strategically important areas. They assess the strategic direction, effectiveness, and operation of a theme across the University, ensuring that appropriate quality assurance and enhancement mechanisms are in place. Reviews consider both fitness of purpose and fitness for purpose. Thematic rReviews are normally conducted annually, with the programme of themes determined by UTLC/URC.

L2. 	Scope of thematic reviews

Thematic reviews provide detailed scrutiny of key areas across the University, enabling examination of operational effectiveness and cross-unit linkages that may not be captured through other quality assurance processes. Reviews evaluate the theme in relation to University, Service, and School missions, strategic objectives, institutional plans, and the external context.

As appropriate to the theme, reviews will consider:

· Quality assurance, management, and enhancement practices
· Teaching, learning, and assessment
· C&IT strategies
· Alignment with University strategic plans
· Student retention, progression, and achievement
· Research and scholarly activity
· Staff development policies
· Articulation and maintenance of academic standards
· External reports and annual monitoring
· Engagement with professional bodies, employers, and external partners
· Collaboration between Schools and Services
· Customer service
· Cost effectiveness

L3. 	Documentation requirements

Wherever possible, existing documentation should be used. Submissions to the review panel should include:

· Self-evaluation reports from relevant Services (4–6 pages maximum), outlining strengths, achievements, and areas for improvement, with reference to the issues listed in L2.
· Self-evaluation reports from Schools (4–6 pages maximum), addressing the same areas.
· An appendix containing supporting documentation, such as relevant regulations, policies, and procedures.

L4. 	Appointment of review panels

Thematic review panels are appointed on behalf of, and report to, Senate. Panels are normally chaired by a senior academic. Membership is determined by the Head of Quality Assurance, in consultation with the chair, and approved by the PVC (T&L) or PVC (Research and Enterprise). External membership is selected to reflect the nature of the theme.

Panels will normally include:

· One senior academic from a School
· One senior member of a University Service
· A member of a major University Committee
· Two external members with relevant expertise who have had no close association with the University in the previous three years
· A Students’ Union representative

L5. 	Conduct of reviews

The Head of Quality Assurance will circulate documentation to panel members. A preparatory meeting may be held to identify key issues, agree a draft programme, and allocate responsibilities.
The review programme, agreed by the chair and Head of Quality Assurance in consultation with the panel, will normally include meetings with:

· Key users and stakeholders
· Representatives of relevant committees or groups
· Academic staff involved in the area
· Professional and support staff
· Undergraduate, taught postgraduate, and research students, and recent graduates where appropriate

and may include inspection of facilities, where relevant.

L6. 	Review reports

The panel will produce a detailed report setting out conclusions and recommendations. Once approved by the panel, the report will be submitted to UTLC/URC for consideration and further action as required.

L7. 	Responses from Schools and Services

Schools or Services may be required to submit a formal response outlining actions taken in response to the review findings. Responses should be submitted to UTLC/URC within one calendar year of the review.
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[bookmark: _Hlk8515766]M1. 	Role and timing 

Annual evaluation is the internal process by which the University critically appraises the operation of courses, ensuring that appropriate standards are maintained.

Annual evaluation takes place at course and module level to reflect on the key successes/issues from the last academic session and to identify actions required.

Annual evaluation for taught provision is undertaken as a continuous cycle across the academic year and is considered by the appropriate course committee or annual evaluation committee. 

For postgraduate research provision, annual evaluation takes place as part of the PGR annual lifecycle meeting with completed report templates being submitted to the meeting for consideration.

M2. 	Contents of annual evaluation reports

Annual evaluation reports focus on agreed indicators, e.g. external examiners’ comments, course statistics, student evaluation and feedback, responses to reviews and identification of best practice. PGR reports will include reflection on statistical data and indicators agreed by Graduate Board. All annual evaluation reports should contain a brief summary by the course leader / Director of Graduate Education, including commentary on any issues raised in the previous year’s exercise and actions in the coming year.

Annual evaluation reports for taught provision should be submitted via SharePoint.

M3. 	Lines of reporting from annual evaluation (taught provision)

Schools may refer unresolved problems to UTLC and, if necessary, to Senate. It is the Dean’s responsibility to monitor any requirements identified during the evaluation process.

