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1. Quality and Standards at Queen Mary, University of London 

1.1 Introduction 
The Quality Handbook sets out the College’s procedures for the management of academic 
quality and s tandards in teaching and learning. The QMUL Strategic Plan 2010-2015 
establishes the dissemination of knowledge as a primary aim, specifically for QMUL to:  

• attract excellent students 

• make available the highest quality education in all programmes 

• to ensure a consistent and high quality learning experience in every discipline 

• to produce graduates equipped for personal and professional success 

All teaching and support staff work towards this aim, and have a collective responsibility both 
for ensuring a high quality learning experience for students, and for the standard of the 
awards made. 

1.2 The quality framework 
QMUL’s quality framework for the management of academic quality and standards in teaching 
and learning is informed by the Strategic Plan 2010-2015, by the Learning, Teaching and 
Assessment Strategy 2010-2015, by the Queen Mary Statement of Graduate Attributes and 
by the key external reference points provided by the QAA’s UK Quality Code.  QMUL’s quality 
framework comprises:  

• Programme development, approval and withdrawal processes 

• Programme specifications for all taught programmes   

• Guidance on collaborative provision 

• The Academic Regulations which specify programme and assessment regulations 

• The Queen Mary Academic Credit Framework 

• The use of External Examiners in all examinations and Examination Boards 

• Student representation and feedback mechanisms, and student induction 

• Annual Programme Review and Taught Programme Action Plans, including the 
analysis of student data on admission, progression and completion 

• Postgraduate Research Student Annual Activity Review  

• Periodic Review of the teaching and learning provision made by all academic schools 
and institutes 

• External reviews by the Quality Assurance Agency for Higher Education and by  
Professional, Statutory and Regulatory Bodies. 

The guidance contained in this handbook and on the quality assurance webpages will be 
considered through the year in light of the publication of the updated guidance in the QAA UK 
Quality Code.    

1.3 Responsibility for quality and standards at Queen Mary 
Senate is the custodian of quality and standards at Queen Mary, and its work is informed by 
reports from the Principal and V ice-Principals and t he Chairs of its Boards. Monitoring and 
review processes also report directly to Senate, which retains oversight of these key quality 
assurance mechanisms. 

The College’s academic governance structure places responsibility for quality and standards 
on individuals rather than committees. The Vice-Principal (Teaching and Learning) has 
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responsibility for quality and standards, and specifically for undergraduate and postgraduate 
taught provision. The Vice-Principal (Research) has responsibility for quality and standards in 
research, and s pecifically for research degree programmes. The Vice-Principals are 
supported by advisory groups with representation from all faculties, the Students’ Union and 
relevant Professional Services departments, and make regular reports to Senate. Faculty 
Vice-Principals and Executive Deans, Deans for Taught Programmes and Deans for 
Research and School/Institute leads for teaching and research have responsibility for quality 
and standards at Faculty/School/Institute level. 

The Academic Registry and C ouncil Secretariat (ARCS) advises the Vice-Principals for 
Teaching and Lear ning and Research on the effectiveness of QMUL’s policies and 
procedures for the management of academic standards and for quality assurance.  A RCS 
monitors and reviews the operation of these policies and pr ocedures within Schools and 
Institutes with the aim of ensuring a set of consistent approaches across QMUL.  ARCS staff 
are able to provide advice on al l aspects of quality and standards and colleagues in 
Schools/Institutes are encouraged to contact ARCS staff with any queries that they may have.  

Information on w here to find more detailed sources of information and g uidance is also 
provided throughout this Handbook which is supplemented by the quality assurance web 
pages: http://www.arcs.qmul.ac.uk/quality/index.html 

http://www.arcs.qmul.ac.uk/quality/index.html
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2. Graduate attributes 

2.1 Purpose 
The Queen Mary Statement of Graduate Attributes expresses QMUL’s commitment to the 
personal development and employability of its graduates, and was developed in consultation 
with Queen Mary students, staff, alumni and s elected employers.  The graduate attributes 
make explicit the distinctive features of a Queen Mary graduate so that these can be shared 
with prospective students, parents, employers and other stakeholders, and are also intended 
to facilitate College-wide enhancement around curriculum development and employability. 

2.2 Scope 
The Graduate Attributes apply across QMUL’s taught provision i.e. all undergraduate and 
postgraduate taught programmes.   

2.3 The Graduate Attributes  
The Graduate Attributes are the knowledge, skills, values and behaviours that a student can 
expect to develop by engaging fully with their programme of study and the wider student 
experience. 

The Queen Mary Statement of Graduate Attributes has three key themes that express 
QMUL’s vision for its students as follows: 

• Engage critically with knowledge 

• Have a global perspective 

• Learn continuously in a changing world 

These are followed by four themes that delineate the behaviours, values, skills and 
knowledge with which graduates demonstrate that QMUL’s vision for its students has been 
achieved: 

• Rounded intellectual development 

• Clarity of communication 

• Research capacity 

• Information expertise 

 

For more information see: 

• http://www.qmldistinction.qmul.ac.uk 

• http://www.qmul.ac.uk/gacep 

• http://www.learninginstitute.qmul.ac.uk/graduate_attributes/ 

  

2.4 Implementation  
The implementation of the Graduate Attributes programme is supported by the Centre for 
Academic and Professional Development.  

 Work embedding the Graduate Attributes has focused on 5 key strands: 

• curriculum enhancement (supporting Schools to progressively embed graduate 
attributes into curricula); 

http://www.qmldistinction.qmul.ac.uk/
http://www.qmul.ac.uk/gacep
http://www.learninginstitute.qmul.ac.uk/graduate_attributes/
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• extra-curricular enhancement (supporting on-campus activity managers and t he 
Queen Mary Students' Union to embed graduate attributes into extra-curricular 
activities);  

• web resources (to embed information and t ools to support student and s taff 
engagement into QML Distinction and QMPlus);  

• student promotional campaign (to provide information and a range of motivational and 
developmental messages to students through student media); and  

• funded projects (to embed new activities - in schools, faculties and institution-wide - to 
enhance the support for graduate attributes development). 
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3. Appointment and role of external examiners and external 
members 

The chapter has been updated to reflect currently approved policies and processes.  The 
appointment criteria for external examiners in section 3.5.1 have been updated to match 
those recommended by the QAA in Chapter B7 of the Quality Code, and the initial period of 
appointment has been increased from three to four years (section 3.7).  These changes 
reflect new policies approved at the June 2013 meeting of Senate.  Section 3.12.2 on 
expenses has been amended to reflect recent changes to the QM Travel & Expenses Policy, 
as expenses which are more than three months' old can now no longer be reimbursed.  
Sections 3.13 – 3.17 have been added concerning research degree programmes. A small 
number of minor changes to wording have also been made throughout the chapter. 

3.1 Purpose 
The purpose of this procedure is: 

• to ensure that QM’s degrees are comparable in standard to those awarded by other UK 
universities; 

• to ensure fairness and consistency in assessment procedures and student classification; 

• to scrutinise the effectiveness and appropriateness of the assessment system; 

• to assure the wider community of the standard of QM's degrees and the fairness of its 
assessment procedures. 

This procedure takes in to account the precepts and guidance in Chapter B7 of the UK Quality 
Code for Higher Education. 

3.2 Scope 
This procedure covers the appointment and role of external examiners and external members 
for all undergraduate and postgraduate taught programmes of study. It does not cover 
research degrees or non-award-bearing continuing education. 

3.3 Associated documents 
Associated documents including the following can be found on the External Examiners for 
Staff web page: http://www.arcs.qmul.ac.uk/quality/external-examiners/external-examiners-
info-for-staff/index.html 

• External examiner nomination form 

• External member nomination form 

• External examiner extension of appointment form 

• Fee payment forms 

Associated documents including the following can be f ound on the External Examiners’ 
Resources web page: http://www.arcs.qmul.ac.uk/quality/external-examiners/external-
examiners-resources/index.html 

• Assessment Handbook 

• Academic Regulations 

• Guidance for External Examiners 

• Guidance for External Members  

• External examiner report pro-formas (UG, UG SMD, PG) 

• External member report pro-forma 

http://www.arcs.qmul.ac.uk/quality/external-examiners/external-examiners-info-for-staff/index.html
http://www.arcs.qmul.ac.uk/quality/external-examiners/external-examiners-info-for-staff/index.html
http://www.arcs.qmul.ac.uk/quality/external-examiners/external-examiners-resources/index.html
http://www.arcs.qmul.ac.uk/quality/external-examiners/external-examiners-resources/index.html
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3.4 Accountability of external examiners and external members 
The formal responsibility of external examiners and external members is to the Principal; their 
annual reports are addressed to the Principal (although sent to the Assistant Academic 
Registrar (Assessment Governance)), and an external has the right to make a confidential 
report to the Principal at any time. 

External examiners and external members have a crucial role in quality assurance: 

• External examiners’ primary duty is to ensure that the standard of awards is consistent 
with those awarded across the UK university system in that discipline. In addition, 
intercollegiate examiners (members of other colleges of the federal University of 
London) have responsibility for ensuring consistency in standards across the 
University; 

• External examiners and external members have a key responsibility to ensure that all 
candidates are treated fairly, and that decisions in relation to individual students are 
taken after due deliberation; 

• External examiners and external members are asked to review the examination process, 
and to comment on i ts operation. The reports of external examiners are also a k ey 
source of information in the monitoring of modules and programmes of study; 

• because of their experience of assessment procedures at other institutions, external 
examiners and e xternal members are in a po sition to offer valuable advice and 
counsel to examination boards and programme/module organisers. 

3.5 Procedure for the appointment of external examiners 
Nominations for the appointment of new external examiners should be made on the external 
examiner nomination form, and s ent to the Academic Secretariat by the relevant Subject 
Examination Board Chair along with a s hort CV for the nominee. This should follow 
consultation with the programme/module organiser and the Head of School.  

Where an award is offered by QM also in collaboration with a partner, the same external 
examiner should be appointed to both Subject Examination Boards (and will need to write a 
report for each Board). Where the award is delivered with a UK partner, both institutions must 
approve the nomination before it can be considered confirmed. 

The nomination is reviewed for approval against the appointment criteria provided by the QAA 
in the UK Quality Code, listed below by the Faculty Dean for Taught Programmes and the 
Assistant Academic Registrar (Assessment Governance). Where the nominee does not 
strictly meet the appointment criteria (and a l etter of justification has been submitted) the 
nomination is also forwarded to the Vice-Principal (Teaching and Lear ning) for approval by 
the Assistant Academic Registrar (Assessment Governance).  

An external examiner is usually appointed in October/November of the academic year in 
which s/he is to act, so that there is sufficient opportunity for briefing by the school before draft 
examination question papers have to be considered in February/March. 

3.5.1 Appointment criteria (from Chapter B7 of the UK Quality Code for Higher 
Education) 
 

Person Specification 

Institutions appoint external examiners who can show appropriate evidence of the 
following: 

i. knowledge and und erstanding of UK sector agreed reference points for the 
maintenance of academic standards and assurance and enhancement of quality 
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ii. competence and experience in the fields covered by the programme of study, or 
parts thereof  

iii. relevant academic and/or professional qualifications to at least the level of the 
qualification being externally examined, and/or extensive practitioner experience 
where appropriate  

iv. competence and ex perience relating to designing and oper ating a variety of 
assessment tasks appropriate to the subject and operating assessment procedures 

v. sufficient standing, credibility and breadth of experience within the discipline to be 
able to command the respect of academic peers and, where appropriate, professional 
peers  

vi. familiarity with the standard to be expected of students to achieve the award that is 
to be assessed 

vii. fluency in English, and w here programmes are delivered and as sessed in 
languages other than English, fluency in the relevant language(s) (unless other secure 
arrangements are in place to ensure that external examiners are provided with the 
information to make their judgements) 

viii. meeting applicable criteria set by professional, statutory or regulatory bodies 

ix. awareness of current developments in the design and delivery of relevant curricula 

x. competence and ex perience relating to the enhancement of the student learning 
experience. 

Conflicts of interest 

Institutions do not appoint as external examiners anyone in the following categories or 
circumstances: 

i. member of a governing body or committee of the appointing institution or one of its 
collaborative partners, or a current employee of the appointing institution or one of its 
collaborative partners 

ii. anyone with a close professional, contractual or personal relationship with a 
member of staff or student involved with the programme of study 

iii. anyone required to assess colleagues who are recruited as students to the 
programme of study 

iv. anyone who is, or knows they will be, in a pos ition to influence significantly the 
future of students on the programme of study 

v. anyone significantly involved in recent or current substantive collaborative research 
activities with a m ember of staff closely involved in the delivery, management or 
assessment of the programme(s) or modules in question 

vi. former staff or students of the institution unless a period of five years has elapsed 
and all students taught by or with the external examiner have completed their 
programme(s) 

vii. a reciprocal arrangement involving cognate programmes at another institution 

viii. the succession of an external examiner from an institution by a colleague from the 
same department in the same institution 
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ix. the appointment of more than one external examiner from the same department of 
the same institution. 

Terms of office 

The duration of an ex ternal examiner's appointment will normally be for four years, 
with an exceptional extension of one year to ensure continuity. 

An external examiner may be reappointed in exceptional circumstances but only after 
a period of five years or more has elapsed since their last appointment. 

External examiners normally hold no more than two external examiner appointments 
for taught programmes/modules at any point in time. 

 

3.6 Procedure for the appointment of External Members 
External members are only appointed to the Degree Examination Boards (DEBs). Normally, 
one external member is appointed to the Undergraduate Arts, Engineering and S ciences 
DEBs and one external member is appointed the Postgraduate Arts, Sciences, and Medicine 
and Dentistry DEBs. External members are not normally appointed to the Undergraduate 
Dentistry, Medicine, or Law DEBs as external examiners are present at these meetings. 

Nominations for the appointment of new external member should be presented on t he 
external member nomination form and should be forwarded to the Academic Secretariat by 
the Academic Registrar along with a copy of the nominees short CV.  

The nomination is reviewed for approval against the appointment criteria listed below by the 
Chairs of the relevant Degree Examination Boards, and by  the Vice-Principal (Teaching & 
Learning). 

 

3.6.1 Appointment criteria 
External members should satisfy the following criteria: 

i) They should be people of seniority and experience, who can command authority. They 
should normally be e mployed either at the level of Senior Lecturer or Deputy 
Academic Registrar or above; 

ii) They should not normally hold more than two simultaneous external examiner roles at 
first degree level; 

iii) They should not normally be appointed to a Degree Examination Board from which a 
member of the Board is an examiner at the external’s institution; 

iv) Former members of staff should not be appointed as an external member for at least 
five years after they have left QM; 

v) External members should normally be serving senior academics or administrators to 
ensure that they are fully conversant with standard policies and practices across the 
sector. An external member who retires from his/her permanent post will continue as 
an external member until the expiry of the period of office, but a retired person should 
not normally be appointed as an external member. A person who is not currently the 
holder of a senior administrative appointment or a senior lecturer post or above will not 
be eligible for nomination as an eternal member; 

vi) An external member should not normally be drawn from the same institution as his/her 
predecessor; 
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vii) An external member who has completed a term of office may not be re-appointed until 
five years have elapsed; 

viii) An external member should not be employed in any other capacity by QM. 

In the event that the nominee does not meet one of the criteria indicated above, a letter of 
justification must be included with the nomination. The term ‘normally’ should be removed 
from the appointment criteria to determine whether a letter of justification is required. 

3.7 Period of appointment 
The period of appointment shall normally be f rom 1 September to 31 December four years 
later. This will enable the external examiner/member to be involved in assessments from the 
start of the academic year, and to continue in office to deal with reviews, further assessment, 
resits etc. Continuing external examiners/members need no t be re-nominated annually.  I n 
exceptional cases, an external examiner’s contract may be extended for a fifth year to ensure 
continuity.  A n extension of appointment form should be s ubmitted to the Academic 
Secretariat to extend the appointment of an ex ternal examiner/member to a fifth year. The 
extension will be considered using the same procedures as those used for the appointment of 
a new external examiner/member. The extension of appointment of an ex ternal 
examiner/member who has regularly failed to attend examination boards and submit annual 
reports will not be approved. 

An external examiner/member who wishes to resign before the expiry of his or her normal 
period of office is required to write formally to the Principal (sent to the Assistant Academic 
Registrar (Assessment Governance)), giving sufficient notice for the appointment of a 
replacement. 

In the event that a programme ceases to be offered by QM or does not recruit students in a 
particular year and the services of an external examiner are no longer required, prior to the 
completion of the period of appointment, it is the responsibility of the Chair of the Subject 
Examination Board to inform the external examiner of this matter. The Academic Secretariat 
must also be informed to enable accurate central record keeping. 

The termination of an external examiner or external member’s appointment by QM, before the 
expiry of his or her normal period of office, should be made by a formal recommendation to 
the Vice-Principal (Teaching & Learning) from the Chair of the Examination Board or the 
Academic Registrar. This recommendation must be s upported by the Dean for Taught 
Programmes, or the Associate Dean (Education Quality) in the case of the School of Medicine 
and Dentistry; the Vice-Principal (Teaching & Learning) will then make the final decision. 
Reasons for termination of an appoi ntment by QM include failure to perform his/her duties 
(including regular non-attendance at examination boards and non -submission of annual 
reports) and/or a breakdown in the relationship with QM. 

3.8 Briefing 
Upon appointment, the Academic Secretariat will send an external examiner/member a letter 
of appointment together with the following documentation: 

• two copies of the external examiner’s/member’s agreement form; 

• a personal details form (required for payment purposes); 

• the last report of the previous external examiner/member and the response written from 
QM, where applicable. 

The letter will include the URL (http://www.arcs.qmul.ac.uk/quality/external-
examiners/external-examiners-resources/index.html) of the web page where External 
Examiners/Members can download the following: 

• QMUL’s External Examiner/Member Guidelines; 

http://www.arcs.qmul.ac.uk/quality/external-examiners/external-examiners-resources/index.html
http://www.arcs.qmul.ac.uk/quality/external-examiners/external-examiners-resources/index.html
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• a report pro-forma for the External Examiner’s/Member’s first report; 

• the Academic Regulations; 

• the Assessment Handbook; 

• an expenses claim form. 

External examiners and members are encouraged to use a web page to access guidelines, 
regulations and pr o-formas as this will ensure that they always use the most up-to-date 
version of each. The Assessment Governance Administrator will ensure that the web page 
always provides the most recent version of every document available for downloading and/or 
viewing. 

QM’s letter of appointment gives a g eneral outline of the responsibilities of external 
examiners/members but the detailed role of each external will vary according to the discipline, 
the custom and practices of the examination board, and the distribution of responsibilities 
among the panel of external examiners. It is therefore essential that a new external examiner 
is carefully briefed by the chair of the Subject Examination Board as soon as possible after 
his/her appointment has been c onfirmed. The responsibility for briefing a new  external 
member rests with the Academic Registrar. 

