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7.1 Introduction 
 
1. The University welcomes the addition of collaborative arrangements to its corporate 

portfolio of activities. These are a ‘formal arrangement between a degree-awarding 
body and another higher education provider, allowing for the latter to provide higher 
education on behalf of the former, typically leading to an award of credit, or a 
qualification, from the degree-awarding body. In all such cases, the degree-awarding 
body remains responsible for ensuring that the Expectations of the Quality Code are 
met’.1 

 
2. The University’s collaborative partners are key in achieving its mission. Partnership 

will be sought with institutions that share the University’s values and wish to support 
its vision and mission. 
 

3. The University’s ASPIRE values2 guide the fulfilment of the mission, with partnership 
as central to these values, enabling more students to benefit from higher education. 
 

4. When considering entering into a partnership to offer provision in either the UK or 
overseas, the University satisfies itself that the arrangement has a potential long term 
benefit and will enrich the experiences of both students and staff at both institutions. 
 

5. The University’s commitment to the quality of collaborative partnerships is 
unequivocal, and the benefits to students and staff, at Bedfordshire and at the 
partner, are considerable. It is recognised, however, that these benefits have to be 
earned through sustained hard work.  

 

7.1.1 Guiding principles 
 
6. In approving any collaboration the University makes certain that students will receive 

an appropriately high quality educational experience and that the standard of awards 
to be conferred in the University’s name will be upheld. To do this, the University 
takes account of the guidance issued by QAA, through the Quality Code, and of the 
good practice described by other appropriate sectoral bodies such as the Council of 
Validating Universities. Once a collaboration is approved, the expectations of the 
Quality Code will be used to guide the operation of the partnership. 
 

7. Partners who are subject to QAA review in their own right are responsible for fulfilling 
any obligations set out in the Quality Code which are not clearly retained as 
responsibilities of the University in the partnership agreement. QAA review reports 
are used by the University as part of the evidence base for institutional approval and 
review. 
 

8. The guiding principles for the establishment and maintenance of collaborative 
partnerships are that: 

 

 The decision to enter into a collaborative partnership is the University’s, and 
bilateral agreements between a School/Department/faculty and a potential 
collaborative provider are not permitted;3  

                                                
1
 http://www.qaa.ac.uk/quality-code/the-revised-uk-quality-code 

2
 Access, scholarship, partnership, innovation, respect, employability 

3
 The exception to this will be for links that exist solely for the purpose of providing students with 

opportunities for work-based learning. In these circumstances faculties will be required to adhere to 
the University’s placement policy (see Quality Handbook Chapter 11). 

http://www.qaa.ac.uk/AboutUs/glossary/Pages/glossary-d.aspx#d1.5
http://www.qaa.ac.uk/AboutUs/glossary/Pages/glossary-d.aspx#d1.5
http://www.qaa.ac.uk/AboutUs/glossary/Pages/glossary-h.aspx#h2.1
http://www.qaa.ac.uk/AboutUs/glossary/Pages/glossary-c.aspx#c9
http://www.qaa.ac.uk/AboutUs/glossary/Pages/glossary-e.aspx#e10
http://www.qaa.ac.uk/AboutUs/glossary/Pages/glossary-q.aspx#q5
http://www.qaa.ac.uk/quality-code/the-revised-uk-quality-code
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 A judgement will be made by senior managers about the nature of the institution 
with which the collaboration is proposed, and its strategic fit with the University, 
at an early stage in any development. A process of due diligence and risk 
assessment is undertaken to supplement this, to acknowledge potential hazards 
and ensure that any necessary mitigation is put in place. This will establish the 
potential partner’s legal status and capacity in law to contract with the University 
and whether the link will endanger the reputation of the University. It will also be 
established that the University has the necessary resources to support the 
proposed relationship; 

 It will be established whether the delivery of provision through a partnership is 
financially beneficial to the University and whether it will strategically enhance 
the educational / research ability of the University; 

 All collaborative activity will be initiated and managed within the University’s 
framework of academic quality assurance policy and practice, as set out in the 
Quality Handbook, and will be articulated through an appropriate legal 
agreement; 

 The University maintains responsibility for setting and maintaining academic 
standards and managing the quality of student learning opportunities. This 
means that the University will apply its quality assurance processes to the 
provision, including annual monitoring and periodic review. All other obligations 
under QAA’s Quality Code will be demonstrably fulfilled by either the University 
or by the partner, as appropriate; 

 All dealings with collaborative partners will be carried out in line with the 
University’s Code of Conduct for Employees4 to safeguard against any financial 
irregularities and preserve the integrity of the process;  

 The University will be able to assure itself of the accuracy and completeness 
both of information provided to students and of information that is publically 
available (whether in hard copy or on the University’s or partner’s website). 

