Periodic Review: Principles and Process
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Section 1: Key principles and Aims of periodic review
1. It is a UW requirement that all courses are reviewed on a 5 year cycle.  The periodic review process permits this to take place at the level of the individual course, a group of courses or a subject area as a whole.  Exact groupings are negotiated between the Academic Quality Unit (AQU) and Institutes in the lead up to review events.  In principle, each course should be involved in only one review event in any 5 year cycle, although on occasion there may be a need for more frequent or early review.  In exceptional circumstances, reviews may be postponed by up to one year. 
2. The purpose of the periodic review process is based upon Section 7 of the QAA Code of Practice (Programme design, approval, monitoring and review).  There is a clear link between processes of course approval, periodic review and annual evaluation whereby each process informs the others.  For example, periodic review will involve discussion of documentation for students (ie. Course Handbook and Programme Specification) emanating originally from the approval of provision as well as annual evaluation reports from previous years.  Alternatively, an outcome from periodic review may be a condition or recommendation to reapprove a course within a certain time period, in order to guarantee standards or the quality of the student learning experience.  
3. The quality assurance and enhancement framework at the University aims to ensure that processes do not conflict with each other.  For that reason, periodic review does not involve the approval of restructuring of provision (revalidation), but seeks to achieve the following aims: 
· To evaluate and confirm the academic standards of awards within a subject area. 

· To evaluate the quality of learning opportunities for students within a subject/programme area. 

· To ensure the effectiveness of a subject/programme’s management of quality assurance and approach to quality enhancement. 

· To support reflective evaluation of courses and assist a subject/programme team in producing a development plan.  

· To share good practice across the University. 

· To meet external expectations or requirements. 
4. Each periodic review event is planned individually, and will normally take place over one or two days (depending on the number and nature of programmes to be reviewed).  On occasion, it is considered appropriate to schedule reviews of collaborative provision separately. Additionally, in order to ensure a good fit between processes, and to eliminate unnecessary burden, where partner organisations offer limited provision (typically only one or two awards) efforts will be made to combine partnership and periodic review.  An indicative list of documentation requirements and draft agenda will be modified on a case by case basis as necessary.  This can be seen in Annex 1.  
5. The Academic Quality Unit (AQU) co-ordinates the cycle of periodic reviews in association with ASQEC.  AQU determines the exact nature, scope and programme for the review in discussions with relevant Institute staff and the Review Chair.
6. The University maintains a commitment to open and discursive peer review focussed on academic perspectives from elsewhere in the sector, and to include, where relevant, members from industry, commerce and the professions. This assists the University in ensuring that awards are comparable in standard to those elsewhere in Higher Education, and is a valuable method of benefiting from the expertise and experience of others. It also facilitates enhancement across the institution. 

7. The University also recognises that the process of Review is not limited to the event itself and that decisions pertaining to the development of the award should be included in the lead-up and aftermath of Review. In particular, the process is designed to encourage course teams to be reflective and innovative, to utilise external networks and to take the opportunity to discuss means of enhancing the quality of provision.  
8. Internal consistency of standards and dissemination of good practice are facilitated by a system of involving staff representation from another UW Institute in every review process. This ensures that no subject or its courses can be reviewed solely within the terms of its own discipline or profession.
Outcomes of periodic review 

9. The primary outcome of the periodic review process is the reapproval of provision for up to five further years.  This reapproval is based upon the Review Panel’s confidence that the management of the course is deemed to be robust and the student experience is deemed to be at least satisfactory.  The outcome of periodic review will therefore be reapproval (for a set period), reapproval with recommendations or reapproval with conditions.  Conditions will relate to the criteria laid out in paragraph 18 below and must be met to the satisfaction of the Chair of the Panel by a deadline agreed during the event.   Conditions, and action taken to address them, are reported to the Audit and Review Committee (A&RC) on behalf of the Academic Standards and Quality Enhancement Committee (ASQEC). 

