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2 Institutional Approval, Monitoring and Review

2.1 Institutional Approval
2.1.1 Purpose

The purpose of institutional approval is to assure the University of the probity and appropriate standing of a potential partner institution, and that the general educational ethos of the collaborative partner is compatible with that of the University.  The University also assures itself that the partner is financially sound, has appropriate mechanisms of governance, has effective quality assurance mechanisms, and is able to provide an appropriate educational experience for students registered for Middlesex University awards.  

Approval may be granted following consideration of submitted documentation by the prospective collaborative institution, an institutional visit report and responses by the institution to any conditions set for the granting of institution approval.  Institutional approval is not Programme specific and, when granted, shall be without prejudice to the outcome of any Programme-specific validation event.

2.1.2 Scope

The University undertakes institutional approval of institutions (and their satellites) that wish to collaborate with the University in the delivery of joint, franchised and validated Programmes, or parts thereof.  In addition, institutional approval is also required for institutions which wish to assist in or facilitate the delivery of University Programmes by distance education modes (including distance education support centres).

2.1.3  Responsibilities

University

Normally an institutional visit is required before institutional approval may be granted. The decision as to whether an institution is to be visited rests exclusively with the Deputy Vice Chancellor and Director, Middlesex UK (DVC DMUK) for UK-based institutions and the Deputy Vice Chancellor and Director, Middlesex International (DVC DMI) for institutions abroad, advised by the Head of the Quality Assurance and Audit Service (QAAS). The responsibility for granting institutional approval rests solely with the appropriate DVC. 

The Academic Standards and Quality Manager (ASQM) manages the operation of institutional visits and normally officers and reports on the visit. The Head of QAAS reports annually to the University's Academic Standards and Quality Committee (ASQC) on approved and reviewed institutions in the QAAS annual report. A register of currently approved institutions and active links is available on the QAAS intranet at http://www.intra.mdx.ac.uk/service/qaas/instapproval/index.htm .  The University Collaborative Provision Manager (CPM) maintains a record of all collaborations past and present.

Institution

The institution will submit the required documentation for the approval process, agree visit arrangements with QAAS, bear all costs incurred by the institutional visit panel in the course of its work (including travel costs, accommodation charges and necessary out-of-pocket expenses) and respond to conditions of approval set out in the visit report.

2.1.4 Procedure

2.1.4.1  Initial Contact

An initiative for establishing collaborative Programmes or academic links may come either from University staff or from the institution proposing the link.  Many new collaborative partners are identified through the work of the Schools ie. the Business Development Managers, Directors for Curriculum, Learning and Quality (DCLQs) and Link Tutors through their contacts and networks.  Occasionally, the Collaborative Programmes office in Academic Registry receives direct enquiries from interested parties.  

Prospective FE partners must be based in the London region and must generally have some existing higher education provision.  They must also already have progression agreements or other links with the University.

Private sector organisations will usually approach the University.  In some cases, however, the University will identify areas of development and approach selective private sector organisations.

International partners are usually identified through the Directors of the University's Regional Offices in liaison with the Director of International Educational Partnerships and School staff.  However, overseas institutions may also approach the University directly.

Whatever the source of the proposal, any initial approach has to be notified to the appropriate DVC who informs relevant individuals within the University including the Director of International Educational Partnerships (for international links),and the Dean and the Director of Curriculum, Learning and Quality (DCLQ) of any School which may be affected by, or have an interest in, the partnership for initial discussions.

2.1.4.2  Preliminary Inquiries

Initial consideration by the DVC responsible includes finding out about the institution from materials provided (prospectus and other details and especially from the organisation's website).  Discipline areas are also considered as well as existing partnerships to ensure that no conflict of interest arises with existing partners of the University.  Key features taken into account include the length of time the institution has been established, evidence of a mission statement, evidence of the governance framework of the institution and current academic programmes.  Where collaboration looks promising the relevant University School then consults with the prospective partner and reports back to the DVC responsible and/or the Director of International Educational Partnerships or School representatives.  Occasionally, Schools may undertake meetings without other input.  These discussions explore more details of the institution, its academic record and what type of collaboration it is seeking.