7.1.2 Register of collaborative activity 
 
9. Quality & Standards maintains the University’s Register of collaborative activity. The 

Register includes information on provision delivered through associate and 
accredited partners, articulation agreements and study centres. Only once a 
collaborative partnership and associated provision is formally approved by the 
University will the details be entered onto the Register. The information held on the 
Register includes: 

 

 The name and location of the collaborative partner; 

 The award level and course title and the nature of the provision; 

 The faculty responsible for the collaborative partnership; 

 The name of the Link Coordinator and Account Manager for the partnership; 

 The date for institutional review. 

10. An overview of the University’s partners is published on the website, in line with the 
Wider Information Set (WIS) requirements. The full Register will be held on Quality & 
Standards shared drive and information contained within it can be made available on 
request to University colleagues or external stakeholders. 
 

                                                
4
 http://in.beds.ac.uk/__data/assets/word_doc/0019/106354/conductemployees1208.doc  

http://in.beds.ac.uk/__data/assets/word_doc/0019/106354/conductemployees1208.doc
http://in.beds.ac.uk/__data/assets/word_doc/0019/106354/conductemployees1208.doc
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11. Where faculties have established links with external organisations regarding 
placement activity for their students, the responsibility for maintaining an accurate 
record of these placements lies with the faculty.  

 

7.1.3 Record of UK and overseas partner regulatory reviews 
 
12. The Centre for Academic Partnerships maintains the record of regulatory or other 

quality assurance related reviews, conducted by external bodies, which have taken 
place at all UK and overseas partners. 
 

13. The record will note which body undertook the review, the date of the review and its 
outcomes, and will also confirm the next date of review where known. The record will 
be periodically presented to TQSC for information and action as appropriate. 
 

7.2 Definition of terms 
 

7.2.1 Introduction 
 

1. The University enters into relationships with collaborative partners both in the UK and 
overseas who, in the majority of cases, are then able to deliver collaborative 
provision leading to an award of the University, subject to all approval stages being 
completed satisfactorily.  
 

2. Partners are described according to the taxonomy articulated below. A partner will fit 
into only one category of partnership, but may deliver one or several types of 
provision according to one or several modes of operation. The University’s definitions 
of types of collaborative provision can be found in chapter 2a of the Quality 
Handbook, alongside the methods for their approval. 
 

3. The University does not enter into serial arrangements relationships (where a partner 
enters into a separate agreement with a third party to deliver the University’s 
provision).  

 

7.2.2 Nature of partner institution 
 
4. The first stage of the taxonomy is the nature of the partner institution, and this is 

established at the beginning of the relationship with the partner. There are three 
forms of partner institution: 
 

a Further Education College (FEC) 
5. These are UK-based institutions offering a range of qualifications (including those at 

higher-education level), incorporated under the Further and Higher Education Act. 
Public funding is provided through the Education and Skills Funding Agency (ESFA), 
and FECs are required to be registered with the Office for Students (OfS) to access 
this. FEC’s are also subject to inspection by Ofsted. 

 
b UK-based Alternative Provider (AP) 
6. These are providers of higher education courses based in the UK that do not receive 

direct annual public funding from OfS, and are not further education colleges. 
 



Page 9 of 104 

Quality Handbook Chapter 7:  
Collaborative Partnerships  

QAP0424 

c Overseas provider 
7. All partners based overseas fall into this category, whether they are public or private 

institutions. Student numbers at overseas providers are not included in the 
University’s HESA student return, but are part of the Aggregate Offshore return. 

 
 
 

7.2.3 Categories of collaborative partnership 
 
8. The second level of the taxonomy is categories of partnerships. The University’s 

institutional collaborative partners can be described according to three categories. 
 
a Associate partner 
9. Institutions that are approved by the University to deliver courses which lead to 

awards in its name are termed ‘associate partners’. All new partners are deemed to 
be associate partners of the University. 
 