The briefing by the Chair of the Examination Board to the external examiner should cover the 
following: 

• general information on the school/subject area, including information provided to students, 
such as the school handbook and the regulations for the programme/s of study to be 
examined; 

• the names of other external examiners on t he Subject Examination Board, and t he 
programmes of study for which they will be r esponsible, together with the options for 
which each external will be solely responsible; 

• the programme’s aims and learning outcomes (and, where relevant, those of individual 
modules), together with their syllabi and the means by which they will be assessed; 

• the conventions used by the Subject Examination Board in assessing individual pieces of 
work (whether scripts, projects, coursework, etc) – for example, are marks deducted for 
poor presentation; procedures for dealing with late submission of coursework; procedures 
for dealing with cases where students answer too many questions; 

• the ‘calendar’ of events over the coming year, including the deadlines for submission of 
work to external examiners, and for its return, the dates of meetings of the board, and 
dates on which external examiners are required to attend QM (for example, to examine 
projects, or to hear presentations). 

The briefing by the Academic Registrar to an external member should cover the following: 

• general information on practices and procedures at QM; 

• the conventions used by the Degree Examination Boards; 

• the ‘calendar’ of events, including the dates on which external members are required to 
attend QM for Degree Examination Boards. 

On an annual basis, the Academic Secretariat will post on the external examiners’ dedicated 
web page the details of any major changes to QM’s regulations and procedures. 
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3.9 Duties of External Examiners 
External Examiners have the following ‘core’ duties: 

3.9.1 General 
i. to comment upon the assessments for each module for which they are responsible, the 

extent to which the assessments cover the syllabus, and whether they enable students to 
demonstrate achievement of the learning outcomes; 

ii. to consider, comment upon, and approve (or otherwise) all examination question papers, 
and to comment upon marking schemes for individual papers, assessment criteria, and 
model answers; 

iii. to confirm whether or not the standard of marking is satisfactory by scrutinising a sample 
of assessed work for each module (sample size to be agreed between the board and the 
examiner); 

iv. to comment upon the standards of achievement of students, and the comparability of this 
achievement to standards elsewhere; 

v. to comment upon t he standards of proposed awards, and t heir comparability to similar 
awards made elsewhere; 

vi. to make known any causes for concern in relation to academic standards achieved by 
students, the standards of modules, and the standards of awards to be made; 

vii. exceptionally, upon written request, to provide independent opinion where there is a 
significant, unresolved difference between marks awarded by first and second markers on 
a script or piece of work; 

viii. to advise the Subject Examination Board on appropriate actions where the marks for a 
module are significantly outside the normal pattern, and to confirm recommendations by 
markers for actions where the marks for a module are significantly outside the normal 
pattern; 

ix. to attend - or conduct - oral examinations, where applicable (note: QM only approves the 
use of viva type examinations as approved elements of assessment with detailed marking 
schemes that form part of a module’s assessment. They are not normally used for making 
decisions in classification); 

x. to attend meetings of the Subject Examination Board, and to participate fully in decision 
making; 

xi. to endorse (or otherwise) decisions on results and progression, and recommendations for 
award; 

xii. to attend meetings of the Degree Examination Board, where desired; 
xiii. to submit a full written report, including an optional confidential report to the Principal; 
xiv. in addition, for external examiners who are intercollegiate examiners, to comment upon 

the standard of the University of London awards conferred by QM and their comparability 
with similar awards at other colleges of the University of London; 

xv. to perform any other duties requested by Senate or the Degree Examination Board, 
following appropriate consultation over the nature of those duties. 

 
By agreement with the Subject Examination Board and in consultation with the relevant 
schools and i nstitutes, external examiners may also carry out other duties including: the 
approval of project topics and essay titles, interviewing students on their programmes of study 
and experiences, commenting informally on proposed curriculum changes, commenting upon 
proposed changes to assessment methods. 
 
External examiners also have a less tangible role in encouraging good practice, and advising 
the examination board on dealing with difficult problems. 

Where the method of programme delivery is non-standard (for example, distance learning), 
the external examiners will wish to discuss with the internal examiners the arrangements for 
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sampling work and moderating the internal marking, to satisfy themselves that the standards 
are appropriate and that individual candidates are being treated fairly. This discussion should 
take place at a v ery early stage in the session and bot h internal and external examiners 
should collaborate in monitoring the effectiveness of the arrangements throughout the 
session. External examiners are particularly requested to comment on the effectiveness of the 
sampling and moderation procedures as they relate to non-standard programme patterns in 
their annual reports. 

3.9.2 Moderating examination question papers 
The Subject Examination Board is responsible for overseeing the production and agreement 
of examination papers; this is often delegated to a small sub-committee of examiners (scrutiny 
committees). Examination papers (including marking schemes, assessment criteria and 
model answers) are prepared by internal examiners in accordance with the approved 
minimum standards and template. These are then reviewed by a scrutiny committee before 
being sent to the appropriate external examiner for review and approval. Examination papers 
for all sittings of examinations must be s et, scrutinised and appr oved according to the 
approved procedure. External examiners must review and appr ove all examination papers, 
including resit papers, even when individual questions may have been agreed separately in 
the past. 

The external examiner must satisfy him/herself that the question paper: 

• is appropriate to the level of the module; 

• is an appr opriate means of testing whether candidates’ have achieved the stated 
outcomes of the module; 

• covers the full range of the syllabus; 

• is fair – i.e. that some candidates will not be at an advantage other than by virtue of their 
academic ability and commitment. 

Any comments or amendments suggested by the external examiner must be responded to or 
acted upon. The external examiner must be informed of action taken in response to their 
comments. 

In the event that an external examiner refuses to agree an examination paper, for whatever 
reason, this shall be r eported to the Chair of the Degree Examination Board and the 
Academic Secretary, or nominee. The Chair of the Degree Examination Board shall take a 
decision on whether or not the paper should be approved or if amendments are needed. This 
decision shall be based on consideration of the objections detailed by the external examiner 
and the viewpoint brought forward by the school setting the paper. 

3.9.3 Moderating coursework tasks 
There is not the same requirement for coursework tasks to be app roved by the external 
examiner as there is for examination papers. It is however good practice for schools to seek 
the external examiners’ views on the nature of the proposed assessment. This is of particular 
relevance for those modules that are assessed solely by coursework and Subject 
Examination Boards are encouraged to engage the external examiner over the design of the 
assessment of these modules. 

3.9.4 Moderating examination scripts and other assessed coursework 
External examiners have the right to examine any script or other assessed material. In the 
case of assessed coursework, External examiners would normally only request to see any 
items of significant assessed coursework produced by a student. The definition of ‘significant’ 
will vary between disciplines, but Subject Examination Boards should ensure that individual 
items of coursework which count for more than 25% of the overall mark are available to the 
external for scrutiny if required. Where coursework has been returned to students, the Subject 
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Examination Board must have a means of having these available to external examiners if 
requested.  

The role of the external examiner is to moderate the marking of internal examiners. The 
selection of scripts/assessed work to be sent to the external examiner is a matter for 
determination between the external examiner and the Chair of the Subject Examination 
Board. The external examiner must have sufficient evidence to determine that internal 
marking and award recommendations are of an appropriate standard and are consistent. 
Sampling arrangements will therefore normally provide for an External Examiner to see the 
following: 

• a sample of scripts / assessed work from the top, middle and bot tom of the range, 
including some first class examples and some failures; 

• scripts / assessed work of borderline candidates; 

• exceptionally: scripts / assessed work where the internal examiners differ significantly on 
the mark to be awarded. 

The scripts/assessed work must be accompanied by the comments of the internal examiners. 
Evidence of double marking/moderation (where required by QM’s Code of Practice on Double 
Marking and Moderation) must be clear and the marks of the two internal examiners must be 
easily distinguishable. If there has been a discrepancy between the two internal markers, the 
final agreed internal mark must be clearly identified for the external examiner. Every effort 
must be made internally to finalise an internal mark prior to the despatch of the assessed 
work to the external examiner. Where there is disagreement between the internal markers, 
the following procedure shall be employed: 

1. The markers shall attempt to resolve the difference through discussion, and to agree upon 
a mark.  

 
2. Where the markers fail to agree upon a mark: 
 
i. Where the difference is of ten per cent of the total marks available or fewer: The markers 

may split the difference, rounding to the nearest whole number. 
 

ii. Where the difference is greater than ten per cent of the total marks available, or the 
markers do not wish to split the difference: The assessment shall be marked for a third 
time, and that third mark shall stand. The third marker shall review the marking trails of the 
first two markers when deciding upon a mark. 

 
The third marker shall be an independent and experienced marker with appropriate subject 
experience; this shall normally be a member of QM staff, but may be an external examiner (by 
specific agreement with the external, as this is not part of their core responsibilities). 
 
Where moderation by the external examiner indicates the need for a significant alteration to 
the mark for a s cript/assessed work, the relevant internal and e xternal examiners should 
consider whether the change relates to that piece of assessed work alone, or whether the 
marks for the whole cohort should be reviewed. If the latter appears necessary, the examiners 
have discretion on whether to remark all scripts, or to scale marks in relation to agreed 
benchmarks. Such re-scaling should be reported to, and endorsed by, the assessing Subject 
Examination Board.  
 
External Examiners must not be asked to undertake any of the following: 

• first or second marking;  

• revise the marks awarded for the script / assessed work of an individual student other than 
through giving an opi nion in specific exceptional cases at the request of the internal 
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examiners where it has not been possible to resolve the matter internally. Where such 
exceptional cases involve changing the mark of an individual (rather than a cohort) they 
must be carefully documented in the Subject Examination Board minutes. 

3.9.5 Examination Boards 
QM has a t wo tier system of Examination Boards: Subject Examination Boards (SEBs) 
consider marks, progression and any circumstances that may have impacted on these, and 
make recommendations for award. Degree Examination Boards (DEBs) are award boards 
and approve awards and classifications as well as ratify other results achieved and 
progression decisions.  

All external examiners are required to attend the Subject Examination Board for the 
programme to which they have been appo inted and m ay attend the Degree Examination 
Board should they wish to do so. Exceptionally, where an external examiner is unable to 
attend a Subject Examination Board, the meeting may proceed in their absence provided that 
they provide comments on the candidates’ performance prior to the meeting. These will be 
reported to the meeting and the external examiner will be as ked to endorse all 
recommendations and dec isions. At least one External Examiner must be pr esent at a 
Subject Examination Board meeting. 

It should not be necessary for external examiners to undertake more than three visits to QML 
each year. Exceptions may be made where, for example, an external has to be present at a 
resit board or a QM Board meeting. 

Subject Examination Boards expect to receive marks that have already been moderated by 
external examiners, except in the rare occasion where the performance of a candidate, or of 
candidates, raises an issue of policy on which the whole board must decide. The chair of the 
Subject Examination Board therefore has the responsibility of ensuring that the marks and 
other information put before the Board incorporates the comments of externals. Some Boards 
ask external examiners to send their comments in writing a week before the board meeting; 
others organise a ‘pre-meeting’ at which all outstanding issues are resolved.  

3.9.6 Debtors and alleged offenders 
Students who are flagged as being in debt to QM related directly to the programme of study – 
i.e. tuition fees, library fines, field course fees and bench fees should be considered by the 
Subject Examination Board, but their results must be withheld until confirmation has been 
received that the debt has been settled.  

Students who are alleged to have committed any examination offence must not be 
considered, but the board should agree arrangements for determining their performance when 
the question of the alleged offence has been resolved. The normal procedure is for the 
examination board to authorise its Chair, together with a named external examiner, to act on 
behalf of the Board when the question of alleged malpractice has been determined. 

3.9.7 Classification for Honours 
Degrees that are classified are based on t he College Mark which is calculated using the 
appropriate method as outlined in the Academic Regulations. A Subject Examination Board 
does have discretion to take into account other factors when determining the class of degree. 
For example it can raise a candidate who is marginally below the boundary between two 
classes. In all cases, where discretion is applied, it must be recorded clearly in the minutes of 
the meeting. The decision may have to be de fended on ac ademic grounds in the event a 
candidate requests a r eview of the decision. The opinions of external examiners will be 
especially influential in such cases and the agreement of the external examiner must be 
recorded in the minutes of the Subject Examination Board.  

3.9.8 Opinions of external examiners 
Chairs of Examination Boards must ensure that externals are invited to express their opinions, 
particularly on difficult and contentious cases, and these opinions will always carry a particular 
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weight. In routine cases where there are disagreements within the board, the final decision 
will normally be reached by the majority vote (the Chair having a second and casting vote in 
the case of a t ie). Where, however, an ex ternal examiner expresses grave concern that a 
particular decision would be i mproper (for example, as being unfair to a c andidate or a 
violation of appropriate standards), the Chair must seek the views of all of the external 
examiners on t hat issue. If the majority of external examiners are in agreement, the 
examination board must defer to their views, and the substance of the discussion must be 
recorded in the minutes or report of the meeting.  

Where the external examiners, or the Examination Board, recommend a c ourse of action 
which contravenes the Academic Regulations, programme regulations, or the Assessment 
Handbook, the Academic Registrar must be consulted without delay, and the discussions of 
the Examination Board on that item deferred until advice has been sought.  

3.10 Duties of External Members 
External Members have the following ‘core’ duties: 

3.10.1 General 
i. to comment upon standards of achievement, as represented by the College Mark and 

degree classifications, and the comparability of these achievements to standards 
elsewhere; 

ii. to make known any causes for concern in relation to academic standards; 

iii. to provide an ex ternal perspective upon t he interpretation of regulations, and upo n 
recommendations for the suspension of regulations; 

iv. to provide advice upon the use of discretion - within the permitted scope of any QM policy 
- in order to agree results, progression, and awards; 

v. to attend meetings of the Degree Examination Board, and to participate fully in decision 
making; 

vi. to endorse (or otherwise) the awards, degree classifications, and pr ogression decisions 
made by the Degree Examination Board; 

vii. to submit a full report, including an optional confidential report to the Principal; 

viii. in addition, for external members who are also intercollegiate members, to comment upon 
the standard of the University of London awards conferred by QM, and their comparability 
with similar awards at other colleges of the University of London; 

ix. to perform any other duties requested by Senate or the Degree Examination Board, 
following appropriate consultation on the nature of those duties.  

 
External Members also have a less tangible role in encouraging good practice, and advising 
the examination board on dealing with difficult problems. 
 
3.10.2 Examination Boards 
External Members are required to attend all of the Degree Examination Boards for which they 
have been appointed. Exceptionally where an external member is unable to attend the 
Degree Examination Board, the meeting may go ahead in their absence.  

It should not be necessary for an external member to undertake more than three to four visits 
each year to QM. 

3.10.3 Opinions of external members 
Chairs of Degree Examination Boards must ensure that external members are invited to 
express their opinions, particularly on difficult and contentious cases, and these opinions will 
always carry a particular weight.  
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3.11 External examiners / members Reports 
After the examination board has completed its deliberation on c andidates, the external 
examiners/members will each be invited to give a brief oral report.  

External examiners’ oral reports should cover: 

• their opinion of the assessment process, including its fairness, accuracy and efficiency; 

• their opinion of the academic quality of the cohort(s) that they have just examined; 

• their opinion of the quality of the teaching, as judged by their examination of the students; 

• any recommendations to the Examination Board for improvements in the teaching or 
examination process; 

• their opinion as to whether recommendations made in previous years have been properly 
followed up. 

External members’ oral reports should cover: 

• their comments on the examination board proceedings; 

• any recommendations for improvements in regulatory and procedural arrangements; 

• their opinion as to whether recommendations made in previous years have been properly 
followed up. 

Examination Boards are normally very willing to respond to external examiners’/ members’ 
comments. If, however, the Chair of an E xamination Board fails to respond to critical 
comments in a pos itive manner, the external should contact the Academic Secretariat as a 
matter of urgency. 

External examiners can make representations to the Chairs of the Degree Examination Board 
and to Senate if they are dissatisfied with a decision. 

The report from a Subject Examination Board to the Degree Examination Board must detail 
any case where the majority of external examiners disagreed with a decision concerning the 
classification of a particular candidate. 

External examiners / members are also required to make a formal annual report to the 
Principal (though addressed and s ent to the Assistant Academic Registrar (Assessment 
Governance)) following the principal examination board meeting each year. This is an 
essential part of QM’s quality assurance framework. External examiners’ reports form a major 
source of information in the annual review of the QM’s teaching programmes and in internal 
periodic reviews. 

External examiner reports are also made available to student representatives via Student-
Staff Liaison Committees; hence references to individual students in reports should be 
avoided. A confidential report may be attached as an appendix to an external examiner’s 
report in the event that an E xternal Examiner wishes to report a matter relating to an 
individual student. 

The Assistant Academic Registrar (Assessment Governance) will read all External 
Examiner/Member reports and highlight comments that require a formal response. All reports 
are also considered by the Vice-Principal (Teaching and Learning). Chairs of Examination 
Boards are required to respond to the points made by external examiners, both directly (within 
a month after the submission of the report) and through the documentation produced for the 
reviews mentioned above. 

The Chair of the Examination Board sends a written response to the external examiner, with a 
copy to the Assistant Academic Registrar (Assessment Governance). Where the external 
examiner raises an issue of principle which has not already been addressed by the school (or 
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equivalent), it should first be discussed at a staff meeting, or the examiners’ next meeting, or 
at a m eeting of the responsible curriculum/teaching committee, as appropriate to the 
circumstances. 

The Academic Registrar is responsible for responding to the reports of External Members. 
Normally the report is considered by Senate prior to the issue of a formal response to the 
External Member. 

Externals’ comments and the responses from Chairs of Examination Boards are considered 
by the Assistant Academic Registrar (Assessment Governance). An annual summary report is 
then written, focussing on good practice and issues that would potentially benefit from further 
consideration at institution level, and presented to the Senate and to the University of London. 

In cases where an e xternal examiner’s report contains particularly sensitive comments, the 
Vice Principal (Teaching and Learning) will contact the appropriate Chair of Examiners or 
Head of School immediately when the report is received. The Vice-Principal (Teaching and 
Learning) will normally require a written response to serious criticism. 

Report pro-formas are reviewed yearly by the Academic Secretariat. External examiners and 
external members are asked to download the pro-formas from a de dicated web page 
(http://www.arcs.qmul.ac.uk/quality/external-examiners/external-examiners-
resources/index.html) and completed reports should be returned to the Academic Secretariat, 
by post or to the email address on the report pro-forma. Reports should be submitted within 
one month of an E xamination Board, and i n any case within six months. The Academic 
Secretariat pursues the non-submission of an external’s report and reports the non-
submission to the Vice-Principal (Teaching and Learning). An External’s fee is released only 
on the submission of a report, and QM reserves the right to refuse to pay for late reports.  

QM aims to establish and m aintain constructive and ef fective relationships with its external 
examiners and external members. However any problems experienced either by an external 
examiner, an ex ternal member or an examination board should be r eported immediately to 
the Academic Registrar or to the Vice-Principal (Teaching and Learning). 