M4. 	Lines of reporting from PGR annual lifecycle meeting (PGR provision)

The annual lifecycle meeting may refer unresolved problems to URC and, if necessary, to Senate. It is the Dean’s responsibility to monitor any requirements identified during the evaluation process.
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	School 
	 
	Academic year 
	 



This form should be completed by the Dean at the end of each academic year to confirm that the following groups of activities (including those applicable to CP arrangements) have been completed for that academic year. Where it has been indicated that an activity remains ongoing, an action plan (including target completion dates) should be submitted with this document. 

	Quality matters 
	Yes 
	No 

	The Validation Schedule has been reviewed to ensure it contains all the School’s requirements for the forthcoming academic year. 
	 
 
	 
 

	Any actions from the annual evaluation round have been completed and the outcomes reported back to the course committee 
	 
 
	 
 

	Course and module evaluation surveys have been completed 
	  
	 

	Two student panel and course committee meetings have been held 
	 
	 

	Visits to students on placement have been undertaken 
	 
	 

	The responses to last year’s external examiner report have been completed and sent to the EE ahead of their approval of the document at the summer CAMs
	 
 
	 
 

	External examiner appointments have been reviewed to ensure that tenure will still be current in the forthcoming academic session (any replacement EEs or requests for extension of tenure were initiated through the course committee) 
	 
 
	 
 

	Course and Module handbooks have been reviewed and updated in advance of the forthcoming academic session. 
	 
 
	 
 

	Module leader reports have been completed 
	 
	 

	Suitable resources remain in place for all new and existing degree apprenticeships 
	 
	  

	Suitable resources remain in place for all new and existing taught provision 
	 
	 


 
	Assessment matters 
	Yes 
	No 

	All applicable assessment briefs were signed off by the EE prior to release to the students 
	 
 
	 
 

	Assessment schedules and criteria were made available to students 
	 
	

	Schedules for moderation of assessment were finalised 
	 
	 

	A rota indicating staff availability for results queries was established 
	
	 

	All known academic misconduct cases have been progressed promptly 
	 
	 



As Dean, I confirm that these activities have been completed for the above academic year. Where it has been indicated that an activity remains ongoing, an action plan has been submitted with this document. 
 
Signature: 
Date: 
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Please return the completed document to the Head of Quality Assurance no later than 15 September each year. 
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External examiners are appointed to ensure fairness and equity in assessment, to safeguard academic standards, and to confirm that assessments are conducted in accordance with approved regulations.

[bookmark: _Toc5638186]N1. 	The appointment of external examiners

All external examiner appointments must be approved by UTLC.

Course teams should normally submit nominations at least six months before the first assessments to which the proposed external examiner will be linked.

New external examiners should take up post three months before the retirement of their predecessor and remain in role for three months after the final assessments to support any reviews and mentor the incoming external examiner.

Appointments normally run from the September preceding the first assessments to the December following the last assessments. The standard term allows assessment of four successive cohorts and mentoring of the incoming external examiner. This typically equates to four years and three months but may be extended in exceptional circumstances. 

External examiners should not normally hold more than the equivalent of two external examiner appointments at the same time.

In approving appointments, the University will ensure that external examiners are appropriately qualified, experienced, and independent.

All new external examiners must complete the University and School induction process.

[bookmark: _Toc482618909][bookmark: _Toc5638187]N2. 	Criteria for appointment of external examiners

These criteria reflect university policy and is based on guidance issued by the QAA in relation to the appointment of external examiners.

External examiners should:

· Normally hold a PhD (or equivalent).
· Be fluent in English.
· Be willing and able to work with electronic assessment materials.
· Have appropriate current standing, expertise, and experience to maintain sector-wide standards.

Evidence may include current or recent employment, ongoing engagement with higher education or professional practice, research or scholarly activity, curriculum awareness, assessment expertise (designing and operating a variety of assessment tasks appropriate to the subject and operating assessment regulations), and knowledge of UK academic standards, quality assurance and enhancement frameworks. Competence and experience relating to the enhancement of the student learning experience.

Where a proposed external examiner is drawn from outside higher education, UTLC may approve an exception where professional expertise is demonstrably equivalent.
External examiners should normally have recent examining or comparable experience at an appropriate level. Where none exists, applications must be supported by relevant alternative experience, and the individual must be appointed as part of an experienced examining team.

Exceptionally, an external examiner may have retired from full or part-time employment but must demonstrate continuing relevant involvement in higher education or the professions.

The external examining team should collectively provide appropriate breadth, balance, and professional or academic expertise, including practitioner representation where professional accreditation requires it.