Criteria which have to be met for formal collaboration to be established include:

· clarity of why the institution seeks collaboration with the University and in what way

· compatibility of mission and ethos

· compatibility with existing University partnerships

· confidence in the leadership of the institution

· confidence in the governance arrangements of the institution

· evidence that the institution is well-managed

· evidence that the institution has appropriate staff and can appoint more staff if needed

· evidence of appropriate accommodation and supporting resources

· confidence in the ability of the institution to fulfil the University's requirements as outlined in its policy on the language of tuition and assessment

· confidence in the institution's quality assurance approaches.
The findings of the preliminary inquiries are logged by the DVC responsible (see Appendix 2d).  For institutions ready to proceed to the institutional visit stage a copy of the log will be sent to the ASQM in QAAS.

Based upon the evidence available the DVC responsible writes to the prospective partner signalling that the University is willing to proceed to final discussions and institutional approval upon acceptance of the University's terms.  Institutional approval is initiated once confirmation to proceed and acceptance of the University's terms has been received from the institution.

As part of the preliminary inquiries about the institution the University undertakes appropriate inquiries as to the standing, reliability and financial soundness of the prospective partner institution.  For institutions that have or have had links with other UK degree awarding institutions, the DVC responsible contacts these confidentially to enquire about their satisfaction with the co-operation with the institution.  Cases where other Universities have previously withdrawn from collaborative arrangements are always investigated by the DVC.  Negative feedback usually results in the termination of the preliminary discussions with the institution.


In the case of overseas institutions the University will also seek the views of the British Council and other independent sources.  This may include government offices and agencies of the country in which the prospective partner institution is based and/or from the United Kingdom National Academic Recognition Information Centre (UK NARIC).  

As part of the documentation to be submitted before a visit takes place, institutions are required to submit financial information and, if applicable, reports from funding or quality assurance bodies.  Financial information is submitted to the Assistant Vice Chancellor, Director of Finance and Director, Middlesex Business Services for comments on the financial soundness of the prospective partner institution.  This provides the necessary assurance to the University as to the financial standing of the institution and aids the team undertaking the institutional approval visit.  

In making a decision about the applicant institution the DVC responsible and Head of QAAS consult with the relevant School(s), and in the case of overseas institutions with the University’s appropriate regional director(s).  If a decision has been reached that the application has potential for a successful collaboration, then the School(s) with which the applicant institution will be aligned is/are invited to prepare a proposal with the particulars for the planning process.

At this early stage, the two institutions may sign an agreement, normally referred to as a Memorandum of Intent, setting out the principles of the collaborative development. 

2.1.4.3 Planning

For an institutional visit to take place the potential partner institution must agree in writing to the appropriate DVC to bear all expenditure incurred by the University in carrying out the visit, including all travel and related costs, and must agree to abide by the structure of fees and charges currently in force in respect of collaborative arrangements (Part B Appendix 1a); and, where relevant, agree to abide by the University’s policy on Franchising and Validating Programmes Overseas: The Language of Tuition and/or Assessment (Part B Guidance 1(iv)).

Once the decision has been made to proceed with an institutional visit the ASQM co-ordinates this process. All administrative and travel arrangements for an institutional visit are made by QAAS. 