10. In approving an institution as an associate partner the University will establish 
whether: 

 

 the partner’s mission, strategy and aims are compatible with those of the 
University; 

 the partner’s approach to teaching, learning and assessment are consonant with 
those of the University; 

 suitable learning resources and a learning environment appropriate to higher 
education are available at the partner; 

 the student experience at the partner will be equitable with that at the University. 

11. Also included within this category are School Direct franchise partners which contract 
with the University to deliver a franchise of the Professional Graduate Certificate. In 
recognition of the context for these relationships, and the level of risk involved, the 
University operates a modified, risk-based, but equally robust, approval process. 
School Centred Initial Teacher Training (SCITT) partners do not fall into this category, 
and are approved as for all other collaborations. 
 

12. A formal contract is required, setting out the key details of the relationship.  
 

13. Full details of how associate partners are approved are found in 7.3, and how they 
are reviewed in 7.6. 
 

b Accredited partner 
14. The status of ‘accredited partner’ has historically been awarded by the University’s 

Academic Board to associate partners that are deemed by the University to be 
institutions with a sufficiently well-developed and robust infrastructure that allows 
them to maintain quality and standards with greater autonomy than afforded to 
associate partners. The status can no longer be awarded, but existing accredited 
partners can continue to use the terminology. 
 

15. Accredited partners are permitted a greater level of discretion over certain academic 
processes. Most notably these include annual monitoring and the ability to make 
minor changes to courses on the basis of procedures set out in the partner’s own 
quality manual. However, the University continues to manage course approvals and 
reviews, Boards of Examiners’ meetings, and to appoint external examiners. 
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16. Institutional reviews of accredited partners follow the same broad processes as for 

associate colleges, with modifications to ensure that the accredited nature of the 
partnership is considered and the partner’s validated provision is also reviewed. 
 

c Link partner 
17. Institutions are described as ‘link partners’ when there is a formal relationship with 

the University that does not involve the delivery of a course leading to an award of 
the University by the partner (a ‘no delivery’ mode of operation, see below). This 
includes institutions that are used by the University as support providers or 
institutions that have an articulation agreement with the University. 
 

18. Institutions that are used by the University as a study centre (see below) are subject 
to the normal processes for institutional approval (see 7.3), whereas ‘link partners’ 
involved in progression or articulation arrangements are not. Beyond this the 
approval of activities undertaken with link partners is a distinct process from those set 
out for associate and accredited partners, as the focus of the event will be the mode 
of operation rather than the partner itself. Although the processes for this are set out 
in 7.4, not all of these arrangements fall within QAA’s definition of collaborative 
provision. If a link partner wishes to progress to a relationship where they deliver 
provision they will need to go through the processes appropriate to associate 
partners. 
 

19. A contract, appropriate to the nature of the relationship, will be drawn up.  
 

20. For all associate and accredited partners the operational protocols relevant to the 
relationship will be set out in a partner-specific Operations Manual (see 7.5.7), 
clarifying the roles and responsibilities that both parties hold. Where necessary this 
will distinguish the protocols required according to the type of provision delivered and 
the mode of operation. 
 

21. The processes for approving partners to deliver short courses only, or for the 
approval of short course delivery at an established associate or accredited partner, 
are described in chapter 2a of the Quality Handbook. 
 

7.2.4 Types of collaborative provision 
 

22. The third stage of the taxonomy is the type of provision which can be delivered by the 
University’s associate and accredited collaborative partners. The definitions applied 
by the University in respect of franchised and validated provision are found in chapter 
2a of the Quality Handbook, where the processes for approval are also described. 

 

7.2.5 Modes of operation 
 
23. The final stage of the taxonomy is the mode of operation. The University operates a 

number of ‘no delivery’ relationships with its partners which include the following: 
 
a Articulation 
24. This is a relationship where all students who successfully complete a period of study 

on a particular course at another institution are automatically entitled to be admitted 
to a specified course at the University with advanced standing, subject to the 
fulfilment of any English language requirements and the securing of an appropriate 
visa to study. The two courses are the responsibility of the respective partners 
delivering them but together they contribute to a single award of the University.  
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25. No consideration of individual applications is required. Where entry is not guaranteed 

this is classed as a progression arrangement (see below). 
 