[bookmark: _Toc482618910][bookmark: _Toc5638188]N3. 	Conflicts of interest

External examiners must be independent and impartial. The following arrangements are not permitted:

· More than one external examiner from the same institution within the team.
· Reciprocal external examining arrangements.
· Replacement from the same institution.
· Repeated sourcing from the same institution within five years.
· Sole practice-based external examiners on a course.
· More than six external examiners from the same institution within a School.

Within the previous five years, external examiners must not have had close personal, professional, or institutional links that could compromise objectivity, for example, being an external examiner for PGR provision within the institution.

Recognised conflicts of interest include sponsorship of students, assessing colleagues, being in a position to influence student employment, significant collaborative research links, close relationships with staff or students, or involvement in student placements within the external examiner’s organisation.

[bookmark: _Toc482618911][bookmark: _Toc5638189]N4. 	External examiner terms of office

External examiners are appointed for up to four years and three months. In exceptional circumstances, UTLC may approve a single extension of up to nine months, to a maximum of five years. With the exception of instances where a course being examined is terminated, further extensions are not permitted.

Exceptional circumstances include unplanned vacancies, highly specialised subjects, pressing operational or academic need, or limited course delivery during the term of office.

[bookmark: _Toc5638190]N5. 	Termination of an external examiner’s contract

Premature termination may occur only in exceptional circumstances and must be approved by the PVC (T&L) following a written request from the Dean. Grounds are limited to failure to fulfil duties, serious deviation from university regulations, or irresolvable conflicts of interest. RSO will notify the external examiner of the decision.

[bookmark: _Toc5638183]N6. 	Rights and responsibilities of external examiners (courses and modules)

The role of the external examiner(s) is to advise on the standards, fairness and academic integrity of assessment at both course and module level and, where appropriate, to consider student outcomes in accordance with the University’s Regulations for Awards. 

General responsibilities
In order to carry out their responsibilities, the external examiner(s) will:
· Offer advice impartially, without being influenced by previous association with the course, staff or any students.
· Compare assessment standards and student achievement with those of similar modules and courses in higher education elsewhere.
· Scrutinise all new and significantly amended examinations and assessment briefs before they are released to students.
· Maintain the confidentiality of all course materials and student results.
· Complete the external examiner’s report in full within four weeks of the main course assessment meeting.
· Report to the chair of UTLC on any matters of serious concern arising from assessment which put at risk academic standards or the standard of the award.
· Make reference to relevant academic and professional benchmark standards in the evaluation of student performance.
· Make at least one visit to campus per year (in addition to the induction).
To carry out their responsibilities, the external examiner(s) will be:
· Expert in the relevant field(s) of study.
· Competent in assessing students’ knowledge and skills at higher education level.
· Impartial in judgement.
· Fully briefed on their role in line with the University’s regulations, having completed the University’s external examiner induction programme.
Module-level responsibilities
In relation to modules, the external examiner(s) will:
· Comment on the set of assessment activities for each module, ensuring that students are assessed fairly in line with the module specification(s).
· Be provided, where necessary, with the outcomes of module assessment meetings.
· Have the right to inspect all forms of assessed work.
· In line with the Regulations for Awards and University guidance for the moderation of marks, review the work of all students proposed for failure and samples of work for each other grade to ensure fairness across the cohort. 
· Make recommendations regarding the moderation of marks or grades awarded by internal examiners.
· Comment on the conduct of assessments and contribute to developmental discussions with module teams where appropriate.


Course-level responsibilities
In relation to courses, the external examiner(s) will:
· Consider individual student results in the context of the Regulations for Awards.
· Be consulted on, and respond to, proposed changes to approved course assessment regulations that directly affect current students.
· Offer advice on progression and awards based on agreed module grades.
· Participate, as required, in reviews of decisions relating to individual students’ results during their period of office.
· Act as external examiner for a group of modules contributing to the course.
All progression and award decisions must be signed off by the external examiner prior to the release of results to students. 
[bookmark: _Toc5638185]N8. 	Courses which lie outside the CATS framework

Where Senate approves courses outside the CATS framework, external examiners will be appointed and responsibilities discharged through a board of examiners.

[bookmark: _Toc5638191]N9. 	External examiner reports

Reports must be submitted to RSO within four weeks of the main course assessment meeting using the approved template. Reports address assessment conduct, student performance, academic standards, and areas for enhancement.