2.1.4.4 Documentation required for Institutional Approval

Normally, the institution must provide two copies of the following documentation within one month after receipt of the request for documentation in advance of the visit. However, there may be variations based on the standing of the institution:

1. Mission Statement (or equivalent) 

2. Strategic Plan (or equivalent)

3. Prospectus (or equivalent)

4. Copy of institutional regulations

5. Most recent statement of audited accounts or annual report, and/or banker’s references 

6. Information on funding of students

7. Written statement covering the legal status of the institution

8. A diagrammatic representation of the institution’s organisational and internal structure

9. Written statement covering the governance and management structure of the institution including the membership and terms of reference of its governing body and most important internal committees

10. Information about planned administration and management of the proposed partnership at institution and Programme level

11. Quality assurance arrangements currently in place for curriculum development, collection and evaluation of student feedback, management and administration of assessment processes, teaching and learning methods, feedback to students on assessed work, tracking student progression and achievement, recruitment of students, student academic support and guidance and student pastoral support

12. Physical, learning and human resources

13. Information about recruitment and monitoring of teaching staff (including English language proficiency for non-native speakers of English)

14. Staff development policy (if applicable)

15. Student Charter (or equivalent) of the institution

16. Equal Opportunities Policy

17. Insurance arrangements which the institution has in force in respect of its responsibilities and liabilities towards students

18.
Details of any past or current collaborations and recognition of the institution by other organisations 

19.
Reports from funding or external quality assurance bodies (if applicable).

2.1.4.5 The Institutional Visit

Documentation submitted by the institution is reviewed for completeness by the ASQM and then forwarded to the Chair of the institutional visit panel.  Information relating to the financial status of the institution is forwarded to the Assistant Vice-Chancellor, Director of Finance and Director, Middlesex Business Services or some other suitable person identified by him/her for the purpose of providing an authoritative comment on the institution’s financial position before the visit. Preparations for an institutional visit may be postponed or terminated on the basis of the quality of the documentation provided.
The ASQM will make and confirm all arrangements for the visit with the appropriate officer of the institution. Institutional visits normally last half a working day for UK based links and one day for overseas links, and must convene at the applicant institution.

2.1.4.6 Visits to satellite or support centres of approved institutions

Where the visit is to a satellite of an already approved institution or a new site, the visit establishes whether management structures, academic quality and standards, feedback and complaints procedures, the student experience, staff appointment, support and development, and resources are congruent with those established centrally by the applicant institution.  Decisions on documentation required for these events are made on a case by case basis.  Such visits may be combined with a validation event.  The institution bears travel costs and expenses incurred by the visit panel in the course of its work.  Further details on this are available in Section 4.2.1.  A report template for combining visits is available from QAAS.  QAAS should be contacted for advice and guidance on logistical arrangements.
2.1.4.7 The Visit Team

The institutional visit is undertaken by the Head of QAAS (or nominee) as Chair and the ASQM (or nominee) as Officer for the event. The persons undertaking the visit will be provided with copies of all documentation in relation to the proposed collaboration.

QAAS maintains a list of persons approved to lead and officer institutional visits.  Visits may not be led by a member of the School(s) of the University which is/are likely to develop joint, franchised or validated Programmes with the institution to be visited, or by staff from the relevant regional office.  Chairs for institutional visits will be senior members of the University with extensive experience of the University’s quality assurance processes.  All new Chairs and officers will attend a training session organised by QAAS.  New Chairs should shadow a visit before they undertake an event.

2.1.4.8 The Visit Schedule (indicative)

The framework for UK-based events will normally be in accordance with the format outlined below. More time for each meeting will be allocated for overseas visits.

20 mins
The panel meets privately and determines key matters for discussion in the various meetings.

1.5 hrs
Meeting with senior staff 

1 hr
Meeting with core teaching staff

45 mins
Meeting with a representative sample of support staff

30 mins 
Meeting with a representative sample of students


15-20 mins
Tour of facilities

15 mins
Private meeting of the panel to agree conditions and recommendations for the institutional visit report.

15 mins
Closing meeting with senior staff

2.1.4.9 Feedback

At the conclusion of the visit the Chair will announce whether s/he is minded to recommend that Institution approval be granted and, if so, under what conditions (if applicable). The Chair cannot grant institutional approval itself, s/he can only make a recommendation to the appropriate DVC. Any positive recommendation will always be accompanied by the statement that institutional approval, if granted, shall be without prejudice to the outcome of any subsequent validation event.