10. Where recommendations are made by the Panel, the Course Team must provide a written response by completing an action plan provided by the Academic Quality Unit.  This will then be sent to the Chair of the Panel and the Audit and Review Committee for confirmation that recommendations have been heeded and acted upon appropriately. The response will be circulated to Panel members for information.
11. Periodic review reports will therefore make formal recommendations to A&RC, acting on behalf of ASQEC, on the following: 
· The level of confidence in the academic standards and the quality of learning opportunities provided, stating a period of reapproval not exceeding 5 years;
· As applicable, any conditions upon which reapproval is predicated

· As applicable, any recommendations that would enhance the quality of the student learning experience. 
· As applicable, any aspects of good practice worthy of dissemination across the University.
Section 2: Roles and responsibilities:
The Institute

12. Once the timetable has been agreed, the Head of Institute (or nominee) should forward to the Academic Quality Unit the names and contact details of potential external Panel members, and information on the suitability of the individuals (normally a CV). In addition to this they should also include title, job title, and place of work. 

13. The Head of Institute (or nominee) should provide the Academic Quality Unit with sufficient copies of the Review documentation for the Panel in good time for distribution to the Panel.  It is within Institute’s discretion to determine the most appropriate means of ascertaining that review documentation is appropriate for the event.  In all circumstances, the purpose is to satisfy the Head of Institute that a thorough review of the subject and associated courses has taken place, and that documentation is appropriate for formal peer review.  Similarly, the Head of Institute, normally via the Institute Quality Committee, should ensure that outcomes of the Review are acted upon and that an appropriate progress report and update of actions is made available to the Audit and Review Committee one year after the event.

14. The subject area leader should ensure that arrangements are made for students/employers/mentors/graduates to attend as required and that the ILS representative is involved from the onset. The Course Leader (or equivalent) will be asked to lead a tour of resources/facilities if this is deemed necessary.

The Chair of the Review

15. An effective Chair need not be expert in the area under consideration; it is more important that  he/she  has a broad grasp of quality issues, has the respect and trust of the Panel, and has well-developed interpersonal and communication skills. Normally, a Chair will:

· invite the Course Leader to make an opening statement (if previously agreed)

· clarify the purpose of the meeting and the role of the Panel members;

· consult Panel members regarding the presence of members of the Institute (ie. the Course Team and/or senior managers) at the feedback meeting of the event;

· ensure that all Panel members are given the opportunity, and where necessary even encouraged, to contribute fully to the debate;

· encourage a genuine and productive dialogue between the Panel and the Team, avoiding confrontation where at all possible;

· keep to the schedule as far as possible, but be willing to take radical restructuring decisions if necessary in order to ensure that all important aspects are covered
;

· ensure that comments made by external advisers by correspondence are included in the discussions;

· sum up from time to time and articulate decisions as they are reached;

· ensure that proper decisions are reached that are within the Panel's remit and are fair and reasonable;

· articulate feedback on the event, including the decision regarding reapproval, conditions and/or recommendations to the Team in plain and intelligible language, and ensure that the time-scale for meeting conditions are reasonable and are stated.  It is advised that the periodic review report template is used as an aide memoire for this purpose.


Academic Standards and Quality Enhancement Committee

16. Academic Board has formal responsibility for the oversight of the quality of academic provision and for the standards of courses. It delegates responsibility for this to ASQEC and reports of periodic reviews and subsequent responses are initially considered by the Audit and Review committee on behalf of ASQEC. 

17. All final periodic review reports are sent to the Secretary of the Audit and Review Committee, who places the report and the Institute’s initial response (in the form of an Action Plan) on the Audit and Review Committee agenda. A progress report and update of actions from periodic reviews is requested by the Committee one year later.