3.12 Payment 
 
3.12.1 Fees 
Fees will be paid by QM upon submission of a fee payment form from the examination board 
Chair to the Academic Secretariat. The fee amount is at the discretion of the examination 
board; however there is a bas e rate calculated using a fee payment formula that takes 
account of (for example) the number of scripts reviewed. Fees are only paid upon receipt of 
an annual report (at which time the Secretariat will request the payment form from the 
examination board); the report should be submitted within 30 days of the examination board; 
QM reserves the right to refuse payment for reports received more than six months after the 
board. 
 
3.12.2 Expenses 
QM reimburses travel and subsistence expenses for external examiners, though externals 
should check with their examination boards as to whether they have a policy on (for example) 
first class travel, etc. To reclaim expenses, externals should submit a signed expenses claim 
form (at http://www.arcs.qmul.ac.uk/quality/external-examiners/external-examiners-
resources/index.html), together with the original hard copies of the receipts, to the Academic 
Secretariat (addressed to the Assessment Governance Administrator). The Secretariat will 
then log the claim and pass it to the examination board to arrange payment. Please note that 
QM cannot refund claims received more than three months after the board, or claims without 
original receipts. 
 

http://www.arcs.qmul.ac.uk/quality/external-examiners/external-examiners-resources/index.html
http://www.arcs.qmul.ac.uk/quality/external-examiners/external-examiners-resources/index.html
http://www.arcs.qmul.ac.uk/quality/external-examiners/external-examiners-resources/index.html
http://www.arcs.qmul.ac.uk/quality/external-examiners/external-examiners-resources/index.html
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QM is not able to make any payment unless a personal details form and (for fees) a copy of 
an external’s passport has been returned to the Academic Secretariat. The normal payment 
date is the 24th of each month, though the ‘cut-off’ for submission is the 5th of each month – 
claims processed after that date will be paid the following month. 
 

3.13 Appointment of examiners for Research Degree Programmes 
 
3.13.1 Scope 
This procedure covers the appointment and role of examiners for postgraduate research 
programmes of study.  

3.13.2 Associated documents 
Associated documents including the following can be found on the Research Degrees Office 
web page: 

 http://www.arcs.qmul.ac.uk/research-degrees/research-degree-examiners/index.html 

• Guidance notes for examiners 

• Outcome of examination form 

• Expenses claim form 

• Personal details form 

• Academic Regulations 

3.14 Accountability of research degree examiners  
The formal responsibility of research degree examiners is to the Research Degree 
Programmes and E xaminations Board (RDPEB); their exam reports are reviewed by this 
Board and an examiner has the right to make a confidential report to the Principal at any time. 

Research degree examiners have a crucial role in quality assurance: 

• Examiners’ primary duty is to ensure that the thesis submitted for examination meets the 
requirements for the award as laid out in the regulations and, in their opinion,   
demonstrates a level of expertise consistent with that expected across the UK 
university system in that discipline; 

• The reports of examiners are also a key source of information in the monitoring of 
research degree programmes of study; 

3.15 Procedure for the appointment of research degree examiners 
Nominations for the appointment of examiners should be m ade by the supervisor on t he 
Examination Entry Form (RD01) with reference to the guidance issued by RDPEB and sent to 
the Director of Graduate Studies for review.  
 
The nominations are then reviewed for approval against the appointment criteria listed below 
by the Research Degree Programme and Examination Board. Where the nominee does not 
meet the appointment criteria, supervisors are expected to submit an alternative examiner 
who does meet the criteria or provide a justification as to why this examiner should be 
appointed due to exceptional circumstances.  
 
Examiners appointments are valid for a period of one year from the date of approval. If the 
exam has not taken place within this period, a new Examination Entry Form must be 
submitted for approval to RDPEB even if it is intended that the same examiners are re-
appointed. 

http://www.arcs.qmul.ac.uk/research-degrees/research-degree-examiners/index.html
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Examiners are not normally permitted to act more than once in an academic year. Any 
request to nominate an examiner who has already carried out an examination will be rejected 
unless the nominator demonstrates that there are exceptional circumstances that justify the 
re-appointment. 
 
 
3.15.1 Appointment criteria 
 
The Panel of Examiners normally comprises two examiners: 
 

1. one internal examiner who is a member of a College of the University of London but 
not normally from Queen Mary.   
 
• one external examiner who is external to the University of London. 

 
 
Examiners for MPhil, PhD, MD(Res), DrPS and DClinDent normally fulfil the following criteria: 
 
[a] Examiners should be experts in the field of the thesis but not necessarily in all parts of the 

precise topic.   
 
[b] At least one examiner should have experience of examining for a research degree in the 

UK, and examiners should have examined at least five such degrees between them.  For 
the MD(Res), at least one examiner should have previous experience of examining for the 
MD(Res).   

 
[c] Nominated examiners must have had no direct involvement in the candidate’s research or 

any close connections with either the candidate or supervisor which might inhibit a 
completely objective examination.  They must not have taken an active role in considering 
the student’s progression and/or transfer of status from MPhil to PhD.  

 
[d] An examiner should not normally be appoi nted more than once during a given year by 

members of the same School/Institute. 
 
[e] NHS Consultants or the equivalent in the NHS who are not College or University 

employees may be appointed as internal or external examiners but they should hold an 
Honorary Senior Lecturer or above contract with a College or University.  Other 
professional experts may be appoi nted as external examiners, but the normal 
requirements for examining experience across the examination team will apply.  

 
[f] Individuals who were previously members of staff, students or other members of Queen 

Mary, University of London, or another College of the University of London, must not be 
appointed as an external examiner until a period of three years has elapsed. 

 
[g] Individuals who have retired from academic positions at Queen Mary, University of 

London or another higher education institution may be appointed as internal or external 
examiners (subject to the provisions in above) if they remain active in their field of 
research.  

 
[h] Overseas examiners are appointed as external examiners only in exceptional 

circumstances and where it is considered that such an appointment is necessary.   
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3.16 Duties of research degree examiners 
 

• Each examiner is asked to write an i ndependent preliminary report on the thesis in 
advance of the oral examination. It is expected that each examiner will write their report 
after reading the thesis but before conferring with the co-examiner about it.  

 
• Typically the preliminary report identifies particular areas which the examiner believes 
should be explored with the candidate during the oral examination, and, if possible, makes 
an initial recommendation, based on an a ssessment of the thesis, for the result of the 
examination.  These recommendations should not be i ndicated to the candidate in 
advance of the oral, which is an integral component of the examination. 

 
• The examiners should exchange their preliminary reports with each other before 
conducting the oral examination and send a copy to the Research Degrees Office after the 
examination has been completed. 

 
• The time, date and pl ace of the oral examination are arranged by the candidate’s 
supervisor.  Examiners are required to attend and conduct the examination. 

 
• The purpose of the oral examination is to examine the candidate on the subject of the 
thesis and relevant subjects. During the oral the examiners should seek to establish 
whether all the requirements for a thesis submitted for the relevant degree have been met 
(as laid out in the current Academic Regulations 
(http://www.arcs.qmul.ac.uk/policy_zone/), and to establish that the thesis is genuinely the 
work of the candidate. If there is any doubt that the thesis is the candidate’s own work the 
examiners should contact the Research Degrees Office. 

 
• The examiners are advised to discuss between themselves the strategy they propose 
to adopt during the examination and to outline this to the candidate at its outset. 

 
• There are no set requirements about the conduct of oral examinations, nor about their 
duration, but they should be conducted in such a way that the candidate has adequate 
opportunity, encouragement and time to explain his/her research and to defend the thesis. 

 
• In addition to examining the candidate orally, the examiners do have the discretion to 

examine the candidate by means of written papers or practical examination. This provision 
is rarely invoked and examiners are asked to contact the Research Degrees Office if they 
wish to do so.  

 
• At the conclusion of the oral examination the candidate and the supervisor (if present) 

should withdraw and the examiners should confer on the result in private. 
 
• The examiners have discretion, after the initial private discussion, to consult the 

supervisor (irrespective of whether he/she was present at the oral) and/or the Research 
Degrees Office, particularly if they have doubts relating to the appropriate decision to be 
made. 

 
• The options open to the examiners in determining the results are set out in detail in the 

Academic Regulations (http://www.arcs.qmul.ac.uk/policy_zone/). 
 

• Examiners are required to complete the Outcome of Examination form indicating which of 
the available decisions they have made and write a joint report giving the grounds on 
which their decision is based. The joint report should be on a separate sheet and should 
include the following: 

 

http://www.arcs.qmul.ac.uk/policy_zone/
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a. Name of the candidate; 
b. Thesis title; and at the end of the report: 
c. Signatures of each of the examiners; and 
d. Date 

 
• The report should have regard to the requirements of a thesis for the relevant research 

degree. It should not cross-refer to the examiners’ preliminary reports unless the 
examiners wish the candidate to be sent a copy of those preliminary reports.  

 
• If the examiners decide to refer the candidate to revise and resubmit the thesis for the 

degree, they should indicate in what ways the current thesis fails to satisfy the 
requirements for the degree, and should indicate clearly the revisions which they consider 
should be made. 

 
• The examiners should agree between themselves at the end of the oral examination the 

arrangements for drafting and finalising their joint report and for sending it, the Outcome of 
Examination form, their preliminary reports, and their copies of the thesis to the Research 
Degrees Office. This should be done within two weeks of the examination.  I f, for any 
reason, it is not possible for the reports to be returned within two weeks of the oral 
examination, one of the examiners should contact the Research Degrees Office to discuss 
the problem. 

 
• If the examiners wish to advise the candidate orally and informally of their decision at the 

conclusion of their deliberations following the examination, they must make clear to the 
candidate that the result is not formal and final until confirmed and notified by letter from 
QM to the candidate. 
 

3.17 Payments to research degree examiners 
 
3.17.1 Fees 
Fees will be paid by QM upon submission of all the paperwork relating to the examination. 
The fee amount is set by the Research Degree Programme and Examination Board.  
 
QM is not able to make any payment unless a personal details form and a copy of an 
examiner’s passport has been returned to the Research Degrees Office. The normal payment 
date is the 24th of each month, though the ‘cut-off’ for submission is the 5th of each month – 
claims processed after that date will be paid the following month. 
 
3.17.2 Expenses 
QM reimburses reasonable travel and subsistence expenses for examiners (it will not 
reimburse first class travel costs. To reclaim expenses, externals should submit a s igned 
expenses claim form together with the original hard copies of the receipts, to the Research 
Degrees Office (RDO). RDO will then log the claim and pas s it to Finance to arrange 
payment. Please note that QM cannot refund claims received without original receipts. 
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4. Programme and Module Development 

This chapter provides a summary of the procedures with web links to the Programme and 
Module Developer Guidelines for taught programmes and the relevant parts of the ARCS 
website for further information. There are no substantive changes to processes for 2013-14. 
Section 4.12 has been added concerning research degree programmes. 

4.1 Introduction 
This information is aimed at Programme Proposers / Organisers in preparation for the design 
and revision of undergraduate and postgraduate programmes and modules. It is intended only 
as a summary of the key procedures for programme and module approval, amendment and 
withdrawal, more detailed guidance can be found in the Programme and Module Developer 
Guidelines on the Academic Secretariat website. 

4.2 Changes since 2011/12 
For 2012-13, the procedures for programme and module development were revised to take 
account of the Key Information Set (KIS) initiative. More detailed programme information will 
be gathered at the Part 1 and Part 2 Programme Proposal stage. Module Proposal forms now 
also require a more detailed breakdown of assessment and teaching and learning activities. 
 
The Student Information System (SIS) will continue to be used as the central repository of 
definitive programme and module information, which will be c ompiled from the forms 
submitted as part of the programme and module development procedures. The SIS will be 
used to automatically populate course information pages on the QMUL website. It is therefore 
imperative that schools and institutes ensure that the information provided is accurate and 
revisions are notified in a timely way. 

4.3 Scope 
QMUL’s programme and module development procedures cover proposals for: 

• all new undergraduate and postgraduate taught programmes of study1; 
• the amendment or withdrawal of existing undergraduate and postgraduate taught 

programmes of study; 
• changes to the regulations of an undergraduate or postgraduate taught programme. 
• approval of all new modules; 
• amendment to previously approved modules; 
• withdrawal of modules. 

These procedures do not cover research degrees or non-award-bearing continuing education. 

4.4 Associated documents 
4.4.1 Programme documents 

• Part 1 Programme Proposal Form 
• Part 2 Programme Proposal Form  
• Programme Specification Template 
• Guidance on Programme Specifications 
• External Adviser Guidelines 
• Academic Regulations 
• Programme Amendment Form 
• Programme Withdrawal Form 

                                                
1  For new programme developments that involve collaboration with another Higher Education 

Institution, Queen Mary Senior Executive must approve the partnership. For further guidance, see 
the relevant section on Collaborative Provision in the QA Handbook.  

http://www.arcs.qmul.ac.uk/quality/academic-development/index.html
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• Change of Programme JACS Form 
The documents and forms for programme development can be found on the on the Academic 
Secretariat website. 
 
4.4.2 Module documents 

• Module Proposal Form 
• Half Module Proposal Form 
• Module Amendment Form 
• Module Withdrawal Form 

The documents and forms for module development can be found on the on t he Academic 
Secretariat website. 

4.5 Programme Approval 
The approval of a new programme of study is a two stage process. Part 1 is a planning 
process consisting of approval in principle for the business case and market focus of the 
programme proposal, taking account of the school/institute and College strategic plan, likely 
demand and availability of resources. Part 2 consists of the approval of the submission of the 
detailed academic content for the proposal, including the programme aims, outcomes, 
structure and the strategies for teaching, learning and assessment, which can be developed 
once approval in principle is received. A detailed Programme Specification is also required at 
this stage, in addition to evidence of the support of an ex pert in the area of the proposed 
programme external to QMUL. 
 
Throughout the programme development process, consideration should also be given to other 
key QMUL internal reference points including the: 

• The Learning, Teaching and Assessment Strategy; 
• QMUL Graduate Attributes Statement; 
• Academic Regulations; 
• QMUL Academic Credit Framework;  
• Learning Institute - Guidance on curriculum design  
• QMUL Code of Practice on Assessment and Feedback. 

 
Ideally, the development process should start at least 12 months before the first delivery of a 
programme, to enable sufficient time to establish the market; develop the programme, consult 
across the institution, and undertake the approval processes. 
 
Part 1 programme proposals for undergraduate programmes due to start in September of the 
following year should be completed and have received Faculty approval in principle before 
the end of December 2013 in order to meet the UCAS deadline for students to make their 
applications. Postgraduate taught programmes should ensure they have been gr anted 
approval in principle to allow sufficient lead-in time for marketing the programme. Any 
proposal which involves collaboration with another institution or body must have Queen Mary 
Senior Executive (QMSE) strategic approval of the partner organisation. For joint and dual  
programmes a Stage 1 Partnership and Programme Proposal form should be submitted to the 
Academic Secretariat for QMSE consideration of the partner (instead of the Part 1 form). 
 
Approval of Part 2 is the responsibility of the Taught Programmes Board. Part 2 programme 
proposals need to be submitted to the February 2014 meeting to meet the UCAS deadline 
for making offers and internal deadlines for data collection and timetabling. 
 
 
 
 
 

http://www.arcs.qmul.ac.uk/quality/academic-development/programme-development/index.html
http://www.arcs.qmul.ac.uk/quality/academic-development/programme-development/index.html
http://www.arcs.qmul.ac.uk/quality/academic-development/module-development/94207.html
http://www.arcs.qmul.ac.uk/quality/academic-development/module-development/94207.html
http://www.learninginstitute.qmul.ac.uk/wp-content/uploads/2010/08/QMGA-Statement-DEC-2009.pdf
http://www.arcs.qmul.ac.uk/policy/index.html
http://www.arcs.qmul.ac.uk/docs/quality-assurance/111263.pdf
http://www.learninginstitute.qmul.ac.uk/lta/
http://www.learninginstitute.qmul.ac.uk/wp-content/uploads/2011/05/Assessment-and-Feedback-Code-of-Practice.pdf
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4.51 Summary of the Programme Approval Process 
School/Institute Proposal

(Discussion of proposal at staff 
meetings, SSLCs, re programme’s fit 

with the school’s plan, academic 
framework and resources).

Completion of Part 1 
Programme Proposal1

(Strategy and 
resourcing)

School/Institute 
Learning Teaching 

Committee Approval
(Approval denoted by HoS 

signature)

Planning and 
Accountability Round or 

Faculty Executive 
Approval2

Part 1 Approved

Revise Part 1 
Proposal

Completed Part 1 sent 
to Academic Secretariat 

for checking3

CURRICULUM DEVELOPMENT
Development of programme 
syllabus, structure, aims and 

learning outcomes. Seek 
External Adviser(s) to scrutinise 

programme

Completion of Programme 
Specification and Part 2 

Programme Proposal 
(detailed academic submission) 

School/Institute
 Learning Teaching 

Committee Approval
(Approval denoted by HoS 

signature).

Taught Programmes Board 
Consideration

Part 2 Approved5Revise Part 2 
Proposal

Issues / approval 
conditions set?

Minor revisions required 
(approval by Chair of TPB)4

Major revisions required
(resubmission to TPB)

Yes

No

Use of key internal and external reference 
points (QA & LI websites, QM Graduate 
Attributes, QAA academic infrastructure
 [FHEQ, subject benchmarks], PSRBs), 

+employers, graduates.

Yes

No

Notify Taught 
Programmes 

Planning Group 

 

1 Non-standard fees must be approved by the 
Marketing, Recruitment and Admissions Group 
prior to submission of Part 1 Proposals. Proposals 
must include detailed costing information/business 
plan and a market research report prepared by 
Marketing and Communications. 
 
2 If outside the PAR timescales, approval should 
be sought from the Faculty Executive. Queen 
Mary Senior Executive approval is additionally 
required for Collaborative Partners. 
3 Following Approval in Principle and c hecking 
within the Academic Secretariat the programme 
can be adv ertised but all promotion material 
should carry a clear statement that the programme 
is ‘subject to approval’ 
4 Where minor revisions to Part 2 Proposals are 
required, revised proposals should be submitted 
within a 2 week deadline from the date of the TPB 
meeting where initial consideration took place. 
5 Programme formally approved for its first student 
intake. 
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4.52 Timeline of the Programme Approval Process 

4.6 Programme Amendments 
Amendments to existing programmes of study are initially considered and appr oved by 
school/institute Learning and Teaching Committees. A revised Programme Specification2 and 
a Programme Amendment Form should be completed by the Programme Organiser. Minor 
changes require consideration only at school/institute level, for example, changing the 
selection status (core, compulsory, elective) of modules linked to the programme, and 
changes to student diets.  
 
Modifications that result in a significant change to the aims, outcomes, structure, or content of 
the original programme may need to be processed as a new programme approval. 
Schools/institutes are encouraged to discuss these types of changes with the Academic 
Secretariat for advice on the appropriate procedure. 
 