2.1.4.10 Standard conditions of institutional approval

The standard conditions under which institutional approval is granted, and to which institutions have to adhere, are that:

(a) the University is satisfied as to the financial soundness of the institution

(b) the University shall approve all promotional or publicity material of the institution regarding its relationship with the University prior to its dissemination in any form

(c) the University shall have the right of independent access to student feedback in respect of Programmes leading to University awards

(d) the institution shall agree to adhere to the Statement of University Membership (for joint Programmes)
(e) the institution shall agree to co-operate fully with any inspection visits that may be undertaken by the Quality Assurance Agency for Higher Education (QAA) or similar bodies

(f) the University reserves the right to re-negotiate any collaborative agreement if there is a change of ownership or governance of the institution

(g) students enrolled on Programmes validated by the University shall be subject to University regulations on appeals and academic misconduct

(h) (for validated Programmes) the institution shall produce student transcripts to the standard specified by the University

(i) the institution shall agree to put in place all necessary insurance arrangements as specified by the University in respect of the institution's responsibilities and liabilities towards students

(j) (for overseas links, if relevant) the institution agrees to abide by the University’s policy on Franchising and Validating Programmes Overseas: The Language of Tuition and/or Assessment
(k) (for overseas links, if relevant) the institution agrees to bear any and all costs which may be incurred applying for a licence to operate any Middlesex University approved Programme in the country in which the institution is situated, including the costs of obtaining legal or other professional advice

(l) the institution shall agree to comply with the Disability Discrimination Act 1995, Part 3 and 4 as set out in the Memorandum of Co-operation

(m) the institution (once its internal procedures have been exhausted) shall follow the University’s procedures for Complaints in Relation to Collaborative Partner Institutions as outlined in the University Regulations (as set out in the Memorandum of Co-operation)

(n) the institution shall not be permitted to engage in serial agreements whereby it offers the approved programme(s) elsewhere through arrangements of its own

(o) the institution shall agree to implement relevant sections from the QAA Code of Practice (see Part B Guidance 2(ii))
(p) the institution shall agree to provide all necessary information as required under the HEFCE Teaching Quality Information (TQI) guidelines for institutions of higher education (see Part B Guidance 2(i)).

The institution will also have the right to refer sensitive ethical matters to the University's Ethics Committee which will provide advice and guidance on appropriate courses of action both to the head of the institution and the Vice-Chancellor of the University.

The visit team may recommend that other specific conditions are imposed including responsibilities and the timescales for fulfilment of these. It can also make recommendations relating to the partnership and offer commendations, illustrating examples of good practice worthy of further consideration within the University.

2.1.4.11 Reporting

The officer of the visit panel drafts an institutional visit report within two weeks of the visit and records any conditions to be fulfilled before the institutional approval can be granted. The report will follow the template set out in Part B Appendix 2b.
The unconfirmed report is sent to the head of the institution for comment and correction of factual errors, a procedure normally completed within two weeks of receipt of the unconfirmed report. Once any revisions have been included the confirmed report is sent to the head of institution and the appropriate DVC, the DCLQ and to the Academic Administration Manager(s) of the School(s) with which the institution will have links. Confirmed visit reports are also available for Schools on the QAAS website at http://www.intra.mdx.ac.uk/service/qaas/instapproval/index.htm .
2.1.4.12 Approval

Institutional approval may be granted following consideration of the institutional visit report and responses by the institution to any conditions set for the granting of institutional approval. Institutional approval is given without prejudice to the approval from the Academic Programme Planning Group (APPG) pending validation. An institution which has been granted approval is free to approach any School(s) of the University in order to put forward proposals for validated, franchised or joint Programmes, or the delivery of Programmes by distance learning. 