External examiners may report serious concerns directly to the chair of Senate.

[bookmark: _Toc482618914][bookmark: _Toc5638192]N10. Feedback and response to external examiner reports

Course teams must respond to reports using the approved proforma, normally within one month. Responses include action plans, replies to specific concerns, and examples of good practice.

External examiners are required to approve the response. Reports and responses are considered through course committees, annual evaluation, and review processes, and must be completed within six months of receipt.

N11. External examiner induction

All new external examiners must complete the University and School induction process. These will include the provision of information on assessment meetings, course learning outcomes, module specifications, marking schemes, course and assessment regulations, and relevant University policies.

Upon appointment, the Reviews and Partnerships team in RSO will arrange inductions, including a face‑to‑face, school‑based induction between the course team and new external examiner(s).

As a minimum, course teams should share the following information with external examiner as part of the School‑level induction:

· Course handbook
· Course specification and module specifications
· Guidance on how marking and moderation operate for the course
· Details of collaborative provision associated with the course, where applicable
· Relevant QAA subject benchmark statement(s)
· An overview of PSRB requirements, where applicable
· Assessment schedule
· Student panel dates
· Course committee meeting dates
· Key contact details for the course team
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Section O: Criteria for the selection and appointment of research degree external examiners

O1. 	Standing, expertise and experience

All external examiners must:

· Possess appropriate subject expertise relevant to the research being examined.
· Have substantial research experience and a record of publication in the field.
· Normally demonstrate prior experience of research degree examination at a level equivalent to, or higher than, the award under examination.
· Be familiar with the University of Huddersfield’s regulations, procedures, and expectations for research degree awards.
· Where an examiner is new to research degree examination, the remaining examiner(s) must have sufficient experience to ensure academic rigour. Collectively, the examining team must have examined at least three research degrees at an equivalent level.
· Hold a research degree equivalent to the level being examined, or demonstrate national standing in the relevant subject area.

O2. Conflicts of interest and close involvement

The following individuals must not be appointed as examiners:

· Members of the candidate’s supervisory team or anyone directly involved in the candidate’s research.
· Former supervisees of the supervisor who graduated within the last five years.
· Individuals who have provided doctoral supervision to the candidate’s supervisor within the past five years.
· Anyone with a personal, contractual, or financial relationship with the candidate or supervisor(s) that may give rise to actual or perceived bias. Such relationships should be assessed carefully, particularly in the context of research contracts. “Personal” includes social and/or family connections.

In addition, the following must not be appointed as external examiners:

· Individuals with significant recent (normally within the last five years) or current involvement in substantive research activities with the candidate, supervisors, or other examiners, including co-authorship, co-investigation on funded projects, or co-supervision of research candidates. Co-authorship does not include cases where there has been no direct collaboration.
· Members of the University’s governing bodies or committees, or current University employees.
· Former staff or students of the University, unless at least two years have elapsed since their departure.

O3. 	External examiner – term of office

Careful consideration should be given before appointing the same external examiner for successive candidates supervised by the same individual.

An external examiner for a doctoral thesis should not normally be appointed more than three times within a two-year period for new candidates. Eligibility to examine doctoral and master’s awards is assessed independently, and examiners may examine master’s theses within the same period.

For Master’s by Research examinations only, an examiner may be appointed for a two-year term and may examine an unlimited number of theses during that period, provided the criteria for expertise and experience are met. Following such a term, the examiner will be ineligible to act as a research degree examiner for three years. Individuals currently acting, or who have previously acted, as an external examiner for a University of Huddersfield taught course may also be appointed as external examiners for research degrees.

O4. 	Exceptions

Where an appointment represents an exception to these criteria, the Director of Graduate Education may appoint an independent chair or ensure that the composition of the examining team provides appropriate balance in standing, expertise, and experience.

All exceptions must be approved by the Head of Quality Assurance.

O5. 	Termination of an examiner’s appointment

An examiner’s appointment may be terminated prematurely only in exceptional circumstances. Any such request must be submitted in writing by the School’s Director of Graduate Education to the PVC (Research and Enterprise), with clear justification.

Grounds for premature termination may include:

· Failure to participate in the examination without reasonable cause.
· Failure to submit required reports without reasonable cause.
· Failure to comply with examination regulations or University policies.