Section 3: Explanation of the process 

Criteria for the Review:

18. The Panel will wish to satisfy themselves that: 

· The management of the programmes provides an environment conducive to delivering high quality inclusive education to students and has a clear commitment to quality enhancement;

· The Team have satisfactorily addressed issues of course demand, recruitment, admissions and career/employment opportunities for students;

· The structure, content and outcomes of the courses are appropriate and valid and take into account the appropriate elements of the QAA academic infrastructure (FHEQ, FDQB, Subject Benchmarks, Code of Practice) and any PSRB or other relevant external benchmarks, as well as UW frameworks and policies;

· The course(s) will produce students with the appropriate subject knowledge and skills, and general transferable and key skills at the appropriate standards for the level of the award;

· The principles and mechanisms of learning and teaching and assessment are appropriate and likely to be effective in relation to the intended learning outcomes;

· Staff and learning resources are appropriate for the delivery of the course;

· The course(s) meet the requirements of UW policies and regulations;

· Arrangements for oversight of provision, particularly consideration of student and other stakeholder feedback, are appropriate;

· In cases involving significant elements of work-based learning: the arrangements for the management and organisation of the work placement, and of the student experience are clear, and satisfactory mechanisms have been put in place to support both students and the mentors in the work place, and that relevant sections of the UW Quality Standards and the QAA Code of Practice have been addressed;

· Staff make use of appropriate opportunities to conduct research and scholarly activity, develop themselves in other ways, and involve themselves in relevant external activities, all of which have an impact on teaching and learning;

· Intended learning outcomes are being obtained by students, standards are being achieved and the programme specification is being delivered;

· The programme(s) remain current and valid in the light of developing knowledge in the discipline, practice in its application and developments in teaching and learning.
The Evaluation and Development Document:
19. The process is centred around an Evaluation and Development Document (EDD) which in turn enables the Review Panel to lead discussions related to the above criteria.  
20. The EDD should draw on the operation of all the courses under review, including those delivered by partner institutions, where they are included in the review event. It should critically evaluate the subject or programme’s performance through the courses, identifying strengths, weaknesses, innovations and planned developments for quality enhancement.  
21. As a rule, the EDD should normally be between 2500-4000 words and follow the guidance on the recommended approach to writing the EDD available on the AQU webpages
.  

The Periodic Review Panel
22. AQU will consult with the Chair of ASQEC to determine the balance and number of Panel members depending on the size of the event.  The Panel normally comprises:

· a Review Chair (normally a senior member of the University);

· a student Institute Representative

· two or three external members, nominated by the Head of Institute (or nominee) and approved by the Chair of ASQEC;
· a member of staff from a different Institute; 
· a member of staff from a different subject within the ‘host’ Institute.

23. Where professional bodies are also involved in review, the Academic Quality Unit will discuss with relevant staff and arrange for their involvement on the Panel.
Documentation to be sent to the Panel 

24. The following documentation will be dispatched to Panel members at least three weeks before the event: 

· Evaluation and Development Document
· Course Handbooks (including Programme and Module Specifications)

· Statistical digest (prepared by Data Management Unit)

· ILS statement on resources (for collaborative courses)
25. Additionally, the following documentation, relating to activity over the previous three years, should be made available on memory stick or CD:
· Annual Evaluation reports

· External Examiner reports 

· Link Tutor reports (for collaborative provision)

· Record of student feedback 
· Course Management Committee minutes
· Overview of changes made to the awards under review since approval or last review
· Current handbooks/guides for work-based learning, placements, mentors, etc as appropriate.

· Reports from any PSRBs or other external quality reports.

· Previous periodic review report and response (where applicable)

· Relevant course and/or Institute policies and procedures (Learning and Teaching Action Plan, moderation policy and procedures, etc)

26. Panel members are permitted to request additional documents where such are deemed necessary to the robust operation of the process.

Programme for the Periodic Review event 
27. Each Review event is negotiated individually, but will typically comprise a series of meetings in which the Panel explores aspects of the operation of the subject/courses in line with the EDD and the criteria for Review. The following will normally be included:

· As noted in paragraph 15 above, where previously agreed the Course Leader may be invited to deliver a brief opening contextual statement.

· An initial private meeting in which the Chair, with the help of the Panel members, identifies key issues for discussion and draws up an agenda;
· A tour of the subject resources and associated facilities (where appropriate).