26. The process formally recognises the course at the other institution as equivalent – in 
terms of academic standards, credit value and course content (i.e. the level, volume 
and content of the prior learning) – to a specified amount of credit on named courses 
at the University. The process allows a judgement to be made as to whether students 
who transfer to the University will be able to achieve success once at the University. 
Usually this will require the initial course to be taught and assessed in English. 
 

27. Credit achieved for the course taught at the partner is transferred to the University 
but is not used to calculate the final award.  
 

28. A formal contract setting out the relationship in detail is required. Additionally 
students will have a contractual relationship both with the partner that delivers the 
first course and subsequently with the University. Procedural details on the approval 
of articulations are described in 7.4.2, and review at 7.6.5.  
 

29. The equivalency between the partner and University course is reviewed regularly for 
alignment.  

 
b Progression 
30. This is a relationship where the successful completion of a course taught at another 

institution is recognised as an entry qualification for specified University courses. 
Progression is not guaranteed, and individual students’ achievement on the initial 
course is assessed as part of the entry process to the beginning of a course, or to a 
more advanced stage. In either case the University’s processes for the recognition of 
prior learning will be consulted. In cases where entry is at a more advanced stage a 
benchmark mapping exercise may be undertaken to establish equivalency and the 
students’ preparedness for transfer, and to assist in making individual judgements. 
Where this happens the mapping will be reviewed regularly. 
 

31. Progression agreements are not collaborative provision, but are entry criteria. Details 
of processes for their approval are found at 7.4. 
 

c Study centre 
32. This is a relationship where the University contracts, normally with a UK-based 

organisation, to use their premises, and potentially also their on-site learning 
resources, as a study centre for the delivery by the University of Bedfordshire of a 
University of Bedfordshire course5. It must always be the case that the teaching be 
carried out by staff employed by the University. If any aspect of teaching is delivered 
by the partner, then the relationship is deemed to be combined local delivery of 
provision. As highlighted previously, where a study centre is proposed the 
organisation to be contracted with will normally undergo institutional approval (as 
described at 7.3) first, and then enter the standard cycle of institutional review (as 
described at 7.6). 

 
33. As the awarding body the University must assure itself through the approval of the 

study centre that the external organisation's premises are a suitable learning 
environment for teaching at higher education level and that students studying at the 
external site are not disadvantaged in comparison to those studying on campus in 

                                                
5
 A ‘support provider’ in QAA terms 
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terms of the appropriateness of learning resources and the suitability of opportunities 
for students to access support mechanisms (both academic and pastoral). 
 

34. Where the study centre delivers provision across multiple subject areas this may be 
termed as a micro-campus. 

 
35. Although the procedural requirements for their approval is found at 7.4.4, unless use 

of the specific facilities6 is required for the attainment of learning outcomes they are 
not normally classed as formal collaborative provision. 

 
36. The study centre mode of operation does not apply to partner institutions wishing to 

deliver University courses at a location other than originally approved. In these 
circumstances faculties should follow the process described at 7.3.6. 

 
37. In all of these cases of a ‘no-delivery’ relationship there is no requirement to consider 

the courses being delivered as they will either be pre-approved through the relevant 
quality assurance processes described in chapter 2a of the Quality Handbook, or will 
not lead to an award of the University. The mode of operation, however, will need to 
be approved through the relevant process. 

 
38. Link partners can only operate a ‘no delivery’ relationship, but it is not the case that a 

‘no delivery’ relationship can only exist with link partners. 
 

7.3 Approval of collaborative partners 
 

7.3.1 Introduction 
 

1. Prior to entering into formal approval processes all potential new partners will have 
been through a consultation and development phase which is led by the Centre for 
Academic Partnerships. The length of time that this takes to complete will be 
dependent on both the experience and maturity of the potential partner and on the 
nature of the relationship being proposed. 
 

2. The University separates the approval of partners from the approval to deliver 
provision. Where partners will be involved in the delivery of University awards an 
appropriate level of externality will be incorporated into the approval, as described in 
chapter 2a of the Quality Handbook. 

 

7.3.2 Initial selection of collaborative partners 
 
3. Entering into a partnership with an external organisation will convey an advantage to 

the University. These advantages may be financial but may also be less tangible. 
However, a partnership will also bring risks and, as far possible, these will be formally 
assessed, quantified and mitigated. The process of approval as a collaborative 
partner (whether as an associate partner or as part of a study centre arrangement) is 
also an opportunity for capacity development through the use of quality assurance. 
 