Only the appropriate DVC, or in her/his absence the Vice-Chancellor, may grant institutional approval. The DVC writes formally to the institution informing it of her/his decision with copies to the relevant Dean(s) of School, DCLQs, QAAS, link tutor(s), the APM and the University CPM. The DVC also confirms to those listed above when the conditions have been met to his/her satisfaction.  An overview report on institutional approval including any specific conditions is presented to each ASQC.

Validation panels must satisfy themselves that all institutional approval (or institutional review) conditions have been met before agreeing to validate any collaborative Programme or parts thereof.

Institutional Approval lasts for six years. If no Programmes are put forward for validation in the first two years of the approval period, then approval is deemed to have lapsed.  At the end of the approval period, an institution can be re-approved for another six years.  Re-approval is subject to favourable institutional monitoring (see 2.2).
2.1.4.13 Institutional approval without the need for a visit

Middlesex University at its own discretion may waive the need for an institutional visit.  The requirement for an institutional visit may be waived where prospective partners

· have rigorous internal academic quality assurance and enhancement mechanisms in place
· are recognised as high quality providers of HE provision . 
Normally, institutions where visits are waived are expected to be internationally recognised degree awarding institutions in their own right.  This recognition would apply to the institution as a whole rather than particular departments within the institution and would come from such authorities as regional or national quality organisations (e.g. in the British context this would be the QAA), UK governmental bodies or other authoritative organisations (e.g. the British Council) or international quality organisations (e.g. ISO) and any other sources of evidence (e.g. NARIC).
Institutional visits may be waived for the following types of institutions:

UK-based institutions

· UK universities and other HE institutions with degree awarding powers in their own right

· HE institutions without degree awarding powers previously approved by another UK University

· FE Colleges with existing expertise in delivering HE provision

· Reputable and financially sound privately funded education providers with recent expertise of collaboration with other UK HEIs in the delivery of HE provision

Overseas institutions

· Reputable state-funded overseas universities and other HE institutions with internationally recognised degree awarding powers in their own right whose educational ethos is compatible with MU’s (with or without experience of delivering UK HE provision)

· Reputable privately funded overseas universities and other HE institutions with degree awarding powers in their own right whose educational ethos is compatible with MU’s with experience of delivering UK HE provision

In the first instance, a risk assessment table (available on the QAAS intranet) is completed jointly by the appropriate DVC and the DCLQ(s) of the School(s) to be aligned with the prospective partner institution.  Once the DVC has agreed that the institution is a candidate for a waiver, the DCLQ should then provide a report to the DVC outlining the evidence that suggests that the institutional visit may be waived for the institution in question.  Depending on the type of institution, the report should address the issues specified in Part B Appendix 2a.
2.2 Institutional Monitoring 
2.2.1 Purpose

Once established, collaborative links will be continuously monitored in a variety of ways.  The purpose of this is to ensure that academic standards, student achievement and the quality of the student experience continue to be adequate, that institutions manage quality and standards in an appropriate way and that they remain financially viable.

Institutional monitoring is intended to provide assurance that there are no serious problems or issues that pan different subjects or schools within an academic year or recurring concerns within an institution delivering a single programme or subject. If at any time during the agreement period there are serious concerns that quality requirements and standards across the institution are not being met, Institutional Review will be required.

2.2.2 Scope

All institutions with which the University collaborates are subject to ongoing monitoring. 
2.2.3 Responsibility

University

Responsibility for institutional monitoring rests with the Partnerships Academic Quality Manager and the Head of QAAS. QAAS advises and makes recommendations regarding the necessity of institutional review to the Deputy Vice Chancellor and Director, Middlesex UK (DVC DMUK) or the Deputy Vice Chancellor and Director, Middlesex International (DVC DMI).