· A meeting with students to assess the student experience of the courses in operation. 
Course Team members are not present at this meeting, which will be held early in the event where possible. These meetings will focus both on the content and management of courses under review, and the general student experience. Outcomes from this meeting will normally assist determination of the agenda for the meeting with the Course Team.  

The Team make arrangements with students to attend this meeting; normally between 8 and 10 students are expected to be present. Where this is not possible, efforts will be made to meet with students prior to the event, a report of which will be circulated to the Panel and/or the Course Team as appropriate.
· A meeting with employers/mentors or graduates (where appropriate). 
The Course Team make arrangements with employers/mentors and graduates to attend this meeting.
· Meetings with the Team, potentially including an ILS representative, Institute Managers and Head of Institute or nominee.

For collaborative courses, this should include Senior Manager(s) responsible for the course.  The Panel hold at least one meeting with staff to discuss the operation of the subject, considering issues related to the EDD and the criteria for review. They may also discuss issues raised by students at the student meeting.
· A final meeting of the Panel to reach conclusions as outlined in paragraph 9 above.
· Formal feedback to the Course Leader, or equivalent.  

Evaluation of the process
28. The University evaluates the periodic review processes via a discussion with participants following each event.  Such evaluations cover the management of the process, the level of transparency and clarity of outcomes and the extent to which the process has encouraged reflective evaluation by participants and a clear plan for the future has been determined.  The outcomes of these discussions are considered by the Head of Quality Assurance and Enhancement alongside other informal feedback.  As appropriate, a paper summarising the effectiveness and success of the process is produced for the Audit and Review Committee.      

	Author: 
	Head of Quality Assurance and Enhancement

	Last updated: 
	October 2011

	To be reviewed: 
	September 2013


Annex 1:  Indicative approach to joint Partnership/Periodic Review
In considering the approach to joint Partnership/Periodic Reviews, reference will be made to the Partnership Review Process and Procedure to ensure a robust and efficient outcome.  However, as a general rule, key elements of the process will be as follows:

Participants

· Senior member of the University (Chair)
· Member of another institution with experience of collaborative provision

· As appropriate, a member of another institution with specific subject knowledge

· EPPSC member not involved with the partner concerned
· A member of staff from a different subject within the ‘host’ Institute.

Documentation
From the Partner:

· A partnership evaluation document which adopts a route-map approach (i.e. 3000 words max with referencing to relevant evidence)

· It is recommended that the evaluation documentation covers:

· Synopsis of institution position (i.e. history, size, current HE provision)

· Current UW validated provision and developments over the five year period

· Evaluation of operation of the partnership (based on the agreement) to include:

· Engagement with QA/E

· Staff development

· Engagement with UW regulations and systems

· Curriculum development

· Publicity and marketing
· An Evaluation and Development Document for provision at the partner, following current guidance on the AQU website.  The exact requirements should be discussed with AQU prior to drafting.
From the University:

· A University partnership evaluation document (compiled by the Head of Collaborative Programmes, based on evidence collated by AQU) which summarises generic institutional and management matters relevant to partnership operations arising from:

· External examiners’ reports

· Link tutor reports

· Annual evaluation reports
· Periodic review reports
· Feedback from key Institutes and Departments who liaise with the Partner. 

In both instances, the partners should identify areas of good practice, as well as areas for development. It is recommended that the two partners share a good draft of their documents two weeks in advance of submission.  

Additionally the review documentation will comprise (in relation to the partnership):
· Partner HE Strategy if applicable or statement on approach to HE and UW Collaborative Strategy
· Current Partnership Agreement
· Partnership approval/review report
· Quality inspection reports (from partner and University where applicable) and action plans and progress reports. 
· SPPG minutes (as available) from the last 3 years.
And in relation to the provision:

· Course Handbooks (including Programme and Module Specifications)
· Statistical digest

· Staff CVs

· ILS statement on resources
Additionally, the following documentation, relating to activity over the previous three years, should be made available on memory stick or CD:
· Annual Evaluation reports

· External Examiner reports 

· Record of student feedback 
· Course Management Committee minutes
· Overview of changes made to the awards under review since approval or last review
· Current handbooks/guides for work-based learning, placements, mentors, etc as appropriate.