The deadline for the submission of a programme amendment is 14th February 2014. 
Programme amendments requiring Taught Programmes Board approval must be submitted 
earlier by 6th February 2014. Programme title changes for all programmes should be 
submitted earlier, by 31st January 2014, to meet UCAS and admissions timescales. 

4.7 Programme Withdrawals 
Programme withdrawals are considered by the Marketing, Recruitment and A dmissions 
Group (MRAG) and r eported to Taught Programmes Board and the Taught Programmes 
Planning Group (TPPG). Current students must be consulted and arrangements for the 
completion of their studies must be made and agreed. For collaborative programmes the 
partner should be consulted about all arrangements for termination, which must be consonant 
with the obligations on both parties specified in the Memorandum of Agreement. 

4.8 Module Proposals 
Proposals for new modules associated with a new programme of study will be considered as 
a package by Taught Programmes Board. The responsibility for approving new modules that 
                                                
2 Programme Specifications should be annually reviewed even if no amendments have been made to a programme, and 

submitted to the Academic Secretariat by 24th September. See the Guidance Notes on Programme Specifications. 

Date Process 
September – 
November 
 

• If the proposal was not submitted in the last Faculty Planning and 
Accountability Review (FPAR), draft Part 1 programme proposal for 
programmes due to start in September of the following year 

• Lodge Part 1 proposal with the Faculty Executive for approval, (following 
School/Institute Learning and Teaching Committee Approval) 

• Programmes can be advertised after Part 1 approval is confirmed but no 
offers can be made until Part 2 approval is confirmed 

December 
 
 
 

• Undergraduate programmes should have Part 1 approval before the end 
of December to meet UCAS timescales 

• Consider possible external advisers who might be willing to scrutinise the 
Programme Specification and Module Proposal and Specifications 

January – 
February 
 
 
 
 

• Draft the Programme Specification and the Part 2 form (including Module 
Proposals for any new modules) 

• Send Part 2 proposal information to at least one external adviser for 
written comments 

• Part 2 programme proposals need to be submitted to the February 
meeting of Taught Programmes Board. 

September •  Complete nomination forms for any new External Examiners required 
•  Start of new programme 

 

http://www.arcs.qmul.ac.uk/qa/programme_development/Guidance_%20Notes_Programme_Specifications_2011-12_V3.pdf
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published deadlines. Where new modules are introduced as core or compulsory, the 
programme specifications(s) should be updated and submitted with the module proposal. 
 
The following kinds of new modules require Taught Programmes Board approval: 

• modules developed as part of a new programme of study; 
• modules relating to a programme delivered through a collaborative arrangement; 
• modules involving work-based learning or study abroad; 
• modules involving distance learning. 

 
For modules not requiring consideration by Taught Programmes Board, the Academic 
Secretariat will log the approved module and scrutinise the module proposal for 
completeness of information and the appropriateness of the new module details. Any issues 
identified by the Academic Secretariat will be referred back to the school/institute for follow 
up before any module is formally created on the SIS. 
 
4.81 Summary of the Module Approval Process 
 

School Proposal
(Discussion of proposal at 

staff meetings, SSLCs etc to 
ascertain whether proposed 
module fits with the school’s 
plan, academic framework 

and resources).

Completion of 
Module Proposal 
and Specification

(Identification of 
module aims & 

learning outcomes)

Taught Programme 
Board Consideration

School Learning
 and Teaching Committee 

Consideration
(Approval denoted by HoS 

signature).

Module 
Approved2

Issues / approval 
conditions set?

NoYes

Revise Module 
Proposal

Major revisions required
(resubmission to School 

L&T Committee)

Minor revisions required1

(approval by Chair of TPB)

Use of key internal and external reference 
points (QA & LI websites, QAA academic 

infrastructure [FHEQ, subject benchmarks], 
PSRBs), +employers, graduates.

1 Where minor revisions are required for TPB, revised proposals should be 
submitted within a 2 week deadline.  

Module Proposals due to start in the following year that require TPB consideration (non-standard modules) must be submitted to the February meeting date of TPB.  In order for a 
Module Proposal to be considered it will therefore need to meet the three week deadline for papers prior to the final meeting date of TPB. All other Module Proposals not 
requiring TPB consideration must be submitted to the Academic Secretariat by 14th February.

2Module formally approved for its first student intake

All new modules that are not 
collaborative and do not involve 

work-based learning, study 
abroad and distance learning

New modules that 
are collaborative 

and involve 
work-based 

learning, study 
abroad 

and distance 
learning

Issues / approval 
conditions set?

Module 
Approved2

Revise Module 
Proposal

Yes No

Academic 
Secretariat 
Processing 

and Checking

 
4.82 Timeline of the Module Approval Process (modules not associated with a new 
programme of study) 

                                                
3 Module proposals that are collaborative, work-based learning, study abroad or distance learning need to be approved by 

Taught Programmes Board 

Date Process 
January - 
February 

• Draft all Module Proposals (Semester A and B) and lodge with the 
School/Institute Learning and Teaching Committee for consideration 

February • All standard Module Proposals and Specifications submitted to the 
Academic Secretariat by 14th February 2014.  Non-standard3 modules 
must be submitted to the Academic Secretariat by 6th February 2014 to 
be considered at the February Taught Programmes Board meeting 

September •  Start of new module 
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4.9 Module Amendments 
School/institute Teaching and Learning Committees (or equivalent) consider and approve all 
module amendments, subject to the published deadline. The procedure for module 
amendments does not cover proposals to change the level or the credit value of a module; 
such proposals require the submission of module proposal form. For collaborative 
programmes, approval must also be sought from the partner institution. As with module 
proposals the school/institute should send the completed, signed module amendment form to 
the Academic Secretariat for scrutiny. 
 
The deadline for the submission of module amendments for the following academic year is 
14th February 2014. 
 

4.10 Module Withdrawals 
A proposal to withdraw a module should be approved by the responsible school/institute(s) 
Teaching and Le arning Committees (or equivalent). The deadline for the withdrawal of 
modules is 14th February 2014. In the case of collaborative programmes, evidence that the 
partner institution has been appropriately consulted should be included. 

4.11 Further Guidance 
The Programme and M odule Developer Guidelines provide detailed guidance on t he 
procedures for programme and module approval, amendment and withdrawal. The 
guidelines and forms mentioned in this document can be found on the Academic Secretariat 
website, in addition to a detailed schedule of deadlines. 

4.12 Research Degrees 
The Research Degree Programmes and Examinations Board has the delegated authority for 
approving new research programmes or for permitting changes to the structures of existing 
programmes (for example the introduction of a compulsory taught module). 
 
For new joint or double degree Doctoral programmes that involve collaboration with another 
Higher Education Institution, Queen Mary Senior Executive must approve the partnership. 
For further guidance, see the relevant section on C ollaborative Provision in the QA 
Handbook.  
 

http://www.arcs.qmul.ac.uk/quality/academic-development/index.html
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5. Annual Programme Reviews 

At the end of 2012-13 the University evaluated the current Annual Programme Review 
process for taught programmes to ensure that it continued to meet its purpose as a key 
quality assurance mechanism. This evaluation considered the effectiveness of the new style 
APR process following the second year of its operation, and in the light of the relevant chapter 
in the new QAA Quality Code for Higher Education. 

As a result of this evaluation, minor changes are proposed to the APR reviews that will take 
place in 2013-14 (review of 2012-13 activity). Greater change is proposed to the mechanisms 
for the review of programme activity in 2013-14, which will take place at the end of the 
academic year 2013-14 and semester one 2014-15. The proposed changes are currently 
being considered and discussed with Schools and it is planned will be submitted to Senate in 
December 2013 for approval. 

The current APR guidance will continue to be in operation for reviews taking place in 2013-14. 

Section 5.6 has been added concerning research degree programmes. 

Taught Programmes 

5.1 Purpose 
Annual Programme Review (APR) is central to QMUL’s assurance of the academic standards 
of its provision, with the aim of enhancing the student learning experience at its core.  APR is 
a continuous process of reflection and action planning which is owned by those responsible 
for programme delivery; the main document of reference for this process is the Taught 
Programmes Action Plan (TPAP) which is the summary of the school/institute's work 
throughout the year to monitor academic standards and to improve the student experience.  
The TPAP is monitored at both Faculty and institutional level and reviewed annually.   
 
The TPAP is used for all teaching and learning action plans (eg NSS, SSLC) hence it 
should include all actions, from any source, that relate to teaching and learning.  The 
TPAP is produced by a web application linked to the FPAR, and can be updated throughout 
the year as necessary.  Despite the organic nature of the TPAP there is an annual cycle for 
APR that culminates in a yearly meeting between the School / Institute and the Faculty Dean 
for Taught Programmes. 
 
Academic staff with responsibility for the delivery of taught programmes are asked to consider 
the following as part of the review process: 
 
• the progress achieved with the Taught Programmes Action Plan  

• the extent to which intended learning outcomes are being attained by the students  

• the academic standards set and student achievement of these  

• the quality of the learning opportunities 

• the Learning, Teaching and Assessment strategy of the School / Institute 

• notable achievements and good practice 

• programme development / curriculum review including the cumulative impact of 
small/incremental changes  
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• information for students 

• student support arrangements for collaborative programmes taught at the partner venue 

• future plans/new initiatives/developments to include anticipated challenges and an 
approach for dealing with these 

 
Notes will be kept of each School or Institute’s Annual Programme Review meeting with the 
Faculty Dean for Taught Programmes; from these a s ummary report will be pr oduced by 
ARCS which will be considered by the following: 
 
• Vice Principal (Teaching and Learning)  

• Academic Registry and Council Secretariat  

• The Students’ Union 

• Senate 

 
5.2 Scope 
This procedure covers all taught undergraduate and pos tgraduate programmes of study. It 
does not cover research degrees or non-award-bearing continuing education.  
 
5.3 Process 
 
The Annual Programme Review process centres on t he Taught Programmes Action Plan 
which is a living document that can be updated over the course of the year as appropriate, 
and also includes provision for student representatives to provide comments and feedback.  
Each TPAP will be considered in detail at annual programme review meeting between the 
school / institute and the Faculty Dean for Taught Programmes.  Alongside consideration of 
the TPAP, Schools and Institutes should take particular note of the general academic health 
of each programme, the resources and facilities available to it; student comments and action 
taken in response; points raised by External Examiners and evidence of good practice. 
 
5.3.1  The Taught Programmes Action Plan (TPAP) 
 
There will be a TPAP for each School and Institute, plus one for each of the three faculties 
and a C ollege TPAP.  There will also be a discrete TPAP for medium and l arge scale 
Collaborative programmes; these are defined as programmes with twenty or more students. 
The Collaborative TPAP shall be l inked to the relevant School/Institute owning the 
programme, further guidance is provided in section 5. 
 
These will be overseen as follows:  

(i) Schools by the Head of School, the Director of Taught Programmes and the School 
Manager for each School, and the School Teaching and Learning Committee; 

(ii) Faculties by the Dean for Taught Programmes, the secretary (ARCS) to DTPAG, the 
Faculty Executive, and DTPAG itself (comprising the School Directors of Taught 
Programmes); 

(iii) College by the VP for Teaching and Learning, the CAPD, VPTLAG and Senate. 
 
School / Institute TPAPs may be considered as part of the preparation for the annual PAR 
meetings between Schools / Institutes and Faculty Executives, and will be formally reviewed 
at an annual programme review meeting in February-March, when completed actions will be 
removed.  The TPAP is the means by which Schools / Institutes can summarise the review 



 

30 
 

processes for their taught provision, and c an demonstrate their actions in response to 
feedback on taught provision. The TPAP is provided as an onl ine application, or web app.  
Schools and institutes will no longer be required to develop separate annual action plans for 
different sources, (eg the NSS).  Instead any and all further actions from any source that 
relate to teaching and learning should be added to the TPAP.  
  
The TPAP can be added to and amended at any point in the year, however it should be up-to-
date and ready for discussion before the annual meeting between the School / Institute and 
the Faculty Dean for Taught Programmes.  M aking sure that the TPAP is up-to-date will 
include reflecting in a t imely way on al l source data (Student feedback including the NSS, 
External Examiner reports, etc). It also includes reflecting upon actions relating to smaller-
scale partnership provision within the School / Institute TPAP, and the achievement of 
students entering programmes through other collaborative arrangements such as articulation 
agreements. 
 
Student representatives should also be given the opportunity to review and provide comment 
in the appropriate comment boxes. The Students’ Union will arrange an annual event to 
enable representatives to get together to discuss the TPAP and agree their commentary. 
For more information please see the separate TPAP guidelines, or visit: 
http://www.arcs.qmul.ac.uk/quality/apr/94171.html 
 
5.3.2  Annual Programme Review meeting 
The annual programme review meeting will take place in semester two.  P resent at the 
meetings should normally be: 
• The Faculty Dean for Taught Programmes / Dean for Education or nominee 

• Any other person nominated by the DTP/DE (such as the Faculty Administrative Officer) 

• The Head of School/Institute 

• The Director of Taught Programmes 

• The Director of Administration 

• The Director (or academic lead) of  each collaborative taught programme 

• Any other person nominated by the Head of School/Institute 

• Representative of ARCS 

 
Before the meeting schools and institutes should provide ARCS with any external 
accreditation reports referred to in the TPAP, together with the most recent version of their 
Learning, Teaching and Assessment Strategy (LTAS).  These plus other potential sources of 
actions, such as External Examiner reports or NSS results, will be supplied to the Faculty 
Dean for Taught Programmes in advance of the meeting. 
 
The meeting will reflect on taught programmes within the School / Institute with reference to 
the TPAP, consider the School / Institute’s LTAS, and review information for students.  Any 
good or innovative practice should be identified so that it can be more widely disseminated, 
and developmental issues identified and reflected appropriately in the TPAP.  A s well as 
agreeing further actions, completed, or superseded, actions may be removed from the TPAP 
with the agreement of the Dean. The meeting will be chaired by the Faculty Dean for Taught 
Programmes, and will follow a standard agenda. 

http://www.arcs.qmul.ac.uk/quality/apr/94171.html


 

31 
 

5.4 Consideration 
Notes will be taken of each annual programme review meeting, identifying priorities for action 
and good practice.  Notes, together with the TPAP, will be considered by the School / 
Institute’s Teaching and Learning Committee and Student-Staff Liaison Committee.  In 
considering the notes Schools and Institutes should take account of the feedback provided at 
the meeting, together with any action points which should have been added to the TPAP for 
the following academic year. 

Once the annual programme review meetings have been concluded, ARCS will provide a 
written overview report to Senate with a s ummary of meeting notes and a r eview of the 
process. The overview report will comment on any Faculty-wide trends, examples of new 
initiatives and good practice and any School/Institute concerns that should be brought to the 
attention of Senate. Senate must satisfy itself as to the conduct of the exercise (and that 
action has been taken to resolve or highlight any issues identified) referring issues back to the 
individual School/Institute/Faculty for comment as necessary, and referring instances of good 
practice to the Learning Institute or other central services for further development and 
dissemination as appropriate.  Once Senate has considered the overview report it will be sent 
to all Chairs of Teaching and Learning Committees for discussion, with particular emphasis on 
considering and disseminating good practice. 

For more information: http://www.arcs.qmul.ac.uk/qa/programme_monitoring_apr/index.html. 

5.5 TPAP for collaborative programmes 
The TPAP for collaborative programmes includes most of the features as the School TPAP. In 
addition the process may focus on the following areas: 

• Organisation and m anagement: actions arising from joint management or academic 
committees (or equivalent) and actions relating to their operation. 

• Quality assurance and review: actions that may arise in relation to the quality assurance 
requirements of the partner institution. 

• Student progression: actions relating to student achievement and progression, it may also 
be useful to compare with other relevant QM provision. 

• Visits to the partner institution (where relevant): actions that may arise as an outcome of 
partner institution visits.  

In addition to the standard documents provided for the Annual Programme Review meetings, 
those involving a c ollaborative TPAP may also include the minutes of joint committees (or 
equivalent) with the partner institution that are concerned with quality assurance. It is also 
expected that the collaborative TPAP will be discussed at appropriate points in the relevant 
joint committee meetings with the partner. 
 
Research degree programmes 

5.6 Research degree programmes 
The Research Degree Programmes and Examinations Board reviews information annually on 
each school’s admission, progression and completion rates. 
 
The introduction of an annual  review process for research degrees programmes consistent 
with the taught programmes structure is under consideration.  
 

http://www.arcs.qmul.ac.uk/qa/programme_monitoring_apr/index.html
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6.  Periodic Review  

There are no substantive changes to this chapter. A few amendments have been made to 
reflect actual practice. The Periodic Review process will be considered this academic year by 
the Vice-Principal’s (Teaching and Learning) Advisory Group in the light of the new QAA 
Higher Education Review Handbook for Providers (June 2013) and the publication of the QAA 
UK Quality Code for HE, Chapter B8: Programme Monitoring and Review (to be published in 
autumn 2013).   

6.1 Purpose 
 
Periodic Review is a developmental process which tests the effectiveness of a 
school/institute’s mechanisms for the management of its programmes, ensuring that QMUL’s 
policies and procedures are operating as intended to safeguard academic standards and to 
provide a high-quality learning experience for students.    
 
The aims of Periodic Review are: 

• to assess the effectiveness of a school or institute’s processes for managing academic 
quality and standards, and that QMUL’s agreed policies and procedures are operating 
as intended to assure and enhance the standard of provision; 

• to consider how a school/institute is developing and implementing its Learning, 
Teaching and Assessment Strategy, and how QMUL’s Statement of Graduate 
Attributes is reflected in the curriculum; 

• to evaluate the currency of a school or institute’s programmes in the context of 
developments in the discipline, and its success in achieving its aims, and to consider 
its future plans; 

• to review all partnership, or partner supported delivery; 

• to commend and disseminate good practice; 

• to provide public information on the quality and standards of the school/institute. 

Periodic Review is a key component of QMUL’s quality framework and therefore needs to be 
conducted with a deg ree of formality and obj ectivity.  The intention is to engage in a 
structured and rigorous evidence-based dialogue in which there are high levels of 
transparency and a free flow of information.  Review will be undertaken by a panel of peers in 
partnership with the school/institute and in a spirit of openness which encourages the 
embedding of good practice. 

6.2 Scope 
This procedure covers the Periodic Review of a s chool/institute’s provision, including the 
schedule of reviews, the appointment and role of a panel , the responsibilities of the 
school/institute under review and t he outcomes of a review and their consideration.  The 
procedure covers all QMUL’s taught and research degrees, including collaborative provision. 

6.3 Associated documents 
Associated documents, including a template for production of the SED, can be found on the 
Academic Registry and C ouncil Secretariat (ARCS) web site: 
http://www.arcs.qmul.ac.uk/quality/periodic-review/index.html  

6.4 What is Periodic Review? 
Periodic Review is an ev aluation of a s chool or institute’s systems and procedures for 
managing, maintaining and enhanc ing academic quality and s tandards of teaching and 
learning.  It involves a self-evaluation by the school/institute concerned followed by review of 

http://www.arcs.qmul.ac.uk/quality/periodic-review/index.html
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the self-evaluation by a panel comprising members of QMUL and external subject specialists 
from other higher education institutions or from the professions. 