4. Criteria for initial selection of a partner will include: 
 

 The fit in vision, mission and strategy between the potential partner organisation 
and the University7 

                                                
6
 For example specialist laboratories or sports facilities 

7
 www.beds.ac.uk/about-us/our-university/strategic-plan,-vision,-mission-and-values  

http://www.beds.ac.uk/aboutus/quality/regulations
http://www.beds.ac.uk/about-us/our-university/strategic-plan,-vision,-mission-and-values
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 The reputational advantage or risk for the University 

 The robustness of the business case, including market analysis and evidence of 
demand 

 Evidence of successful previous partnership track record 

 Evidence of capacity to deliver and provide appropriate learning opportunities 

 The income generating capacity of the proposition 

 A supply chain opportunity for recruitment through progression 

 Opportunities to diversify the portfolio of collaborative relationships 

 
5. If there is a realistic possibility of the partnership conferring a significant advantage to 

the University initial consultation should take place with the Deputy Vice Chancellor 
(External Relations) and the Executive Dean of Academic Partnerships. Similarly, if 
the faculty have not initiated the link then the appropriate Faculty Executive Dean(s) 
will also be included. 
 

6. This initial phase of development will normally comprise a visit to the proposed 
partner institution by a member of the VCEG to explore and assess the viability of the 
proposed collaboration and explore the expectations of each party. This will also 
determine that teaching and assessment will take place in English, in line with the 
University’s Academic Regulations. Variations from this may be approved in 
exceptional circumstances on a case-by-case basis by the Academic Board. The 
involvement of senior faculty staff at this stage is encouraged. 
 

7. Once it has been decided to move ahead with institutional approval, a process of 
consideration begins, with responsibility for the process being held by the Executive 
Dean of Academic Partnerships. This is illustrated in the figure below. 

 
 

 
 
Figure 1: the process of initial approval through VCEG (part one) 
N.B. Double outlined boxes represent ‘stage gates’. The next step of the process cannot be 
undertaken until the action has occurred. 
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8. The Executive Dean of Academic Partnerships will lead the preparation of: 
 

 A formal rationale (see Appendix A: Rational for collaboration) that will include an 
academic rationale, a preliminary business case and costing and any other non-
financial benefits or detriments. All faculties proposed to be involved in the 
relationship will be invited to provide comments on the rationale. 

 Due diligence (see Appendix D: Collaborative partner due diligence) that will look 
at who the partner is, how and where they operate, and what their financial 
situation is. Its purpose is to identify both known and potential risks that will be 
considered further within the risk assessment. For the purposes of initial 
selection of School Direct franchise partners, the due diligence report will be 
replaced by the most recent Ofsted report on the proposed partner. 

 Due diligence must also be refreshed when a partner is due to undertake 
institutional review, when there is significant change at the partner institution or 
when there is cause for concern. Concerns are raised at the Partnerships Quality 
Assurance Committee by the Executive Dean of Academic Partnerships, the 
Associate Director of Academic Partnerships Operations, or the Account 
Manager, and the Committee will make a decision as to the next steps. 

 A risk assessment (see Appendix B: Initial collaborative partner risk assessment) 
that will consider the specific provision that the partner wishes to deliver to 
identify known and potential risks based on the operational context and ‘horizon 
scanning’. It will also identify safeguards to be put in place to mitigate or guard 
against these risks. 

9. As part of this process the Legal Office will also undertake a credit check on the 
proposed partner. 
 

10. The faculties proposed to be involved in the partnership will prepare either a 
Franchise Request Form (for franchises) or a New Course Proposal and Approval 
Form (Part 1) (for validated courses) in conjunction with the Director of Collaborative 
Academic Partnerships who will confirm the specific course titles requested by the 
proposed partner  for approval according to standard processes (see chapter 2a of 
the Quality Handbook). 
 

11. The rationale, due diligence and risk assessment will be presented by the Executive 
Dean of Academic Partnerships to VCEG, and VCEG can decide to proceed with the 
proposal, reject it to be re-presented following more work, or reject it outright. The 
decision will be made on the basis of strategic fit and viability, and on the results of 
the risk assessment and due diligence enquiries.  
 