· Previous periodic review report and response (where applicable)

· Relevant course and/or Institute policies and procedures (Learning and Teaching Action Plan, moderation policy and procedures, etc)
Meetings

As for Periodic Review, each event is negotiated individually but will typically comprise a series of meetings in which the Panel explores aspects of the operation of the partnership and associated awards.  The following will therefore normally be included:

· An initial private meeting in which the Chair, with the help of the Panel members, identifies key issues for discussion and draws up an agenda;

· A meeting with students to assess the student experience of the courses in operation. 
The Team make arrangements with students to attend this meeting; normally between 8 and 10 students are expected to be present. Where this is not possible, efforts will be made to meet with students prior to the event, a report of which will be circulated to the Panel and/or the Course Team as appropriate.
· A meeting with employers/mentors or graduates (where appropriate). 
· Meeting with those responsible for partnership strategy and development.

· Meeting with the Course Team responsible for delivery of provision, including key administrative staff and the UW Link Tutor(s).

· A final meeting of the Panel to reach conclusions 
· Formal feedback on the outcomes

Outcomes

The key outcome in relation to the partnership will normally be a recommendation to University’s Externally Provided Programmes Sub-Committee (EPPSC) to issue a Partnership Agreement for a further five years, although a shorter time-span may be agreed if substantial areas for development or address are identified. 

In recommending the extension of the partnership, the Review Panel will identify areas for development. These may be on the part of either partner and will be classified as either essential, advisable or desirable based on their implications for the effective continuation of the partnership. These areas will be incorporated in an action plan which will be reported in a year-on update to EPPSC. 

The Review Panel will also identify areas of good practice in partnership working, which will be disseminated to HE Managers and UW Institutes. 
Outcomes will also be made in relation to the provision offered.  The primary outcome in this regard is normally the reapproval of provision for up to five further years.  This reapproval is based upon the Review Panel’s confidence that the management of the course is deemed to be robust and the student experience is deemed to be at least satisfactory.  The outcome of periodic review will therefore be reapproval (for a set period), reapproval with recommendations or reapproval with conditions.  Conditions will relate to the criteria laid out in paragraph 18 of the Periodic Review Process and must be met by a deadline imposed by the Review Panel and agreed by the Audit and Review Committee (A&RC) on behalf of the Academic Standards and Quality Enhancement Committee (ASQEC). 

Where recommendations are made by the Panel, the Course Team must provide a written response by completing an action plan provided by the Academic Quality Unit.  This will then be sent to the Chair of the Panel and the Audit and Review Committee for confirmation that recommendations have been heeded and acted upon appropriately. The response will be circulated to Panel members for information.
Joint Partnership/Periodic Review reports will therefore make formal recommendations to EPPSC, on the following:

· Recommendation to University’s Externally Provided Programmes Sub-Committee (EPPSC) to issue a Partnership Agreement not exceeding 5 years;

· Identified areas of development related to the partnership; 

· Good practice in partnership working, worthy of dissemination across the University and/or its partners. 

Reports will also make formal recommendations to A&RC, acting on behalf of ASQEC, on the following: 
· The level of confidence in the academic standards and the quality of learning opportunities provided, stating a period of reapproval not exceeding 5 years;
· As applicable, any conditions upon which reapproval is predicated

· As applicable, any recommendations that would enhance the quality of the student learning experience. 
· As applicable, any aspects of good practice worthy of dissemination across the University.
� This may include, in exceptional circumstances, reconvening the Panel at a future date.


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.worc.ac.uk/aqu/documents/WritingyourEDDguidance.doc" �http://www.worc.ac.uk/aqu/documents/WritingyourEDDguidance.doc�





� This should comprise information available to students at the point of Review, rather than development of documentation applying to potential iterations of provision.
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