Periodic Review aims to identify and v alidate good practice and may also provide specific 
recommendations to improve academic quality and standards. These recommendations may 
be relatively minor or they may be more substantial.  However they will always be discussed 
with the school/institute concerned. 

The process of Periodic Review applies to undergraduate, postgraduate taught, and research 
degree provision in all academic schools, or institutes within QMUL. The process also applies 
to small-scale collaborative provision offered by the body under review. The majority of 
collaborative programmes will be considered within the overall provision for a given academic 
school/institute at QMUL. In recognition of the potential increased levels of risk to academic 
standards and quality, medium and l arge-scale collaborative programmes and programmes 
distinct from other school/institute structures will undergo a discrete programme, or group of 
programmes, Periodic Review process in line with the cycle of reviews. This does not apply to 
articulation, year abroad or research degree provision. 

A school/institute preparing for Periodic Review will be supported by the Academic Registry 
and Council Secretariat. 

6.5 Schedule and format 
The schedule of Periodic Reviews is normally based on a six year cycle which is published by 
the Academic Registry and Council Secretariat.  T he schedule is determined by the Vice-
Principal (Teaching and Learning) in consultation with faculty Deans for Taught Programmes 
and heads of schools, or the head of the relevant institute in the School of Medicine and 
Dentistry, and taking into account visits by professional and statutory bodies where possible. 

The Academic Registry and Council Secretariat confirm the date for the Periodic Review, 
approximately six months in advance, in liaison with the head of school/institute, the Chair of 
the panel and the External Reviewers.   

6.6 Self-Evaluation Document 
Approximately six months in advance of a Periodic Review, schools/institutes are given a 
copy of the framework for a Periodic Review self-evaluation document.  The framework for the 
self-evaluation document is based on guidance from the QAA and is designed so that its 
completion produces a self-evaluation of a school/institute’s quality and standards.  It is the 
responsibility of the head of school/institute to co-ordinate the completion of the self-
evaluation document.  It is recommended that the development of the self-evaluation is 
progressed via discussion within school/institute meetings or equivalent and t hat the final 
document commands independent local ownership.   

Six weeks before the Periodic Review, the school/institute should lodge a draft self-evaluation 
document plus supporting documentation with the panel Secretary.  S upporting 
documentation should consist of: 

• External Examiner reports and responses for the past three years; 

• a programme specification for each programme of study offered by the 
school/institute;  

• taught programme action plans and any notes of annual programme review meetings 
for all provision including collaborative; 

• collaborative provision agreements where appropriate; 

• PSRB accreditation reports where appropriate; 

• a report from the placement organiser (where appropriate) reviewing student, 
employer and external examiner feedback on placements; 
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• school/institute/programme handbooks for students, translated as necessary; 

• a diagrammatic overview of the school/institute’s committee structure for managing 
teaching and learning quality, including any collaborative provision; 

• the school/institute’s current teaching and learning strategy; 

• minutes of school/institute teaching related committees, and Student-Staff Liaison 
Committees. 

Please note that a dedicated SED with supporting documents will be required where 
collaborative provision is the subject of a separate panel meeting. 

A formal meeting will be arranged to discuss the review and SED requirements with 
appropriate members of the school/institute under review.  The purpose of this exercise is to 
assist schools/institutes in the production of an evaluative document which will provide the 
panel with the information it requires for a c onstructive Periodic Review meeting.  T he 
Periodic Review itself takes place over a relatively short period of time, and an appropriately 
structured SED will help make the most of the time available. The review secretary will 
provide feedback on a draft SED for schools/institutes that would find this helpful. 

Once the draft SED has been agr eed, full sets of documentation should be s ubmitted 
electronically. Twelve hard copies of the SED (without appendices) are required.  The 
appendices and the SED should be provided on twelve memory sticks. A paper copy of the 
SED and a m emory stick will be s ent to each member of the review panel.  T he 
school/institute may opt to submit copies of additional internal documentation, or external 
material, if it relates to an ar ea identified in the self-evaluation document as a par ticular 
strength or weakness.  T he panel reserves the right to request copies of further 
school/institute documents in order to clarify particular areas of interest.  However such 
requests will be kept to a minimum and will relate to existing documents only.   

The Academic Registry and Council Secretariat circulate the documentation to the Periodic 
Review panel together with a c opy of the previous Periodic Review report for the 
school/institute. 

6.7 Student Surveys 
The Academic Registry and C ouncil Secretariat will discuss with the school/institute under 
review the availability of information on student opinion about their programmes (in addition to 
module evaluation), and will consider with the Vice-Principal (Teaching and Learning) whether 
to conduct an on-line survey for students about the quality of their learning experiences.  The 
school/institute will be expected to email students with a link to the anonymous survey web 
page.  The Academic Registry and Council Secretariat will write a summary of the surveys, 
including student comments, for the panel to consider. 

6.8 Panel composition 
A Periodic Review panel will normally comprise: 

• a Chair nominated by the Vice-Principal (Teaching and Learning); 

• Vice President (Education), Students’ Union or nominee; 

• a member of academic staff from outside of the Faculty/SMD in which the 
school/institute under review is based; 

• Academic Director of the Centre for Academic and Professional Development and/or 
their nominee; 

• Dean for Taught Programmes/Dean for Education, SMD;  

• Vice-Principal (Research) or nominee from the Doctoral College; 

• two External Reviewers; 
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• a member of the Academic Registry and Council Secretariat [Secretary]. 

For Periodic Reviews of institutes within the SMD, the Dean for Education, SMD will act as a 
panel member.  For  all other schools, the Dean for Taught Programmes of the Faculty in 
which the school is based will act as a panel member. If the home school/institute of the Dean 
for Taught Programmes or SMD equivalent is the school/institute being reviewed then a 
different Dean for Taught Programmes or equivalent will be asked to serve on the panel. 

Reviews are chaired by the Vice-Principal (Teaching and Learning) or their nominee.  
Approximately six months in advance of the review the head of school/institute will be asked 
to nominate two subject specialists external to QMUL to join the Periodic Review panel as 
External Reviewers.  In consultation with the Chair, the Academic Registry and Council 
Secretariat approaches the nominees and, on behalf of QMUL, invites them to participate in 
the Periodic Review.   

Some reviews take place over two days, with a panel meeting on the afternoon of the first day 
to consider questions and lines of enquiry for the meetings with staff and students on the 
second day. The head of school/institute is asked to nominate a member of staff to be 
available to join the Periodic Review panel for its pre-meeting on the morning of the second 
day of the review if the panel requires assistance with any factual questions or to co-ordinate 
further information the panel may need.  This person should have an overview of the 
school/institute’s teaching, systems and procedures.   

Where partner supported provision is subject to a separate panel meeting, this may require 
some adjustments to the panel membership, for example the head of  school/institute may 
wish to nominate a different member of staff with an overview of the collaborative provision 
and QMUL may wish to include an i nternal panel member with experience of partner 
supported provision.   

6.8.1 The External Reviewers 
An External Reviewer is normally a s enior academic who is not a m ember of QMUL staff.  
S/he should have knowledge of the discipline concerned and, where possible, should have 
experience of Periodic Review in their own institution or external review by the QAA or 
relevant professional body.  S/he should not have had any formal links with the 
school/institute under review within the previous 5 years.   

The External Reviewers play a vital role in assisting the panel to identify key issues to be 
explored during the visit to the school/institute and play a full part in the panel’s meetings with 
school staff and students, and the identification of conclusions and recommendations.  In 
particular, External Reviewers are able to identify excellence in provision, they are able to 
make comparisons with similar provision at other institutions and comment on the currency of 
a school or institute’s programmes in the context of developments in the discipline, and can 
offer feedback on the appropriateness of aims and l earning outcomes to future career 
development.  External Reviewers are invited to comment on the report of the Review and the 
school/institute’s response to the report.  Each External Reviewer is provided with an outline 
of their role as a member of an Periodic Review panel and receives a fee from the College. 

6.9 The role of panel members 
The role of all panel members is to: 

• identify significant themes/issues for discussion; 
• construct and manage an agenda for the Periodic Review which enables them to 

explore these themes/issues through dialogue with the school/institute; 
• pursue lines of enquiry which allow them to test and verify whether current structures 

and procedures are fit for purpose; 
• make evidence-based judgements about the maintenance and enhancement of quality 

and standards. 
• Make evidence based judgements about QMUL’s relation with a par tner institution 
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(where appropriate) 

6.10 The Periodic Review 
Periodic Review is informed by the QAA’s Institutional Review of Higher Education Institutions 
in England and Northern Ireland: A Handbook for Higher Education Providers (March 2012). 
The review method and requirements will be reviewed in the light of  in the light of the new 
QAA Higher Education Review Handbook for Providers (June 2013) and t he forthcoming 
publication of the QAA UK Quality Code for HE, Chapter B8: Programme Monitoring and 
Review to be publ ished in autumn 2013). However, Periodic Review is not conducted to a 
pre-determined template.  Lines of inquiry are derived from panel members’ analysis of the 
specific documentation produced for each Periodic Review.  T he expectation is that whilst 
Periodic Reviews will pursue a number of common and generic themes, each Periodic 
Review will be ‘tailored’ to local circumstances. 

A Periodic Review usually takes place in the Colette Bowe Room (formerly the Council Room) 
in the Queens’ Building on t he Mile End Campus, but may also take place at a par tner 
institution, or via video-conferencing facilities. A pre-meeting is arranged, up to one week 
before the actual Review meeting, between the panel Chair and t he panel secretary.  The 
agenda for this meeting includes:  

• identification of broad areas for discussion; 

• review of issues submitted in advance by the External Reviewers; 

• clarification of any issues; 

• confirmation of those members of staff who will meet with the Periodic Review panel; 

• logistics for the Review. 

A briefing meeting with the school/institute under review may also be arranged if the school 
requests this. 

The self-evaluation document acts as the basis for discussions between the panel and t he 
school/institute.  The panel meets with nominated academic, administrative, technical and 
support staff from the school/institute to discuss the self-evaluation document.  This series of 
meetings normally takes place over one day.  The panel also meets with students who should 
normally represent all programmes available within the school/institute.  It is the 
school/institute’s responsibility to arrange for staff and student representatives (undergraduate 
and postgraduate) to attend these meetings.  The panel may opt to run parallel sessions with 
selected panel members meeting with different groups of staff/students. 

An outline agenda is available for guidance, and c an be downloaded from 
http://www.arcs.qmul.ac.uk/quality/periodic-review/index.html.  S pecific questions are not 
prescribed for the panel to ask; instead the panel will base its questions on issues arising from 
the analysis of the school’s self-evaluation document and student feedback. 

Support and adv ice relating to all aspects of a Periodic Review are available at any stage 
from the Academic Registry and Council Secretariat. 

6.11 Outcome 
It is essential that feedback is provided quickly and in sufficient detail to support the 
school/institute and en able any recommendations for improvement to be i mplemented.  
Feedback is provided : 

• as a written summary of the main commendations and r ecommendations within 
approximately three - five working days after the meeting; 

• and a full written report. 

http://www.arcs.qmul.ac.uk/quality/periodic-review/index.html
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The Secretary to the Review will write up the Panel’s commendations and recommendations 
and, after the Chair has reviewed them, they will be sent to the School/institute and to Queen 
Mary Senior Executive. 

The panel’s conclusions and r ecommendations form the basis of a w ritten report of the 
Periodic Review.  T he report is drafted by the Secretary to the panel and will, inter alia, 
include: 

• developments since the previous QAA Subject Review/Periodic Review;  

• aims and learning outcomes; 

• curricula and assessment; 

• quality of learning opportunities: teaching and l earning, student admission and 
progression, and learning resources; 

• the maintenance and enhancement of standards and quality; 

• conclusions: commendable systems or procedures and any areas where further action 
has been identified as essential or advisable. 

The Periodic Review panel agrees the content of the report and it is then sent to the head of 
school/institute for comments on factual accuracy.  The report is finalised once any comments 
on factual accuracy are agreed by the Chair (and other panel members as necessary). 

The school then considers and drafts a response.  This response should take the form of a 
detailed and time bound action plan which gives an initial response to any issues raised and 
outlines how any recommendations will be addr essed.  T he action plan should be l odged, 
electronically, with the Secretary to the Review three months after receipt of the final version 
of the Periodic Review report.  

It is recommended that schools/institutes discuss the Periodic Review report and consider the 
implementation of the action plan within the relevant school or institute committee/s, and with 
partners as appropriate.  S chool/institutes will also discuss the report and action plan with 
their Student-Staff Liaison Committee/s and k eep students informed about action and 
progress in relation to issues raised by students in their discussion with the Periodic Review 
panel. Student concerns raised during a Periodic Review will be m onitored by ARCS, in 
partnership with the Student Unions’ Course Representative Co-ordinator. In addition, the 
Faculty Dean for Taught Programmes, who meets regularly with student course 
representatives, will also receive an updat e on s tudent matters following each Periodic 
Review for consideration and discussion with student representatives.  

The confirmed Periodic Review report and t he action plan will be c onsidered by the Vice-
Principal and Executive Dean for the Faculty, Queen Mary Senior Executive and Senate. Any 
particular issues of concern that require support or monitoring will be the responsibility of the 
Vice-Principal and Executive Dean for the Faculty, who may convene a group of dedicated 
staff to support the School under review in taking forward action, while the Senate will take an 
overview of any institutional issues that might require attention 

After twelve months the school/institute is required to lodge a p rogress report with the 
Academic Registry and Council Secretariat. This should include evidence that students have 
had the opportunity to see and discuss the report, and comment on any areas of concern they 
may have.  T he progress report will be considered by Senate, which reserves the right to 
request further progress reports if it deems necessary. The review report can be published or 
made available to individuals (both internal and ex ternal to the College) on r equest in 
accordance with HEFCE guidance.  

6.12 Reviewing the process 
The process of Periodic Review is subject to regular evaluation and review by the Senate.   
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7. Collaborative programmes 

This section will be updated to incorporate the changes arising from the establishment of the 
new Educational Partnerships Board of Senate, and to take account of guidance from the 
Quality Assurance Agency in the UK Quality Code for Higher Education, Chapter B10: 
Management of collaborative arrangements. The Educational Partnerships Board will 
consider a revised draft of this section of the Quality Handbook at its first meeting of 2013-14.   

7.1 Purpose 
QMUL has committed to engage in collaborative provision in its Strategic Plan , and 
International Strategy 2010-2015 recognising the opportunities and benefits that collaborative 
arrangements can offer in order to enhance research, knowledge transfer and t he student 
learning experience. 

This vision will be achieved “through focused engagement with high-quality institutions with 
whom QMUL want to form long-term stable partnerships” in the areas of research and through 
teaching partnerships with high-quality international institutions4.This document sets out 
QMUL’s policy and procedures for the development and approval of proposals for academic 
collaboration between QMUL and other institutions, both UK and overseas.  

The purpose of the Guidance is to support the development of collaborative provision with a 
view to enhancing the academic reputation of the College, assessing and managing potential 
risks while supporting the management of quality assurance arrangements.  

This guidance draws on the indicators laid out in the QAA UK Quality Code Chapter B10: 
Management of Collaborative Arrangements.  The approval process for new collaborative 
provision has been revised and streamlined with the new arrangements for Programme and 
Module Approval which were introduced in 2011/2012. In addition, the Queen Mary 
Collaborative Provision Framework has been updated to include the new collaborative 
arrangements.  

7.2 Scope 
The policy covers all partnerships that lead to an award of Queen Mary, University of London, 
or an award made jointly with another institution, or to admission to one of the College’s 
programmes with advanced standing or involving the exchange of staff or students.  It also 
includes partners that facilitate admission to programmes and/or have a role in determining 
entry standards.  

The policy does not cover: 

• Joint awards with overseas institutions: QMUL does not currently enter into joint award 
agreements with institutions outside the UK; it can enter into dual award arrangements 
in such cases; 

• Franchise or validation arrangements; 
• Exchanges arranged under the Erasmus scheme; 
• Individual research collaborations. 

QMUL does not enter into serial arrangements under any circumstances.  A  serial 
arrangement is where the partner institution delegates the responsibilities agreed with QMUL 
to another party through a separate arrangement. 

7.3 Associated documents 
The following documents and t emplates can be found on t he ARCS collaborative provision 
webpage:  

                                                
4 Queen Mary International Strategy  

http://connect.qmul.ac.uk/docs/Governance/future/32328.pdf
http://connect.qmul.ac.uk/docs/research/76603.pdf
http://www.arcs.qmul.ac.uk/quality/collaborative-provision/index.html
http://www.arcs.qmul.ac.uk/quality/collaborative-provision/index.html
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http://www.arcs.qmul.ac.uk/quality/collaborative-provision/index.html 

• Due Diligence Checklist  
• Risk Assessment Form  
• Template for Review of Activity prior to renewing or extending agreement  
• Stage 1 Partnership Proposal Form 
• Stage 1 Partnership & Programme Proposal Form (taught joint/dual programmes) 
• Stage 1 Partnership & Programme Proposal Form (SMD) 
• Stage 2 Academic Proposal Form (Articulation and Progression Agreements) 
• Stage 2 Split-site research degree proposal  
• Draft doctoral agreement 
• Memoranda Templates  

7.4 Principles 
The following key principles will underpin all partnership activity:  

• Academic reputation: Collaboration involving QMUL should be with institutions of good 
academic standing.  Advice on t he academic standing of a p rospective partner is 
available from the International Partnerships Office for international partners and from 
ARCS for partners within the UK. Any new partnership should contribute to and 
enhance the reputation of the College as well as of the school/institute sponsoring it.  
Where there is a difference of view between a school/institute and the College about 
the perceived reputational advantage of any proposed partnership, the College’s 
interest will take precedence. 

• Academic standards and awards: QMUL retains responsibility for the academic 
standards of all awards granted in its name, and is responsible for ensuring that the 
academic standards of its awards meet the expectations of the UK Quality Code for 
Higher Education. The academic standards of awards developed and delivered 
through partnership arrangements will be equivalent to those delivered by the College 
and will be compatible with any relevant UK benchmarking information. 

 
• Quality assurance: QMUL’s quality assurance procedures for collaborative activities 

follow the procedures set out in the QMUL QA Handbook.  Specific quality procedures 
required to support a collaborative arrangement should be set out in the agreement 
and should be approved at the relevant stage in the procedure. 

• Assessment of risk: Prior to submitting any new collaborative proposal, an assessment 
of possible risks should be undertaken in respect of both the partner and the proposed 
activity.  This should be done using the Due Diligence Checklist (Annex C) in all cases 
and in some cases the Risk Assessment Form (Annex D).  Issues to consider include: 

• Damage to QMUL reputation; 
• Financial risk; 
• Risks to QMUL academic standards and student experience; 
• Resource and capacity aspects. 

 
• Financial sustainability: All partnership activities should be financially sustainable, and 

should be f ully costed to give an i ndication of likely direct or indirect costs to the 
school/institute. The financial arrangements and responsibilities will be detailed in a 
written agreement between QMUL and the partner.   