12. The decision will be confirmed through the published VCEG minutes. If the decision 
is to proceed with the proposal, the Executive Dean of Academic Partnerships will 
inform the secretaries to the Board of Governor’s Student Experience Committee and 
Partnerships Quality Assurance Committee of the need to include or note, 
respectively, the proposal on their next agenda, and will also notify the Head of 
Quality. At this stage it is also permissible for the production of documents required 
for the approval events (institutional and course delivery) to begin. 
 

13. The figure below illustrates the next steps to be taken.  
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Figure 2: the process of initial approval through VCEG (part two) 
N.B. Double outlined boxes represent ‘stage gates’. The next step of the process cannot be 
undertaken until the action has occurred. 

 
14. The rationale, due diligence and initial risk assessment will be taken to the Board of 

Governor’s Student Experience Committee by the Deputy Vice Chancellor (External 
Relations). The Committee can decide to grant initial approval of the proposal, reject 
it to be re-presented following more work, or reject it outright.8 The decision at the 
Student Experience Committee is made on the basis of strategic fit and viability, on 
the results of the risk assessment and due diligence enquiries, and on financial 
probity. If the decision is to approve the proposal the details are taken to a 
subsequent Board of Governors meeting where the approval is ratified.  
 

15. Ratification of the decision by the full Board of Governors is not required for the 
institutional approval event to be held. However it is required in advance of the 
approval of the partnership by Academic Board at the end of the quality assurance 
process 
 

16. In parallel the Partnerships Quality Assurance Committee will be notified of the new 
proposal by the Executive Dean of Academic Partnerships.  
 

17. The decisions of the Board of Governor’s Student Experience Committee will be 
provided by the relevant committee secretary to the Executive Dean of Academic 
Partnerships, who will inform the Director of Collaborative Academic Partnerships 
and the Head of Quality. Only once initial approval has been granted will the quality 
assurance processes which lead to institutional approval (as described below) begin. 
At this stage an Account Manager for the proposed partnership will be appointed by 
the Executive Dean of Academic Partnerships. 
 

18. At this point the Executive Dean of Academic Partnerships will also request that the 
formal drafting of a contract to cover the relationship (see 7.3.7) be begun in liaison 
with the Academic Registrar.  
 

                                                
8
 Where the decision is to require re-presentation to the Student Experience Committee or to reject 

the proposal outright, this would be fed back to stakeholders, including VCEG, by the Deputy Vice 
Chancellor (External Relations). 
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19. Academic Board will be notified of the initial approval through the Vice Chancellor’s 
report. 

 

7.3.3 Institutional approval 
 

20. The aim of institutional approval is to provide the University with the assurance that 
the collaborating institution is of an appropriate standing and that its own structures 
and systems are sufficiently robust, particularly around academic management, 
resources and staffing. Regardless of where delivery takes place the University is 
responsible for any awards delivered in its name and therefore the panel will make a 
recommendation to the University for approval, based on whether the following 
criteria have been met:  

 

 Senior management and teaching staff display an institutional commitment to the 
success of the collaboration; 

 The partner institution is able to provide and sustain an ethos and learning 
environment appropriate to UK higher education; 

 The learning opportunities provided by the partner are appropriate for the 
delivery and support of higher education provision and the partner is capable of 
providing a suitable learning experience. 

21. The process for institutional approval through the University’s quality assurance 
processes is illustrated in the figure below (the approval of School Direct franchise 
partners is described separately). The event must always be held at the partner’s 
main teaching premises. Any variation to this process requires the approval of the 
Academic Registrar. Initial approval must have been granted before this can be 
initiated. 

 



Page 17 of 104 

Quality Handbook Chapter 7:  
Collaborative Partnerships  

QAP0424 

 
 
Figure 3: the process of institutional approval 
N.B. Double outlined boxes represent ‘stage gates’. The next step of the process cannot be 
undertaken until the action has occurred. 

 
22. Quality & Standards will supply the proposed partner with a set of standard University 

documentation, to assist them in their preparation for institutional approval. This will 
include the University’s Academic Regulations, Quality Handbook and any 
appropriate guidance on the requirements of the event. 
 