Institution
The institution will submit the required documentation for the monitoring process and respond to actions identified within the Institutional Monitoring report.
2.2.4 Procedure

QAAS will build up institutional profiles for all collaborative links through a variety of monitoring activities. These profiles will form the basis for the Institutional Monitoring Report which will be presented to ASQC. Issues will be addressed by Schools and/or partners as appropriate. Institutional profiles will be circulated to Schools and partners for information.
2.2.4.1 Monitoring of academic standards

For all collaborative links the adequacy of academic standards and student achievement will be primarily monitored through the External Examiner reports on an annual basis.  In addition, periodic academic reviews also provide a monitoring tool for standards.  The Academic Quality Information Manager in QAAS receives all External Examiner reports and responses of Programme/Subject teams to recommendations made in those reports, and will highlight any serious concerns in the annual overview report on External Examining that is received by ASQC.  Internal and external review reports and Professional, Statutory and/or Regulatory Body (PSRB) reports are also received by QAAS. External Examiner, review and PSRB report recommendations are included in the Institutional Monitoring profile.

2.2.4.2 Monitoring of the quality of the student experience and management of quality and standards

The quality of the student experience and the management of quality and standards will be primarily monitored through the annual/quality monitoring process. All collaborative programmes produce an annual/quality monitoring report which is informed by student feedback, and other quality and standards data and information.  Copies of these are received and reviewed by Schools, which will highlight any serious concerns in the School Quality Monitoring Report which is received by QAAS. In addition, Reviews also provide a tool for monitoring the quality of the student experience. Actions identified in annual/quality monitoring reports and review report recommendations are included in the Institutional Monitoring profile.

2.2.4.3 Monitoring of the management of the link

Schools will monitor the management of links through the University Link Tutors on an ongoing basis. Link Tutors will complete a visit report after each visit to the partner institution. Schools will inform QAAS immediately of any serious issues with regard to managing the link. In addition, Schools will report on the management of their collaborative links in the School Quality Monitoring Report which is received by QAAS. Concerns about the management of the link with a particular institution are included in the Institutional Monitoring profile.

2.2.4.4 Monitoring the financial viability of the link

The University will monitor the ongoing financial viability of collaborative links through an assessment of the partner institution and, when required (ie. when the University judges it to be necessary), through consideration of achievement of recruitment targets through Programme and School quality/annual monitoring reports. Partner institutions submit their audited accounts to QAAS on an annual basis for comment by the University's Director of Finance. 
The University will consider closure of non-viable links after two years running at a loss. The decision to terminate links for financial reasons rests with the appropriate DVC. In exceptional circumstances (e.g. if the link makes an important contribution to the achievement of the University’s corporate objectives, is vital to fulfilling the University’s obligations in the region or significantly contributes to the enhancement of the University’s reputation) the University may decide to continue with the link at a loss but only if the Partner institution is itself financially sound. 

2.3 Institutional Review

If serious concerns are identified through institutional monitoring a formal review will take place before the end of the approval period (as outlined above). This will involve a Review visit to the institution in question. The institution will also be required to produce a self-evaluation document (see below).

2.3.1  Responsibility

University

Responsibility for Institutional Review rests with the appropriate DVC, advised by the Head of QAAS. S/he confirms the necessity of Review visits based on recommendations made by QAAS as a result of the ongoing monitoring exercise of collaborative links. 

QAAS manages the Review process, services any review visits and produces a review report based on the documentary evidence provided for the Review visit.  All administrative arrangements for Institutional Review visits and travel arrangements for the institutional visit panel are made by QAAS. QAAS bears all costs incurred by the visit panel during a Review visit.

Institution

Institutions due for a Review visit and the School(s) involved in the collaborative arrangement are jointly responsible for producing all necessary documentation for the Review process in good time. The institution to be reviewed also agrees visit arrangements with QAAS.

2.3.2 Focus of the Institutional Review Visit

The Institutional Review Visit will normally cover the following:

· the maintenance of standards of awards and student achievement
· the maintenance of the quality of provision and the student experience
· the management of academic quality and standards
· any specific issues arising from recent external examiner, quality/annual monitoring and Link Tutor visit reports.
However, there may be a particular focus on one or more of these elements.