• Consistency with QM Strategic Plan and International Strategy: Schools/institutes are 
encouraged to develop international links and to undertake international collaborative 
work. Any agreement with an overseas partner institution should be coherent with, and 
support the aims set out in QMUL International Strategy. It should also be coherent 
with the strategic plans of the academic units concerned. 

http://www.arcs.qmul.ac.uk/quality/collaborative-provision/index.html
http://connect.qmul.ac.uk/docs/Governance/future/3684.pdf
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• Legal framework: The responsibilities and obligations of the College and of the partner 
institutions will be set out in the Memoranda of Agreement which are legally binding 
documents. 

• Programme management: For any partnership leading to an award, the College’s 
management of the programme or module will operate in the same way as internal 
provision with formal approval and r eview through the College’s programme and 
module approval and review processes . 

• Admissions: The arrangements for admission to the collaborative programme 
are managed in accordance with QMUL’s normal recruitment and admissions 
policy.  Any specific admissions requirements are set out in the collaborative 
agreement and are articulated to students as part of the admissions process. 

• Assessment: Assessment processes and procedures of partner institutions 
should be c onsistent with the College’s Academic regulations and with the 
Queen Mary Academic Credit Framework. Special assessment arrangements 
will be specified in the Memorandum of Agreement. 

7.5 Types and definitions of collaborative activities  
The QAA defines collaboration provision as educational provision leading to an award, or to 
specific credit toward an award, of an awarding institution delivered and/or supported and/or 
assessed through an a rrangement with a par tner organisation.  A t QMUL this includes 
partners that facilitate admission to programmes and/or have a r ole in determining entry 
standards.  QMUL does not use its degree awarding powers and does not have any active 
franchise or validation arrangements.  

The following definitions are used to describe the collaborative activity covered by this policy: 

• Co-operation Agreement: where QM agrees to promote co-operation, discussions and 
positive academic relations with another institution for their mutual benefit, without 
establishing any binding legal relationship between the two institutions.  This can be 
finalised through a general Memorandum of Understanding. 

• Articulation agreement: formal arrangements between QMUL and another HEI, 
normally overseas, whereby credit taken at the approved partner leads to advanced 
standing on a pa rticular QMUL programme.  Admission to an intermediate stage of a 
QMUL programme is on the basis of the recognition of completion of study at the 
partner institution to an agreed standard, which counts as advanced standing credit on 
the student’s academic record5. 

• Progression agreement: this sets out the requirements for admission to the start of a 
QMUL degree programme following completion of studies at a partner institution.  
QMUL is responsible for setting out the requirements for admission to the beginning of 
each QMUL programme.  P rogression agreements do not  result in students 
automatically progressing to QMUL upon meeting the minimum entry requirements at 
the partner institution. In line with the QMUL Admissions Policy, an admissions offer 
will be sent to each student, outlining the requirements to be met. 

• Collaborative programmes for undergraduate and taught postgraduate provision 
(single, joint6  or dual award): 
 

• Single taught award: (including Distance Learning, Placement and Work-based 
learning): an a rrangement where QMUL and one or  more partner institutions 
collaborate to provide elements of a joint programme that leads to a single 

                                                
5 QMUL Academic Regulations 2013-14, 2.14-2.16 
6 QMUL is able to offer joint awards with other institutions in the UK, but is not currently permitted to offer a joint 
  award with overseas institutions.  QMUL is able to offer collaborative programmes with overseas institutions  
  that lead to dual awards.   

http://www.arcs.qmul.ac.uk/qa/programme_development/index.html
http://www.arcs.qmul.ac.uk/policy_zone/academic/Academic%20Regulations%202011-12.pdf
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award by QMUL. 

• Joint taught award: an arrangement where QMUL and one or more partner 
institutions together provide elements of a j oint programme that leads to a 
single award made jointly by both, or all, participants. 

• Taught dual award: an ar rangement where QMUL and a par tner institution 
collaborate to provide elements of a j oint programme leading to separate 
awards from each institution.  Arrangements involving more than two partners 
would lead to multiple awards in the same way. 

• Programmes delivered by distance learning: Distance Learning programmes are 
delivered and/or supported and/or assessed through means which generally do not  
require the student to attend QMUL. These programmes may operate via a 
collaborative arrangement where the partner institution is a host for assessment 
activities and may provide some aspects of learner support.   
 

• Placement learning: Placement learning arrangements incorporate approved 
structured learning provision that typically takes place outside QMUL as an i ntegral 
part of the QMUL programme. Placement activity will have clearly defined learning 
outcomes, appropriate for the academic level, that are essential to the programme of 
study. QMUL has agreed four main types of placement learning for internal purposes: 

 
[a] Work-based placements: The student is a c ontracted employee and t he 
emphasis of the placement is on gaining professional or technical employment 
experience. The student has the status, remuneration, and access to support 
structures commensurate with an employee of the organisation.  

 
[b] Internship placements: It is unusual for the student to be contracted as an 
employee. They complete work under supervision but the emphasis of the 
placement is on learning opportunities and educational experience.  

 
[c] Observer Placements: The student is not an employee and does  not 
undertake any work; the placement is focused on t he provision of learning 
opportunities. 

 
[d] Academic study placements (Study abroad and Exchange programmes): In 
Study Abroad and E xchange programmes the student is registered as a 
student at both the host partner institution and QMUL. The placement provides 
a period of academic study delivered by an overseas University, which is an 
integral credit-bearing part of a QMUL programme. Within the same scheme, 
visiting associate students study for one semester or a full year at QMUL. 
 

General responsibilities and expectations of partners involved in the above placement 
activities are set out in the Placement Learning Policy Matrix. 
 
QMUL has clear procedures in place to ensure that the study abroad and exchange 
programmes meet programme and academic regulations. For compulsory placements 
these procedures are contained in the School Year Abroad Handbook7, for optional 
placements the procedures are contained in the Quality Handbook and the International 
Partnership Office web pages (link to be provided).  
 
Further details regarding the four types of placement learning arrangements can be found 
in the QM Collaborative Provision Framework (section vii) and Guidance notes for 
collaborative proposals.   

 

                                                
7 Currently, SLLF are the only School with a compulsory year abroad. 

http://www.arcs.qmul.ac.uk/qa/Collaborative_provision/2012_13_guidance/Annex%20B_Placement%20Learning%20Policy%20Matrix.pdf
http://www.arcs.qmul.ac.uk/qa/Collaborative_provision/2012_13_guidance/QMCPF_Sept_%202012.pdf
http://www.arcs.qmul.ac.uk/qa/Collaborative_provision/2011-12/Guidance%20Notes%20for%20Collaborative%20Proposals_2012.pdf
http://www.arcs.qmul.ac.uk/qa/Collaborative_provision/2011-12/Guidance%20Notes%20for%20Collaborative%20Proposals_2012.pdf
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• Split-site research degree programmes (single, joint8 or dual award): Two models for 
split-site research degree (PhD) are available: strategic research partnerships and 
capacity building partnerships.  

 
[a] Strategic research partnerships: Collaborations between research degree 
supervisors at QMUL and s imilarly experienced researchers at high-quality 
Universities outside the UK, or commercial/industrial organisations in the UK or 
overseas with significant research capacity and reputation. 
 
[b]  Capacity building partnerships: Collaborations between research degree 
supervisors at QMUL and supervisors in institutions based in countries where UK-
equivalent standards of quality assurance cannot be guaranteed. The non-QMUL 
based advisor is not required to meet the usual criteria as a supervisor and as such 
is not responsible for providing the same level of advice and g uidance as the 
QMUL supervisor(s). 

 

• Associate research students (visiting research students): A student from another 
institution (UK or overseas) who can be enr olled at the College to undertake a 
programme of research at postgraduate level for an agreed period of time.  
 

• Agency Agreements: These are formal arrangements between QMUL and an  
organisation or individual who is contracted by QMUL for marketing and recruitment of 
students, or related activity.    

7.6 Process and procedures 
Approval of any new collaborative provision is in one or two stages depending on the nature 
of the proposal as illustrated in the Collaborative Approval Table.   All proposals should pass 
through Stage 1 for initial approval of the partnership.  The table also indicates when the Due 
Diligence and Risk Assessment Forms should be completed. For ease of working through the 
process, please consult the Approval Process Flowchart. This also indicates which cases 
need also to pass through stage 2.  

• Stage 1 – Partnership Proposal: Queen Mary Senior Executive (QMSE) to approve the 
strategic concept of the proposed partnership, its aims and obj ectives and consider 
any financial implications. The Taught Programmes Board (TPB) to assess in detail 
the collaborative proposal and t he good standing of the proposed partner institution 
through due diligence and risk assessment processes. 

• Stage 2 – Taught Programmes Board to grant Academic Approval in relevant cases.  
Stage 2 can usually only commence once stage 1 is completed 

• Following QMSE strategic approval, stage 1 d ue diligence and stage 2 ac ademic 
approval may, depending on the complexity of the proposal, proceed in parallel. All 
relevant details are provided in the QM Collaborative Framework and Guidance 
documents. http://www.arcs.qmul.ac.uk/quality/collaborative-provision/index.html 

Please note that Stage 1 approval must be obtained prior to schools/institutes committing to 
ANY form of agreement with an ex ternal party (including Memoranda of Understanding), or 
entering into any financial obligation related to the collaboration. 

7.7 Initial development of proposals 
Initiation may come from the school/institute, College or from the proposed partner. At the 
initial stage, a series of discussions will typically take place internally between school/institute 
staff, and be tween the school/institute and t he potential partner in order to explore the 

                                                
8 QMUL is able to offer collaborative programmes with overseas institutions   that lead to dual awards.   
 

http://www.arcs.qmul.ac.uk/qa/Collaborative_provision/2012_13_guidance/Collaborative%20approval%20table%20Annex%20A.pdf
http://www.arcs.qmul.ac.uk/qa/Collaborative_provision/2012_13_guidance/Approval%20FLOWCHART%20.pdf
http://www.arcs.qmul.ac.uk/quality/collaborative-provision/index.html
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possibility of any proposal.  These discussions are an opportunity to ensure that the proposed 
partner is of an appr opriate academic standing in relation to the College, to identify any 
possible risks as well as benefits.  The Risk Assessment Form in Annex D may be useful in 
this respect.  

Schools and institutes are encouraged to discuss collaborative proposals with the Academic 
Secretariat and the International Partnership Office (IPO) in the developmental phase. Please 
contact Harriet Howe who can provide support and assistance with completion of approval 
forms and processes.  

 The Academic Secretariat can give advice on the approval process and can provide 
guidance on the documentation required and on quality assurance matters. For details of the 
general collaborative approval process and partnership approval, please contact Raluca 
Vasiliu-McIver. For further information on issues related to academic approval please contact 
Daniel Chandler or Sian Marshall.  

7.8 Criteria for successful partnerships 
The following reference points should be used when developing the proposal: 

• UK Quality Code for Higher Education: Chapter 10: Management of collaborative 
arrangements; 

• QMUL Academic Credit Framework; 
• QMUL Strategic Plan 
• QM International Strategy 
• School/Institute plans (including international marketing plans) 

Before any significant work is undertaken, staff should secure strategic approval from their 
Head of school/institute. Plans to develop new partnerships should usually be identified in the 
context of the Planning and Accountability Review (PAR).  

7.9 Stage one approval of a new partnership activity 
7.9.1 Stage 1 Partnership Proposal Form 
This form should be used for the following types of collaborative activities: 

• Co-operation agreement (MoU); 
• Articulation agreement; 
• Progression agreement 
• Study Abroad and Exchange programmes 
• Single Taught Award (including Distance learning, placement and work-based 

learning); 
• Split-site research degrees 

 

NB: For Taught Joint and Dual awards, follow separate procedures as set out below.  

The form requires schools/institutes to provide details of their proposed partner(s) and the 
programme(s) that they wish to develop.  It should be c ompleted by the school/institute 
submitting the proposal following discussion with the International Office for overseas 
proposals or the Education Liaison and Access Office for UK-based proposals. Proposers 
should take account of International Office Marketing and Country Plans  before embarking on 
any new partnership. Schools/institute should talk to appropriate staff in the Faculty and 
professional service departments, and should take into account the Queen Mary Academic 
Credit Framework policy and also the Academic Regulations and any relevant sections of the 
Quality Assurance Handbook. Large scale, cross-faculty proposals should be approved by the 
relevant Vice-Principal. 

The information about the proposed partnership arrangement is essential to enable QMSE to 
determine whether the proposed partnership opportunity has sufficient merit and is in line with 

mailto:h.howse@qmul.ac.uk
mailto:r.vasiliu-mciver@qmul.ac.uk
mailto:r.vasiliu-mciver@qmul.ac.uk
mailto:d.chandler@qmul.ac.uk
mailto:s.e.f.marshall@qmul.ac.uk
http://www.qaa.ac.uk/AssuringStandardsAndQuality/quality-code/Pages/Quality-Code-Part-B.aspx
http://www.qaa.ac.uk/AssuringStandardsAndQuality/quality-code/Pages/Quality-Code-Part-B.aspx
http://www.arcs.qmul.ac.uk/policy_zone/academic/queen_mary_academic_credit_framework.pdf
http://connect.qmul.ac.uk/docs/Governance/future/32328.pdf
http://connect.qmul.ac.uk/docs/Governance/future/3684.pdf
http://qm-web.corporateaffairs.qmul.ac.uk/international/planningandmarketingintelligence/schoolsplans/index.html
http://qm-web.corporateaffairs.qmul.ac.uk/international/planningandmarketingintelligence/countryplans/45869.html
http://www.arcs.qmul.ac.uk/policy_zone/academic/queen_mary_academic_credit_framework.pdf
http://www.arcs.qmul.ac.uk/policy_zone/academic/queen_mary_academic_credit_framework.pdf
http://www.arcs.qmul.ac.uk/docs/policyzone/111285.pdf
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the QMUL Strategic Plan, School/Institute plans (including international marketing plans) and 
relevant to the College International  and Learning and Teaching Strategies.  

Particular issues to take into account when completing this form: 

• Associated deadlines: Provide information on any  other important timescales 
associated with the development of the activity, for example, timescales and 
committee dates set by the partner to approve the collaboration, or timescales for 
marketing the partnership activity. 

• Summary of the Proposed Collaboration: The proposer should provide information 
about the nature of the collaborative activity and, if known, indicate the roles and 
contributions of the partner. 

• Partnership rationale: This section sets the proposal within the school/institute context 
and the wider context of QMUL. The key benefits of the partnership to the 
school/institute and the College should be hi ghlighted here with reference to its ‘fit’ 
with the QMUL Strategic Plan and s chool/institute plans (including international 
marketing plans) and its relevance to the QM International and Learning and Teaching 
Strategies. 

• Resources: Indication of any major resourcing implications of the proposed 
collaboration, such as requirements for significant or additional space, facilities, 
equipment and staffing should be noted in this section. 

• Signatures: The proposal should be nor mally signed by the Head of school/institute 
and endorsed by the Faculty Vice-Principal. This will confirm that the School or 
Institute can fund the resources required in relation to the proposed activity.  

7.9.2 Split-site doctoral degrees 
If a student or cohort of students will spend a s ignificant proportion of their programme 
receiving supervision at another institution or organisation (including industrial partners) then 
these arrangements must be appr oved under the new policy. Under such arrangements 
students may be registered only for an aw ard from QMUL (for example with industrial 
partners), or for an award from QMUL and a partner institution (a double/dual award 
arrangement). 

 For both models of partnerships (strategic and c apacity building), QMSE will grant the 
strategic approval; this will be f ollowed by approval of the doctoral programme and partner 
approval through due diligence and risk assessment by the Research Degrees Programmes 
and Examinations Board (RDPEB). For more information about split-site research degrees, 
the Guidance document should be consulted. 

7.9.3 Stage 1 Partnership and Programme Proposal (taught joint/dual programmes) 
Form 
This form combines the requirements for Stage 1 Partnership Proposal with Part 1 
Programme Proposal and should be used for seeking approval of new taught joint/dual 
programmes to be delivered with a new external party.  

Please note that in addition to providing the general partnership information, the following 
aspects should be considered with the appropriate professional service department regarding 
the proposed programme: 

• the marketing strategy for the programme with Marketing and Communications; 
• the library resources required with Library Services;  
• proposed non-standard fees need to be approved by the Marketing, Recruitment and 

Admissions Group. 

Ideally, the development process should start at least 12 months before the first delivery of a 
programme.  P roposers should take due c onsideration of the timescales and deadl ines for 

http://connect.qmul.ac.uk/docs/Governance/future/3684.pdf
http://www.learninginstitute.qmul.ac.uk/wp-content/uploads/2010/09/LTA_Strategy.pdf
http://www.arcs.qmul.ac.uk/qa/Collaborative_provision/2012_13_guidance/Doctoral%20guidance%20document.pdf
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developing a new programme of study. Please refer to Chapter 4 on Programme and Module 
Development.  

Particular issues to take into account when completing this form: 

• Summary of the proposed collaboration: The proposer needs to describe the nature of 
the proposed collaborative activity. If it is known, the anticipated level of contribution 
from the partners should be indicated here and if there will be a lead institution.  

• Partnership and Programme Rationale: The proposal should set the Partnership and 
Programme rationale within the context of the school/institute as well as the wider 
QMUL context. It should say how the programme fits in with the academic plan and 
the Planning and A ccountability Review as agreed between the school/institute and 
the relevant Faculty Vice-Principal and Executive Dean. Programme proposers should 
address the following issues when putting forward a new programme of study: 

o the partnership’s ‘fit’ with the QMUL Strategic Plan and School/Institute plans 
(including international marketing plans) and its relevance to the QM 
International and Learning and Teaching Strategies 

o the programme’s ‘fit’ within existing provision in the School/Institute and, if 
appropriate, in relation to that of other areas of the College; 

o evidence of student demand and how  the programme might broaden the 
recruitment base of the school; 

o how existing programmes would benefit from its introduction; 

o its position in relation to national and international trends in the area of study; 

o prospects for graduate employment and/or postgraduate study; 

o the relationship to the QAA subject benchmark statement and the National 
Qualifications Framework; 

o how the programme might enhance the research base of the school. 

• Programme Description: The proposer is required to provide a programme description 
for the proposed programme (this will appear in marketing materials). This should 
include information that may be helpful for marketing the programme, e.g. distinctive 
strength in the School. 

• Marketing Information:  Programme proposers should provide evidence that there is a 
demand in the market for the new provision. Advice may be sought from Marketing 
and Communications and the International Office in identifying this information. The 
International Office Marketing and C ountry Plans  should also be c onsulted. This 
section might include: 

o A level trends and UCAS or HESA data; 
o UK, EU and international economic data and regional, national or sector-

specific data; 
o Consideration of whether the market is UK-only, EU or international (the 

International Office should be consulted); 
o Feedback from prospective, current and former students – via questionnaire or 

focus groups; 
o Employer feedback and feedback from Professional or Statutory Regulatory 

Bodies (the Careers Service should be consulted). 
 