Following approval to terminate an appointment, the School must follow the University’s guidance on the appointment of a replacement examiner.
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The Office for Students’ Condition B1 Applies to the Quality of HE provided in any form – including via collaborative methods (B1.1) and states that providers must ensure that the students registered on each higher education course receive a “high quality academic experience” (B1.2). Courses are defined as undergraduate and postgraduate provision, including research, individual modules or any provision that leads to the award of university credit.

B1.3 outlines that in order to provide a “high quality academic experience” higher education providers must ensure that each higher education course:

· Is up-to-date
· Provides educational challenge
· Is coherent
· Is effectively delivered

As appropriate to the subject matter of the course, requires students to develop relevant skills. 
The following table outlines how the university ensures that students receive a high-quality academic experience as contained within B1.3 via its QA Regulations.

	B1.3 Definitions
	Examples
	Relevant University QA process

	“up-to-date” means representative of current thinking and practices in the subject matter to which the higher education course relates, including being appropriately informed by recent:
1. subject matter developments;
1. research, industrial and professional developments; and
1. developments in teaching and learning, including learning resources.
	Courses are informed by current practice via the use of the QAA Framework and UK Quality Code for Higher Education with reference to subject benchmarks. 

Course content and teaching, learning and assessment methods are reviewed and updated on a cyclical basis and in consultation with external stakeholders.

External input is sought from employers, academics and where relevant PSRBs.

Course content is expected to be delivered via research informed teaching drawing on current practices and our own academic research areas.

Pedagogic developments are disseminated via the Strategic Teaching and Learning Team.

VLE content and reading lists are updated at least annually.

Course team has opportunity to share good practice and innovation in delivery methods.

	Validation
CP validation
Subject review
Annual evaluation
External examiner reports
Quality appraisals

	“educational challenge” means a challenge that is no less than the minimum level of rigour and difficulty reasonably expected of the higher education course, in the context of the subject matter and level of the course.
	Courses are approved and monitored using relevant subject benchmark statements as a starting point for course content. Content is enhanced via external reference points and internal review.

Course content is expected to be delivered via research-informed teaching drawing on current practices and our own academic research areas.
External input is sought from employers, academics and, where relevant, PSRBs.

	Validation
Subject review
Annual evaluation
External examiner reports

	“coherent” means a higher education course which ensures:
1. there is an appropriate balance between breadth and depth of content;
1. subjects and skills are taught in an appropriate order and, where necessary, build on each other throughout the course; and
1. key concepts are introduced at the appropriate point in the course content.
	Academic progression through courses is assessed as part of the approval and review process to ensure that students can develop level appropriate knowledge in a timely and rigorous manner.

Courses are approved and monitored using relevant subject benchmark statements as a starting point for course content. Content is enhanced via external reference points and internal review.

Teaching, learning and assessments are designed to challenge and develop student knowledge as they progress, and Students are assessed in line with school assessment tariffs. 

	Validation
Subject review
Annual evaluation
External examiner reports
Quality appraisals

	“effectively delivered,” in relation to a higher education course, means the manner in which it is taught, supervised, and assessed (both in person and remotely) including, but not limited to, ensuring:
1. an appropriate balance between delivery methods, and
1. an appropriate balance between directed and independent study or research, as relevant to the level of the course.

	Courses are delivered by suitably qualified, research-active staff, staff who are encouraged to engage with the wider HE sector.

Courses are informed by current practice via the use of the QAA Framework and UK Quality Code for Higher Education with reference to subject benchmarks. 

Course content and teaching, learning and assessment methods are reviewed and updated on a cyclical basis and in consultation with external stakeholders.
	Validation
Subject review
Annual evaluation
External examiner reports
Quality appraisals

	“relevant skills” means:
1. knowledge and understanding relevant to the subject matter and level of the higher education course; and
1. other skills relevant to the subject matter and level of the higher education course including, but not limited to, cognitive skills, practical skills, transferable skills, and professional competences.
	Courses are informed by current practice via the use of the QAA Framework and UK Quality Code for Higher Education with reference to subject benchmarks. 

Course content and teaching, learning and assessment methods are reviewed and updated on a cyclical basis and in consultation with external stakeholders.

External input is sought from employers, academics and where relevant PSRBs.

Course content is expected to be delivered via research informed teaching drawing on current practices and our own academic research areas.

Teaching, learning and assessment methods are revised as part of the approval and monitoring process and must align to the university’s definitions and guidance.

	Validation
Subject review
Annual evaluation
External examiner reports
Quality appraisals
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