Scrutiny of standards will focus on the effectiveness of mechanisms that the institution has in place to ensure that:

· standards of Programmes are established and maintained at appropriate levels
· Programme content allows achievement of Programme standards
· assessment appropriately measures achievement of standards
· any awards made by the University reflect the level of student achievement of Programme standards.

Review of quality will focus on the character of the student experience, and in particular will examine:

· the effectiveness of methods of teaching and learning in facilitating the achievement of Programme standards
· the suitability of learning resources (including staff)
· the suitability of procedures that address the various dimensions of a student’s engagement with the institution, including student recruitment and admission, opportunities for student feedback, pastoral support, academic guidance, progression, Programme planning, and careers advice and guidance
· the soundness of methods for dealing with student discipline, complaints and academic appeals.
Review of academic quality and standards management will consider:

· the efficacy of the academic regulations and quality procedures development process
· the robustness of the methods the institution employs to assure itself that these regulations and procedures operate across the institution in an effective manner
· the coherence of internal mechanisms that ensure that effective action is taken to address weaknesses, promote strengths, and demonstrate accountability
· the ability of administrative and management systems to meet current and future demands placed upon them.

2.3.3 Review Panel

The Review is undertaken by the Head of QAAS (or nominee) as Chair and the ASQM (or nominee) as officer for the event. The visit panel will also include a University representative, usually a DCLQ or Quality Manager from a School not aligned to the institution to be reviewed. The persons undertaking the Review will be provided with copies of all documentation in relation to the Review. This will include all relevant reports and the self-evaluation document produced by the institution. QAAS maintains a list of persons approved to undertake Reviews. They may not be undertaken by a member of the School(s) of the University which has/have links with the institution to be reviewed. Chairs for Institutional Reviews will be senior members of the University with extensive experience of the University’s quality assurance processes. All new Chairs and University representatives will attend a training session organised by QAAS. 

2.3.4 The Self Evaluation Document

The Self Evaluation Document provided by the Institution should be no longer than 10 pages (excluding appendices) and should:

· describe how the institution sets and maintains academic standards, and evaluate the effectiveness of the mechanisms in place to achieve this 
· describe how the institution maintains and monitors the quality of academic provision and of the student experience, and evaluate the effectiveness of the mechanisms in place to achieve this 

· describe any institutional responses to areas identified in need of improvement and indicate actions (to be) taken

· evaluate the effectiveness of the management of academic standards and quality; and

· comment on the overall operation and management of the link with the University.

Appendices should include latest versions of:

· prospectus and student handbooks

· the  management structure (including terms of reference and membership of the most important quality committees);

· description of the administration and management of the link

· existing academic policies and regulations, quality procedures and guidance related to academic quality assurance for:

· recruitment and admissions

· feedback to students on assessed work

· feedback from students

· academic guidance 

· student pastoral support

· careers advice

· quality assurance of taught sessions and learning materials

· student complaints and grievance

· academic appeals and dishonesty

· programme, monitoring and review 

· setting and marking of assessment 

· tracking student progression and achievement 

· staff development strategies

· description of the physical, human and learning resources available for the programme(s) running

· Student Charter (or equivalent - if applicable)

· reports from funding or external quality assurance bodies (if applicable).

UK Review visits will normally last half a working day. They must take place at the institution to be re-approved.  QAAS will make contact with the head of the institution and make arrangements for the Review visit. The DCLQ(s) of the School(s) and both Link Tutors will be informed of the date of the visit and its focus.

For overseas Reviews visits will normally last one working day. The length of the visit may be determined by the number of institutions to be reviewed at the same time. The Review visit will take place at the institution to be reviewed or at a mutually convenient location for all institutions if more than one institution is to be reviewed.

In a preliminary meeting before the event the panel will set the agenda for the Review visit. 

The agenda for the visit will be constructed in such a way that it will enable the panel to take account of the views of staff and students (if possible) of the collaborating institution(s). In all cases, the visit will include a private meeting of the panel to agree conditions and recommendations for the visit report and a brief feedback meeting to senior managers of the institution on the recommendation the panel will make to the DVC.