• Competitor Provision: The proposer is required to provide a brief summary including 
the programme titles and length of time these have been of fered and to include the 
number of applicants and registered students. 

• Entry Requirements: The proposer will provide the entry requirements for the 
proposed programme, e.g. A-levels or other relevant qualification, first degree, 

http://qm-web.corporateaffairs.qmul.ac.uk/international/planningandmarketingintelligence/countryplans/45869.html
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IELTS/TOEFEL score, etc. Additional guidance on entry requirements can be obtained 
from the Admissions and R ecruitment Office. For International students details of 
recognised international qualifications can be provided here. The International Office 
can provide country specific information on recognised international qualifications. 

• Indicative Curriculum: The indicative curriculum for the proposed programme in terms 
of proposed modules to be s tudied in each academic year of study will be provided 
under this section. In marketing material this will appear ‘subject to approval’.  

• Professional Accreditation: The proposer will specify if there are any Professional 
Statutory and Regulatory Bodies (PSRBs) in relation to the programme as some 
professional bodies have particular rules regarding the overseas provision. 

• Resources: The proposed resourcing arrangements for the partnership should be 
summarised in this section. In order for QM to be satisfied that the proposed partner 
can meet its obligations under the proposed agreement, it is the usual expectation that 
the due diligence process will include a visit to the partner institution. This visit should 
identify any specific or additional human and physical resourcing requirements. The 
proposal will be accompanied by detailed costing information/business plan for the 
programme. A costing model template for UG and P GT programmes has been 
developed and is available on the Finance web pages along with information on 
support for completing the template.  

• Once a programme has passed Stage 1 Partnership and Programme approval it can 
be marketed. In order to publicise a new programme the school/institute administering 
the programme (through the programme proposer) should liaise directly with 
Marketing and Communications to ensure that all the necessary information required 
to market the programme is provided.  

• Signatures: The proposal should be normally signed by the Head of School/Institute 
and endorsed by the Faculty Vice-Principal. This will confirm that the school or 
institute can fund the resources required in relation to the proposed activity. 

7.9.4 Key points to consider 
The taught joint award programme is generally the most complex form of collaborative 
provision. The following elements need to be taken into consideration: 

• QMUL is responsible for evaluating the provision and quality assurance arrangements 
at the partner institution (including, inter alia, curriculum monitoring, external 
examining, double marking); 

• Marks and academic credit achieved at the partner institution will normally contribute 
to the algorithm for the QMUL award.  QMUL is therefore responsible for ensuring the 
equivalence of marks and credit that will be taken into account; 

• Joint programme regulations are often required; 
• A joint degree certificate will be issued; 
• The quality assurance processes to be followed will be articulated in the Memorandum 

of Agreement; 
• The partner institution must be able to pool their degree awarding powers to award a 

joint degree. 

In the case of dual award programmes, separate degree certificates are normally issued from 
each institution. Further advice should be sought from the Academic Secretariat. Please note 
that QMUL does not currently enter into joint award initiatives with institutions outside the UK. 
QMUL is able to engage in collaborative programmes with overseas institutions that lead to 
dual awards only.  

7.9.5 Due Diligence Checklist and Risk Assessment Form 
Both Stage 1 Partnership Proposal and Stage 1 Partnership and Programme Proposal forms 
must be accompanied by supplementary information on the proposed partner(s) using the 
Due Diligence Form.  
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Schools/institutes should also complete the Risk Assessment Form at 
http://www.arcs.qmul.ac.uk/quality/collaborative-provision/index.html where required and 
include it as part of their submission package.  In the case of a high risk result, 
Schools/institutes should seek further advice from the International Office and A RCS and 
provide any relevant supplementary documentation to strengthen the case. The following 
types of collaborative proposals require the Risk Assessment:  

• Articulation and Progression Agreements; 
• Single Taught Award (including Distance Learning, placement and work-based 

learning);  
• Split-site research degree programmes (risk assessment is required only for Capacity 

Building Partnerships); 
• Academic study placements (including Study Abroad and Exchange arrangements); 
• Joint/Dual Award Agreement 

Both the Due Diligence Checklist and the Risk Assessment Form will be scrutinised by the 
Taught Programmes Board (TPB) and the Research Degrees Programmes and Examination 
Board (RDPEB) for doctoral arrangements, who will assess if the prospective partner is of 
good standing and has the capacity to fulfil its designated role in the arrangement.   

The purpose of ‘due diligence’ is to attempt to manage any risk that might arise in relation to 
working in collaboration with another institution. A starting point will be an examination of the 
legal status of the prospective partner, which is relevant to the party’s capacity to enter into a 
contract.  

Because of the added complexity involved in some collaborative arrangements derived from 
working with partners in distant locations and with different cultural approaches, the potential 
risks need to be carefully assessed. 

The questions in the Due Diligence Check-list and the Risk Assessment Form are intended to 
provide the TPB and RDPEB with the necessary information to determine what risks if any are 
associated with a proposal and the type of mitigation that may be required to address them. 

A “high risk” assessment for a proposed collaboration does not necessarily indicate 
prohibition.  However, it would indicate that a more extensive examination would be required 
of the collaborative proposal and the potential partner.  

For students who are travelling abroad for their placement there should be a risk assessment 
(the International Office can help with this), and the Memorandum of Agreement should 
specify any health and safety and insurance requirements. 

7.9.6 Submission of Stage 1 Proposals 
The completed Stage 1 Partnership Proposal or Stage 1 Partnership and Programme 
Proposal forms together with the Due Diligence Check-list and Risk Assessment (where 
required) should be submitted to the Academic Secretariat who will scrutinise the 
documentation and will arrange for consideration by Queen Mary Senior Executive (QMSE) 
and the Taught Programmes Board (TPB)/Research Degrees Programmes and Examination 
Board (RDPEB). 

Following QMSE and TPB/RDPEB approval, a g eneral Memorandum of Understanding 
between the two partners can be drafted and sent to ARCS who will arrange for signature by 
the Principal.    

Where the proposal does not need t o go through a second approval stage (normally non-
award initiatives), the Memorandum of Agreement with detailed arrangements must still be 
prepared with advice from the Academic Secretariat before the collaborative activity can 
proceed.  

http://www.arcs.qmul.ac.uk/quality/collaborative-provision/index.html
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A member of academic staff should normally take the lead in the preparation and submission 
process.  S/he will be the main point of contact for follow-up.  The Academic Secretariat will 
notify the proposal lead of the outcome of QMSE consideration.  

If the information is not considered sufficient, QMSE and the TPB/RDPEB may ask for 
supplementary details about the partner or the partnership proposal.  

7.10. Stage two approval (where applicable) 
7.10.1 Stage 2 academic approval 
For Taught Single, Joint or Dual awards agreements the relevant Part 2 Programme proposal 
documentation should be submitted to the Taught Programmes Board (TPB). Please seek 
advice from the Academic Secretariat on how to prepare the submission. You can find all the 
details regarding academic approval arrangements on the Programme development web 
page. 

7.10.2 Stage 2 Academic Proposal Form (Articulation and Progression Agreements).  
This is used to seek academic approval to establish an articulation/progression agreement 
with an ex ternal partner. Prior to submitting Stage 2 proposals, plans to introduce 
articulation/progression agreements with new partners should be identified in the context of 
the Planning and Accountability Review (PAR).  

The Form consists of three Sections: Section 1 is for both Articulation and Progression 
proposals; Section 2 i s aimed at Progression arrangements and S ection 3 at  Articulation 
arrangements. Evidence of mapping the Partner’s programme to the corresponding QM 
programme(s) should be submitted in a separate annex. 

In the case of articulation agreements it is important to undertake rigorous academic scrutiny 
of the partners’ programme because students are using advanced standing to count towards 
the QMUL award. The curriculum mapping exercise should include the following: 

• information on t he College course to which students will articulate and t he stage at 
which students will be entering the course; 

• the course at the partner institution and relevant course and/or module outline; 
• information on t he comparability of the curriculum including a m apping of learning 

outcomes, learning and teaching methods, acquisition of skills relevant to future study; 
• evidence that students have attained the same standards as students studying the 

award at the College. 

For progression arrangements the evaluation of curriculum and partner quality assurance 
processes is important to determine appropriate attainment level for admission. 

Particular issues to take into account when completing this form: 

7.10.2.1 Section One 
• Professional, Statutory and Regulatory Bodies (PSRBs): If applicable, specify the 

professional/accrediting body for the programme and the nature of the accreditation. 
Consider whether there are any accreditation implications for students arriving on the 
programme through a progression/articulation route. 

• Partnership Liaison and Transition: The arrangements for liaising with the team at the 
partner institution regarding student numbers, admissions, and any additional support 
(induction, pastoral) that may be required for transition to the QM programme need to 
be described in this section. 

7.10.2.2 Section Two (progression arrangements) 
• Admission Criteria: The proposer is required to provide the programme title(s) and the 

level of achievement (such as grades and marks) that students should reach to be 
considered for admission to the QMUL award. The information should also indicate 
whether students will need to attend a selection interview and if there are any other 

http://www.arcs.qmul.ac.uk/quality/academic-development/index.html
http://www.arcs.qmul.ac.uk/quality/academic-development/index.html
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specific admissions requirements. For international applicants, the level of English 
language proficiency e.g. IELTS/TOEFL scores, should be indicated. 

• Curriculum and Learning Outcomes: The programme proposers should undertake an 
evaluation of the syllabus and i ntended learning outcomes of the programme and 
modules at the partner institution in order to identify the level of achievement for the 
admissions criteria.  

• Quality Assurance Mechanisms: Indicate the quality assurance arrangements in place 
at the partner institution, including information on as sessment, feedback and 
examinations, programme administration and programme management. 

7.10.2.3 Section Three (articulation agreements) 
• Point of Entry to QMUL: The proposer is required to indicate the point of entry on the 

QMUL programme that students will articulate onto. For a three year programme this 
is usually the second year, as QMUL does not currently enter into articulation 
agreements where students articulate onto the final year of the degree programme. 
Entry onto the first year of the programme would constitute a pr ogression 
arrangement, and s hould be s pecified in section 2 abov e. Admission to an 
intermediate stage of a QMUL degree programme is on the basis of the recognition of 
completion of study at the partner institution to an agreed standard, which counts as 
advanced credit on the student’s academic record. For further information on 
advanced standing the Academic Regulations (2.14 – 2.22)  should be consulted. 

• Articulation and Admission Criteria: For each award, the proposer needs to specify the 
level of achievement that must be reached at the partner institution e.g. students must 
complete years 1 and 2,  or the numbers of credits and l evel. Provide details of any 
progression requirements and average marks that students must achieve to articulate 
to the point of entry at QMUL. Consideration should be taken on whether students will 
need to fulfil any QMUL programme pre-requisites and w hether they will have to 
attend a selection interview. Articulation arrangements must be compliant with the QM 
Academic Credit Framework.  

• Curriculum and Learning Outcomes: This should explain how the Partner’s curriculum 
and intended learning outcomes are comparable with the level of the relevant modules 
at QMUL. Useful materials to scrutinise in this process include information that would 
be contained in programme and m odule specifications such as syllabi, learning 
outcomes, information on learning and teaching strategies, contact hours etc. 

• Quality Assurance Arrangements (including assessment): There should be a pr ocess 
to scrutinise for comparability the assessment regime in place for the partner’s 
identified programme. This may include the arrangements for setting and marking 
assessment, the assessment type profile (coursework and formal examination split) 
and regulations for resits. Useful materials to scrutinise in this process include 
samples of past examination papers, samples of coursework, and information on the 
module marking scheme. 

• Monitoring and R eview: In order that QMUL is able to discharge its responsibilities 
appropriately with respect to the Annual Review of Programmes (APR), medium and 
large-scale collaborative programmes undergo programme-based annual monitoring.  

• Signatures: The proposal should be nor mally signed by the Head(s) of 
School(s)/Institute which will be taken as confirmation of the funding for the required 
resources.  

 
7.10.3 Submission of stage 2 proposals 
The completed form and the following accompanying documents should be s ubmitted to 
Academic Secretariat who will arrange for the consideration of the proposal at Taught 
Programmes Board (TPB): 

http://www.arcs.qmul.ac.uk/docs/policyzone/111285.pdf
http://www.arcs.qmul.ac.uk/policy_zone/academic/Queen%20Mary%20Academic%20Credit%20Framework%20-%20FINAL%20at%2021-08-2012.pdf
http://www.arcs.qmul.ac.uk/policy_zone/academic/Queen%20Mary%20Academic%20Credit%20Framework%20-%20FINAL%20at%2021-08-2012.pdf
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• a draft Memorandum of Agreement 
• evidence of mapping the partner’s programme to the corresponding QM 

programme(s). 

Confirmation of approval by the Taught Programmes Board will be denoted by the signature 
of the TPB Chair. Where additional information or minor revisions to Stage 2 Proposals for 
Articulation and P rogression Agreements are required, these should be submitted within a 
two-week deadline from the date of the TPB meeting.  

Following approval by the TPB, the Academic Secretariat will inform the school/institute and 
will send the draft Memorandum of Agreement to the partner institution for final confirmation 
of the arrangements. The Academic Secretariat will then organise for the document to be 
signed by the relevant parties. 

It is recommended that the provision is approved at least 6 months in advance of the 
admission of students to the programme. 

7.10.4 Stage 2 Split-Site research degree programme proposal form  
The form should be completed by the supervisor(s) proposing the collaboration and signed by 
the Head of School.  It should then be forwarded to the Faculty Dean for Research for 
consideration, together with the draft partnership agreement. Proposals recommended by the 
Faculty Dean for Research will be s ubmitted to the Research Degrees Programmes and 
Examinations Board (RDPEB) for final consideration and approval on behalf of Senate.   

But also see associated documents (7.3) 

7.11  Research agreements 
Research agreements with external partners which might arise from strategic alliances with 
other universities and r esearch organisations, both home and ov erseas, will follow the 
following approval process: 

 
 Review and sign-off by the relevant Head of School and by the Faculty Vice Principal 
 Review of the agreement documents by Academic Registry and C ouncil Secretariat  
(ARCS)/International Partnership Office; 
 Institutional strategic approval of the proposed partnership (QMSE);  
 Review by the Joint Research Management Office (JRMO) and Queen Mary 
Innovation (QMI) for IP issues; 
 Report to Vice-Principal’s Research Advisory Group (VPRAG) for information or for 
sign-off if there are any issues to address. 

7.12. Agreement documents 
7.12.1 Memorandum of Understanding 
Typically, a Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) will be signed with the partner institution 
after Stage 1 approval for the development of the partnership has been granted.  The College 
has a standard MOU template used to confirm the relationship between QM and the partner 
at the highest level, to provide an umbrella agreement under which more specific agreements 
may be developed.  It is strongly recommended that an MOU is signed where there is a 
likelihood of a mutually beneficial form of cooperation.  The MoU is not legally binding; it is a 
statement of intent which sets forth the general basis upon which the Parties wish to proceed. 
Not all collaborative arrangements are required to develop MoUs. 

7.12.2 Memorandum of Agreement 
A Memorandum of Agreement (MoA) will be signed following approval of the developed 
provision.  This agreement will detail the respective responsibilities, roles and obligations of 
the parties.  The expectation is that a Memorandum of Agreement is fully signed before the 
collaborative programme commences.   The Memorandum of Agreement (or Co-operation) is 
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a legally binding document setting out the rights and obligations of the parties and detailing 
the collaborative arrangements which will normally vary depending on the type of Agreement.   
Typically a Memorandum of Agreement is valid for 5 years.  

7.12.3 QMUL Policy for Signatories of Collaborative Documents 
Following discussion between ARCS and the Principal's office the following Protocol for 
signing collaborative documents has been agreed:  

• all collaborative agreements must be checked by ARCS prior to submission to the 
relevant parties for signature.  A RCS is responsible for the register of collaborative 
provision and will check all documentation for accuracy and compliance with internal 
and external regulations; 

• all Memoranda of Understanding which are at College level must be s igned by the 
Principal; 

• any other subsequent Memoranda of Agreement at School/Faculty level with an 
external institution should be signed by the Principal, though he may delegate 
authority to the relevant VP to sign on his behalf;   

• however, where Memoranda of Agreement involve a pos sible commitment of 
resources outside of the remit of the relevant VP, then the Principal should always 
sign. 

7.12.4 Templates for Agreement Documents 
Sample Agreements are currently provided on t he Collaborative web page 
http://www.arcs.qmul.ac.uk/quality/collaborative-provision/index.html.  When drafting 
Memoranda of Understanding and Memoranda of Agreement, please consult the Academic 
Secretariat and the Partnership Office who can advise on t he right agreement model to be 
used. 

7.13 Management of collaborative programmes 
All collaborative and distance learning programmes are subject to QMUL’s quality framework: 
programme development and appr oval; external examining; annual programme review; 
periodic review; student module evaluation; student representation and feedback through 
Student Staff Liaison Committees.  Quality assurance arrangements specific to an agreement 
will be stipulated in the Memorandum of Agreement. 

7.13.1 External Examiners 
To ensure continuity, the same external examiner will be appointed to programmes that are 
delivered both internally and externally where this applies.  For overseas partnerships QMUL 
will have extensive discussions with the partner about the central role of the external 
examiner in British Higher Education in monitoring and s ecuring standards.  E xternal 
examiners will be appointed by QMUL where QMUL is the awarding institution.  Where a 
programme leads to a joint award, partners must also appoint an external examiner, so the 
appointment must satisfy the criteria of both institutions.  Where a programme leads to a dual 
award QMUL will appoint an external examiner(s) for the QMUL award.  The partner may, or 
may not appoint an e xternal examiner depending on the regulations for their award.  
However, it is strongly recommended that where this is the case, partners are encouraged to 
adopt a similar external approach to ensuring standards and that this is reflected in the 
Memorandum of Agreement. 

External examiners will be br iefed by the school/institute about the collaborative or FDL 
nature of the programme. 

7.13.2 Programme publicity 
All publicity for the proposed programme should be agreed with QMUL prior to publication.  In 
particular the use of the QMUL logo must be agreed as specified in the Memorandum of 
Agreement. 

http://www.arcs.qmul.ac.uk/quality/collaborative-provision/index.html
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7.13.3 Student handbook 
The student handbook will ensure that the requirements of the programme are clear to 
students including transparent information concerning the respective responsibilities of QMUL 
and the partner.  Students will also have clear information about the nature of the College’s 
relationship with the partner institution, and which institution is responsible for the delivery of 
particular learning outcomes.  The complaints and appeals procedure and the responsibilities 
of each partner in them will be clearly delineated.   

The student handbook will be reviewed annually by the school/institute who will also lodge a 
copy with the ARCS, translated as necessary.  The handbook and other information to 
students will be included in internal review. 

7.13.4 Student Staff Liaison Committees 
ARCS compile an ann ual summary of issues raised at SSLCs for Senate.  The annual 
summary report will include a s eparate section looking at the minutes of collaborative 
programmes. 