23. Timelines for the event, following the granting of initial approval, are as follows: 
 

Week  Action 

 Timing, agenda, documentation requirements and deadlines agreed 

-8 Nomination for external panel member provided 
Documentation produced 

-6 Documentation reviewed 

-4 Documentation submitted to Quality & Standards and distributed to panel along with 
briefing note, agenda and guidance 

0 Approval event – conditions and recommendations set 

+1 Outcomes report produced and conditions addressed 

 Full report produced 

 

Institutional Approval event held

Fulfilment of approval conditions 
confirmed by Chair

Approval report signed off 
by TQSC: UKPC or OPC 

Noted by Academic Board

Confirmation distributed by Quality 
Directorate

Dates for the Institutional Approval event are agreed
Approval documents prepared by the partner, supported 

by the Director of UK/International Partnerships

Approval documents critiqued by Executive Dean of Partnerships plus a member of 
UKPC/OPC (as appropriate) from outside the linked faculties

Accepted with / without amendments

Partner approval granted by Academic Board, 
subject to fulfilment of conditions

Documents submitted to Quality Directorate

Proceed to institutional approval event

Approval of proposal 
ratified by Governors
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a Preparation for the event 
24. The proposed partner will identify a coordinator to act as the point of contact with the 

University. The Director of Collaborative Academic Partnerships will manage and 
coordinate the process on behalf of the University. They will ensure that the 
proposed partner fully understands the documentation requirements and the nature 
and purpose of the event and will act as critical friend in the production of 
documentation. Where arrangements are large or complex management and 
coordination may be undertaken through a project board or similar mechanism. 
 

25. The dates for the event and the agenda will be confirmed between Quality & 
Standards and the Director of Collaborative Academic Partnerships, who will liaise 
with the partner and with any other relevant faculty colleagues.  
 

26. The standard agenda may be tailored to suit the model of partnership (see Appendix 
I) but will include: 

 

 A meeting with senior staff to discuss strategic and management issues and the 
‘fit’ between the proposed partner and the University; 

 A meeting with course management and student support leads to discuss 
academic standards and support for the student experience; 

 A tour of facilities, to include any specialist facilities; 

 Where possible a meeting with a representative sample of students, normally 
comprising 6-10 students studying at the institution on courses which relate to 
the provision to be awarded by the University, will also be scheduled during the 
lunch break. The students must not also be members of staff at the prospective 
partner. 

27. The Director of Collaborative Academic Partnerships will work with the prospective 
partner to nominate an external adviser for the approval panel to act on behalf of the 
University, no later than 8 weeks before the date of the event. The adviser will be 
appropriate for the scope of the event and, if possible, the nature of the courses it is 
proposed be delivered at the partner. Suitably qualified professional services staff 
may be nominated for this role (for example Academic Registrars, Heads of Quality, 
Directors of Higher Education). The adviser will not have had a link with either the 
University or the partner during the previous five year period and will not be a current 
or former student of the University or partner. Nominations will be made on the 
appropriate nomination form (see Appendix H) and will be approved by the Academic 
Registrar. Quality & Standards will then liaise with the external adviser as to their 
remit. 
 

28. At a minimum, a standard set of documentation (as outlined below) will be required. If 
the nature of the partner requires it, Quality & Standards may request additional 
documents. The documentation requirements will be confirmed by Quality & 
Standards to Director of Collaborative Academic Partnerships who will liaise with the 
partner, and also to any relevant members of faculty staff. 
 

29. The partner must prepare a proposal document, supported by the Director of 
Collaborative Academic Partnerships. It will describe what the proposed partner’s 
current processes are, and will use the set of headings and prompt questions 
outlined in Appendix P. Where supporting documents are requested these should be 
provided as appendices.  
 

30. The proposal document and supporting evidence will be submitted by the Director of 
Collaborative Academic Partnerships to the Executive Dean of Academic 
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Partnerships no later than six weeks in advance of the institutional approval event. It 
will then be reviewed by the Executive Dean of Academic Partnerships plus a 
nominated member of the Partnerships Quality Assurance Committee, from a faculty 
independent of the School/Department where the provision is/will be based, through 
a desk-based exercise. 
 

31. The purpose of the paperwork review is to ensure that the proposal document 
demonstrates a robust rationale for the development of the partnership, that the 
proposed partner’s processes and resources are fully described, and that the 
paperwork has been completed appropriately. 
 

32. The Executive Dean of Academic Partnerships will inform the Director of 
Collaborative Academic Partnerships of any changes / enhancements required to the 
proposal. These must be discussed and implemented with the partner. The Executive 
Dean of Academic Partnerships will provide confirmation to the Director as to 
whether all concerns have been addressed.  
 