2.3.5 The Visit Schedule 

The framework for UK-based events will normally be in accordance with the format outlined below.  More time for each meeting will be allocated for overseas visits.

20 min
The panel meets privately and determines key matters for discussion in the various meetings.

1.5 hrs

Meeting with senior staff  

1 hr

Meeting with core teaching staff

45 min

Meeting with a representative sample of support staff

30 min 

Meeting with a representative sample of students


15-20 min 
Tour of facilities

15 min
Private meeting of the panel to agree conditions and recommendations for the institutional visit report.

 15 min

Closing meeting with senior staff

2.3.6 Feedback

At the conclusion of the visit the Chair will announce whether s/he is minded to recommend that institutional re-approval be granted and, if so, under what conditions. The Chair cannot grant institution approval itself, s/he can only make a recommendation to the DVC.

2.3.7 Reporting

The officer of the visit panel drafts a Review visit report within two weeks of the visit and records any conditions to be fulfilled before the institutional re-approval can be granted. The report will follow the template set out in Part B Appendix 2c. The Review report will make a general judgement on the level of confidence that the University has in the institution as an organisation capable of discharging its responsibility for the standards and quality of awards granted in the name of Middlesex University. It will also indicate whether a recommendation for an extension of approval for a future period can be made, and will detail any conditions that may be attached to this extension. QAAS will provide an annual summary to ASQC of these reports.

The unconfirmed report is sent to the head of the institution for comment and correction of factual errors, a procedure normally completed within two weeks of receipt of the unconfirmed report. Once any revisions have been included the confirmed report is sent to the head of institution and the appropriate DVC, the DCLQ and to the Academic Administration Manager(s) of the School(s) with which the institution will have links.

2.3.8 Judgement

The panel will examine the monitoring results and the institutional self-evaluation document and assess the continued ability of the partner institution to discharge its responsibility for quality and standards for the provision offered in the University’s name, and will make a recommendation to the appropriate DVC whether institutional re-approval should be granted.  The panel will produce a report on its findings which will go to the DVC. 

The judgement will be one of the following: “overall confidence”, “limited confidence” or “no confidence”.  Action points will be categorised as essential, advisable or desirable. In the case of “limited confidence” a report on actions taken to address essential recommendations will be required by the institution within six months of publication of the report. If a “no confidence” verdict is reached the University may terminate the collaborative link. The report, and the decision made by the DVC in the light of its recommendations will be presented to ASQC.

2.3.9 Re-approval

Only the appropriate DVC or, in her/his absence, the Vice-Chancellor may grant institutional re-approval.  The DVC writes formally to the institution informing it of her/his decision with copies to the relevant Dean(s) of School, DCLQs, QAAS, link tutor(s), AAM and the University CPM. 

Institutional re-approval lasts for six years. If no Programmes are running, or are put forward for validation in the first two years of the re-approval period, then approval is deemed to have lapsed.

The most recent Institutional Review reports shall always be presented to validation panels in respect of Programmes or parts thereof delivered at or by the institution. Validation panels must satisfy themselves that all review conditions have been met before agreeing to validate any collaborative Programme or parts thereof.

2.3.10 Termination of partnerships

All decisions to terminate a Programme and/or partnership are taken by the appropriate DVC in conjunction with the link School.  Reasons for termination might include unacceptable academic standards, consistent under-recruitment and/or low student numbers.  MoCs provide for a 12 month notice period in such cases.  In all cases of closure provision is made for any remaining students to complete their Programmes as originally planned at the partner institution.

Terminated partnerships are reported to ASQC on an ongoing basis by the DVC responsible for the partnership.  DVCs provide a paper outlining the reasons and timescales for closure.

2.4 Good Practice

For examples of good practice please see the QAAS good practice page at http://www.intra.mdx.ac.uk/service/qaas/gdpractice/index.htm 
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