7.13.5 Review and renewal of existing Agreements 
During the academic year prior to the expiry of the collaborative agreement, there will be a 
review of the collaborative arrangement that will lead to a decision on whether to re-approve 
the arrangement for a further term, or to withdraw from the provision.  The Academic 
Secretariat will contact the QMUL Academic Lead o f the collaboration to initiate the review 
process. ARCS will coordinate a m eeting of key stakeholders to decide on t he process for 
renewal, which will consider such things as a review of the provision, a due diligence report 
and a potential panel visit to the partner institution.  

The academic co-ordinator of the collaborative arrangement will complete a Review of 
Activity/Renewal form six months before the Memorandum of Understanding and related 
agreements are due to expire.  
 
The renewal will be submitted to QMSE/TPB for approval and will have to be agreed by the 
Faculty VP.  
 
7.13.6 Annual Monitoring 
The effective monitoring and r eview of collaborative arrangements are central to QMUL’s 
assurance of the academic standards of its collaborative provision. The 
School/Institute/Faculty monitors the quality and standards of provision in accordance with the 
procedures set out in the QMUL Quality Handbook.  The QMUL Senate has an institutional 
overview of the monitoring processes.   

 
In order that QMUL is able to discharge its responsibilities appropriately with respect to 
Annual Programme Review (APR), medium and large-scale collaborative programmes - 
defined as programmes with twenty or more registered students - undergo programme based 
annual monitoring. These programmes complete a Taught Programmes Action Plan (TPAP) 
in line with QMUL’s APR procedure, which should be updat ed on an on-going basis and 
inform discussion at an annual APR meeting. This shall be l inked to the relevant 
school/institute TPAP. All other types of collaborative provision, including small-scale 
programmes, exchanges, articulations, visiting associate students, and placement learning 
are monitored through the schools’/institutes’ TPAPs. 
 
7.13.7 Periodic Review 
The Periodic Review process encompasses small-scale collaborative provision during the 
review of all aspects of an academic unit.  Therefore, the majority of collaborative 
programmes are considered within the overall provision for a given academic school/institute 
at QMUL. In recognition of the potential increased levels of risk to academic standards and 
quality, medium and large-scale collaborative programmes (as defined above) and 
programmes distinct from other school/institute structures will undergo a discrete programme, 
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or group of programmes, Periodic Review process in line with the cycle of reviews (every six 
years). 
 
There is provision for additional support and review if problems are highlighted through the 
Annual Programme Review or Periodic Review.  I f there is cause for concern or special 
review, a review 'panel' may be convened to consider areas of concern and monitor their 
resolution. 
 
7.13.8 Withdrawal from collaborative arrangements 
The Academic Secretariat must be not ified immediately of any intention to withdraw from a 
collaborative arrangement, or of the receipt of a termination notice from a partner institution.  
The Queen Mary Senior Executive and Senate (or delegated authorities) will be notified at this 
stage.   

A decision to withdraw from, or not renew, a c ollaborative arrangement must be 
communicated promptly between QMUL and the partner institution, to allow sufficient time for 
termination arrangements to be discussed and agreed in an exit agreement.  QMUL reserves 
the right to terminate a collaborative arrangement if it considers that there are risks to its 
academic standards and quality.   

The exit agreement will set out the respective responsibilities of QMUL and t he partner 
institution(s) for the period of time that will allow all eligible students to complete the 
collaborative programme.  During the termination period, the interests of these students are 
paramount. 

Careful management of the termination process is necessary to protect the academic 
standards and quality of the collaborative provision during the termination period and a lso 
mitigate reputational risks to QMUL.  In all cases, there will be due consideration of the quality 
of student experience and learning opportunities.   

7.13.9 Register of Collaborative Provision 
The QMUL Register of Collaborative Provision is updated following the approval and 
signature of the written agreement.  The Register of Collaborative Provision is an up-to-date 
and authoritative record of QMUL’s collaborative partnerships, and a listing of the 
collaborative programmes operating through those partnerships that lead to a QMUL award.   

The information published on the Register includes: 

• The type of collaborative activity 
• The name of the partner institution  
• Outline details of the collaborative programme  
• Number of students 
• Lead School 

 
Schools/institutes at QMUL are required to notify the Academic Secretariat of any change, or 
intended change, to the details held on the QMUL Register of Collaborative Provision at the 
earliest possible opportunity.   

The Register of Collaborative Provision will be r eviewed on an annual  basis by the Taught 
Programmes Board, so that it maintains an ov ersight of the scale and s cope of QMUL’s 
collaborations.  
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8. Student-Staff Liaison Committees 

Some minor updates have been made to the SSLC guidance in collaboration with the 
Students’ Union.  

8.1 Purpose  
The purpose of student-staff committees is to ensure that there is an effective channel for 
formal communication between students and staff in each school or institute, through which 
students can reflect and give feedback on t heir programme of study as an i ntegral part of 
QMUL’s systems and procedures for assuring academic standards and enhancing the student 
learning experience. 

8.2 Scope  
This procedure covers all students, part time and full time, undergraduate and postgraduate, 
taught and research.  It does not cover non-award-bearing continuing education.  

8.3 Associated documents  
Associated documents can be accessed from the Academic Registry and Council Secretariat 
(ARCS) web page: 
http://www.arcs.qmul.ac.uk/quality/student-feedback/index.html 
 
• Agenda template 

 
• Minutes and action plan template 

 
• Annual end of year report template 
Students can also access comprehensive information, guidance and advice about the course 
representative system on the Students’ Union web page at http://www.qmsu.org/coursereps. 
The Students’ Union will provide newly appointed reps with a comprehensive handbook and 
training session at the start of the academic year. 

8.4 Terms of reference  
The Student-Staff Liaison Committee (SSLC) is constitutionally advisory to the Head of 
School/Institute or, in the case of the MBBS to the Dean (Education) and in the case of the 
BDS to the Head of the Institute of Dentistry. 

SSLCs should have a clear remit.  Senate recommends the following Terms of Reference:  

To consider and discuss matters relating to:  

• The content and organisation of programmes of study and any proposed changes;  
 

• The provision of academic facilities and general School/Institute/Queen Mary facilities;  
 

• School/Institute social activities;  
 

• Provision for student welfare including the operation of the personal tutor system;  
 

• Arrangements for induction and study skills provision;  
 

• Local monitoring of academic standards through, for example, consideration of  t he 
School’s Taught Programmes Action Plan (TPAP) for undergraduate and postgraduate 
teaching, and discussion of student commentary (see: https://webapps.is.qmul.ac.uk/apr/), 
external examiners’ reports, first destination statistics and results of student evaluation 
questionnaires;  

http://www.arcs.qmul.ac.uk/quality/student-feedback/index.html
http://www.qmsu.org/coursereps
https://webapps.is.qmul.ac.uk/apr/
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• Initial consideration of the commendations and recommendations of Periodic Review 

reports, followed by regular reports on action taken in response. 
 

• Any other matters on which the SSLC wishes to express a view.  
 

Where detailed discussion of the teaching of a particular module takes place, some SSLCs 
choose to exclude the identity of the teacher concerned from the minutes.  

8.5 Membership  
 
8.5.1 Student representation  
There should be a m ajority of student members.  QMUL recommends that the minimum 
student representation on an SSLC should be as follows:  

8.5.1.1 Non-medical  
• at least one, and normally two, undergraduate students from each year; two should 

be the norm for any school with an i ntake of more than 20 unde rgraduates per 
year;  
 

• at least one postgraduate taught student, where applicable, per programme;  
 

• at least one postgraduate research student, where applicable;  
 

• where there are distinct academic groupings within a school, e.g. Environmental 
Sciences in Geography, provision should be m ade to ensure that they are 
represented; 

 
• Joint honours students should be represented within their host School through one 

of the following mechanisms: 
 

• A dedicated course representative for each year of every Joint Honours 
programme with more than 10 students enrolled; 

 
• One dedicated Joint Honours course representative for each year in 

Schools with small joint honours provision; 
 

• Representatives organised by subject area where there is a large amount 
of joint honours activity within the School (e.g. within SLLF). 
 

Additionally, Joint Honours representatives should be i nvited to meetings of the 
SSLC in their partner School or to give their feedback via email. 

 

8.5.1.2 School of Medicine and Dentistry  
SSLCs are organised for undergraduate medicine (including intercalated programmes) and 
for undergraduate dentistry (including intercalated programmes). Separate SSLCs operate for 
postgraduate provision administered by, and located in, SMD Institutes. 

• undergraduate SSLCS will have at least one, and normally two, student 
representatives from each year of a programme; 
 

• postgraduate SSLCs will have at least one postgraduate taught student per 
programme; 

• postgraduate SSLCs will have at least one postgraduate research student where 
appropriate. 
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Institutes may also organise separate PGT and PGR SSLCs. 

An SSLC can determine whether its meetings should be open to all those wishing to attend.  

8.5.2 Staff membership  
The Head of School / Institute or nominee should be a m ember, and t he Senior Tutor (or 
equivalent) should be an ex-officio member; the membership of other staff should be a matter 
for each school/programme area to establish, e.g. via a staff meeting or, in some areas, via 
nomination by the students.  S ome SSLCs may agree that members of academic support 
services, e.g. a Library representative can attend all or specific meetings.  

8.5.3 Chair of the SSLC  
It is for each SSLC to determine who should chair the committee.  Consideration should be 
given to electing a s tudent member as co-Chair.  T he Students’ Union can give student 
representatives training to enable them to fulfil this role. 

8.5.4 Secretary  
It is for each SSLC to determine who should act as secretary to the committee.  Formal 
minutes and action plan are required for each SSLC meeting. The action plan should be used 
to record progress towards addressing issues raised. It should be circulated with the minutes 
at the following meeting and publ icised to all students, for example through the 
School/Institute OLE. 

8.6 Election of student members  
Student members of an SSLC should be elected by the particular student constituency.  
Elections are organised by the Students Union; more information can be provided by the 
Students’ Union’s Education Zone Co-ordinator. 

8.7 Briefing of student members  
For SSLCs to be effective their role must be made known and their members must feel able to 
participate fully in meetings.  The Head of School or delegated person should ensure that 
student representatives are provided with written and or al briefings; these briefings could 
involve participation by experienced student representatives.  Details of the SSLC, including a 
description of the student representatives’ role, should be included in locally produced student 
handbooks and reference should be made to the SSLC during student induction. 

Training is also organised by the Students’ Union; more information can be provided by the 
Students’ Union’s Education Zone Co-ordinator. 

8.8 Organisation of meetings  
8.8.1 Frequency and timing of meetings  
SSLCs should meet at least once each semester with provision for further meetings if 
requested by members.  Some SSLCs arrange their meetings to take place over a buffet 
lunch in order to encourage attendance and this practice, where possible, is commended.  

Dates of meetings should be a greed by the SSLC and publ icised widely in advance – 
normally by the Head of School and/or the Secretary to the SSLC.  

8.8.2 Agendas  
An agenda should be distributed by the Secretary to all members in advance of the meeting 
and displayed to all staff and s tudents, e.g. via the School notice board or web pages.  
Agenda and minutes/action plan templates can be found on the ARCS web page:  

http://www.arcs.qmul.ac.uk/quality/student-feedback/index.html  

 

 

http://www.arcs.qmul.ac.uk/quality/student-feedback/index.html
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8.8.3 Canvassing student opinion  
Elected student representatives should be given the opportunity to address their colleagues at 
the beginning or end of a teaching session, both to elicit their opinions prior to a meeting of 
the Committee, and to report back on the outcome.  

Schools / Institutes should support student representatives to contact their student body via 
email. The preferred method is to set up a  mailing list by year of study. This allows 
representatives to communicate with students whilst keeping individual email addresses 
confidential. 

8.9 Follow-up  
The Chair should submit oral and written reports of the SSLC to the school staff meeting or, in 
the SMD, to the appropriate Committee, so that the SSLC’s recommendations can be acted 
upon promptly.  

The minutes of SSLC meetings are not deemed to be confidential. However where sensitive 
or confidential information need to be recorded these specific items may be marked as 
confidential. In this case a non-confidential version of the minutes of the meeting should be 
published. 

The SSLC Secretary should display minutes and the action plan of an SSLC meeting on 
school notice boards, on the OLE, on the School / Institute website or the minutes could be 
emailed to all students together with a record of the formal response to the SSLC’s 
recommendations.  R esponses to issues raised by students may also be di splayed on a  
dedicated “you said … we did” web page.  Faculty Deans for Taught Programmes will also 
monitor issues arising from SSLCs and their resolution, reporting back as necessary to the 
regular open sessions that they hold with students from their faculty. 

The SSLC Secretary should send copies of SSLC minutes and action plan to the ARCS within 
four weeks of the meeting date, so that their overall functioning can be monitored and 
examples of good practice identified.  Minutes should also be copied to the President of the 
Students’ Union, or in the SMD to the President of the Students’ Union. 

At the end of the academic year each SSLC should produce a short annual report of its work. 
This should highlight the key topics discussed over the year along with the actions taken and 
any unresolved issues. The purpose of the report is to encourage greater reflection by the 
SSLC of its own effectiveness and to share good practice with the rest of Queen Mary.  

The Students’ Union will produce an annual report providing an overview of the issues raised 
by course representatives in the previous year, examples of good practice, and track trends. 
This will be considered at the University and Faculty advisory groups with responsibility for 
Teaching, Learning and the student experience. Following this, ARCS in conjunction with the 
Students’ Union, will produce a summary report of key issues and examples of good practice 
for consideration at Senate. 
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9. Student module evaluation scheme 

There are no changes to this chapter other than minor re-drafting.  

9.1 Purpose 
The purpose of this procedure is to ensure that all students are invited to give feedback on 
every module they take at Queen Mary via an anonymous module evaluation questionnaire, 
and that such feedback is collated and used systematically to assure and enhance the quality 
of QM’s taught provision. 

The questionnaire will cover teaching and assessment, academic support, resource allocation 
and module organisation, with students also encouraged to give feedback on how the module 
could be improved. 

9.2 Scope 
It is intended that this procedure covers all Queen Mary undergraduate and taught 
postgraduate programmes, including collaborative or distance learning programmes.  It does 
not cover research degrees or non-award bearing continuing education. 

9.3 Process 
Heads of School/Institute should ensure that anonymous module evaluation takes place for all 
taught provision within their school/institute, and that it is operated in a consistent and 
transparent way.  Heads should nominate a specific member of academic staff to co-ordinate 
and administer the process, for example the Chair of the Teaching and Learning Committee, 
or of the Student Staff Liaison Committee. 

9.4  The Scheme 
In 2011 -12 Queen Mary rolled out a ne w, centrally administered system for anonymous 
module evaluation for undergraduate and postgraduate taught modules.  QM, to ensure high 
completion rates, decided to use EvaSys Education (an internet based survey management 
system) and operate a paper questionnaire that is optically read for fast data collection and 
processing.  The questionnaire also provides space for students to give comments. Reports 
are generated for schools/institutes after processing so that results and free-text responses 
can be evaluated. 

The QM questionnaire comprises seven core statements, marked on a five-point Likert scale 
and three open text questions, which all students are asked to answer.  Schools/institutes can 
request additional statement/questions to be included as long as the questionnaire does not 
exceed two A4 sides.  

QM has adopted to use a five-point Likert scale because it is used in the NSS, and hence will 
give some limited comparison with NSS data.  Also, staff should have some experience in 
gauging the meaning of scores on a five point scale. 

9.4.1 Administering paper questionnaires 
The forms for module evaluation should be ad ministered to students in weeks 6-12 of the 
semester or other agreed times where modules run outside the two standard semesters.   

Students should be al lowed reasonable time to complete questionnaires at the end of  
timetabled sessions.  Staff teaching modules should give students information about the value 
of the exercise, give guidance on how to correctly complete the form and reassure students 
that the process is anonymous.  Staff should then leave and a student volunteer or volunteers 
should give a questionnaire to everyone in the class and collect them at the end.  The student 
volunteer(s) should then seal the questionnaires in an envelope provided by the School for 
the purpose and then deliver them immediately to the school/institute office. 
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9.4.2 Online module evaluation 
While a paper -based system of module evaluation is preferred because of its good return 
rates, the nature of some provision means that it may need t o be o perated using online 
surveys. This may include collaborative provision, distance learning modules, and 
postgraduate project and dissertation modules. The Queen Mary scheme offers an online 
survey system to Schools/Institutes with this kind of provision. 

There may be good reasons why not all schools/institutes/disciplines can or should use the 
centrally-administered QM evaluation scheme, for example some schools have their own on-
line systems with good return rates.  Where such a case can be made and data reliably 
collected, then the school or institute should provide data for the seven core Queen Mary 
evaluation questions and in a comparable format to that collected through the QM scheme, 
i.e. using the 5 point Likert scale.  Only schools and institutes who are able to provide data in 
this form will be able to opt out of the central system. 

Schools/institutes/disciplines using online module evaluation should ensure that their systems 
guarantee genuine anonymity for respondents.  If students are asked to take the survey in a 
timetabled session then staff teaching the session should give students information about the 
value of the exercise, give guidance on how  to log on t o the questionnaire and should 
reassure students that the process is anonymous, before leaving so that students can 
complete the survey confidentially.   

9.5 Informal feedback questionnaires 
Several schools/institutes/disciplines run mid-semester informal module evaluation 
questionnaires in order that the current cohort can benefit from immediate action taken in 
response.  Schools and institutes are encouraged to continue this good practice.  

9.6 Evaluation and consideration of the data 
Module evaluation data should be made widely available to students in each 
school/institute/discipline.  Summaries of module evaluation data should be made available 
on websites and discussed with students at Student-Staff Liaison Committees.  Verbatim free-
text comments should not be shared with students unless the school / institute has ‘cleaned’ 
the comments to remove any remarks that could identify any individual, whether student or 
staff.  S chools and I nstitutes should ensure that students are kept informed of the actions 
taken and outcomes achieved where problematic issues have been identified.  When feeding 
back to students it is good practice to use the approach of ‘you said …. we did’. 

After the SSLC has considered it, module evaluation data should then be seen by Teaching 
and Learning Committees, together with any comments from the SSLC.  Any issues identified 
as needing more consideration should be forwarded to School/Institute Boards for further 
consideration. 

Within faculties the Dean for Taught Programmes (or equivalent) is responsible for monitoring 
module evaluation and i ts operation across all schools/institutes, and will also consider 
summary data for all module evaluation within the faculty.  Fo r the purposes of monitoring 
across the institution, summary data will be pr ovided in the School’s annual programme 
review, and will be considered in the annual summary report on the annual programme review 
process written by the Academic Registry and Council Secretariat. 

Further information can be found in the Guidelines for the use of module data document on 
the ARCS web site: 

http://www.arcs.qmul.ac.uk/quality/student-feedback/student-module-evaluation/index.html 

 

 
 

http://www.arcs.qmul.ac.uk/quality/student-feedback/student-module-evaluation/index.html
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