33. The proposed date for the institutional approval event and logistical arrangements 
will not be confirmed until the paperwork review has occurred. 
 

34. The following table identifies the stages of pre-event administration and those parties 
responsible for their fulfilment: 
 

Stage Action 

Production of 
documents 

The Director of Collaborative Academic Partnerships will finalise 
documentation and have six hard copies of the main proposal document 
printed and will provide six electronic copies of the proposal and appendices 

Submission of 
documents 

The Executive Dean of Academic Partnerships will submit electronic and 
hard copies of documents to Quality & Standards, four weeks prior to the 
event 

Supporting 
documents 

Quality & Standards will produce an agenda (based on the standard 
template) and a briefing note clarifying the scope of the event 

Distribution 
Quality & Standards will send out the documents to the panel a minimum of 
three weeks ahead of the event, in order to provide enough time for lines of 
enquiry to be identified 

 
b The event 
35. The panel membership has been constructed to allow for consideration of all of the 

areas of the proposal and additional guidance notes will be provided. Membership 
will consist of: 

 Chair: a member of the Senior Leadership Team (normally an academic member 
of TQSC or Academic Board, or academic Head of School/Department outside 
the faculty(ies) involved in the partnership)9; 

 A senior member of University staff unrelated to provision in the partner; 

 An external member who has experience of working in a collaborative 
partnership, nominated by the partner but approved by the University; 

 The Head of Quality or nominee; 

 Secretary: (normally) a member of Quality & Standards. 

                                                
9
 This role cannot be fulfilled by a member of staff from the Centre for Academic Partnerships. 
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36. Any change in the composition of the panel must be agreed in advance by the 
Academic Registrar, on behalf of TQSC, who will ensure that the membership is 
appropriate for the context of the event. 

 
37. The proposal will be represented by senior staff and operational/teaching staff from 

the partner. Faculties may choose to send representatives to support the proposed 
partner, but the Director of Collaborative Academic Partnerships will have provided 
this guidance in advance. A senior representative from the Centre for Academic 
Partnerships may also attend in an observational role on behalf of the partner. Those 
in attendance will have both the background knowledge and authority to be able to 
respond to the panel’s lines of questioning.  
 

38. If the panel agree that the criteria for success have been met and therefore a 
decision to recommend approval of the partner to Academic Board can be made, a 
series of provisional outcomes will be determined by the panel and communicated to 
the partner following the event. These outcomes will identify: 

 

 Any conditions that are required for the approval of the partnership; 

 Any recommendations that the panel feel will enhance the partnership. By their 
very nature recommendations do not have to be addressed, but it is expected 
that actions taken to progress them, or reasons for not doing so, will be included 
in the monitoring process; 

 The name of the person responsible for managing the response to conditions 
and for providing the final formal response (normally the Director of Collaborative 
Academic Partnerships); 

 The date(s) by which conditions must be fulfilled. 

39. Both conditions and recommendations can be directed towards the partner and/or 
the University.  
 

40. Following approval the Account Manager will be required to implement the risk 
register, identifying potential risks and mitigating factors. This will continue to be 
updated and monitored through Account Manager reports to Partnerships Quality 
Assurance Committee. 
 

c After the event 
41. The following table identifies the stages of post-event administration and those 

parties responsible for their fulfilment: 
 

Stage Action 

Production of the 
outcomes report 

 Produced by the secretary to the event 

 Commented on by internal stakeholders for appropriateness and 
proportionality 

 Confirmed by the Chair of the event 

 Approved by the Chair of the Partnerships Quality Assurance 
Committee 

Distribution of the 
outcomes report 

 Distributed by Quality & Standards to the person responsible for 
managing the response to conditions and other internal stakeholders. 
Distribution to the partner is through the Executive Dean of Academic 
Partnerships 
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Responses to 
conditions 

 Provided to Quality & Standards along with all necessary evidence 
and a completed ‘response to conditions’ template,10 in line with the 
deadlines set at the event  

 Signed off as complete by the Chair of the event 

Responses to 
recommendations 

 Reported either on the ‘response to conditions template’ or through 
the appropriate annual monitoring report 

Production of the 
full report 

 Produced by the secretary to the event 

 Contextualises the event and provides an accurate record of 
discussions 

 Chair of the event, the partner and other internal colleagues given the 
opportunity to check for factual accuracy 

 Final version distributed by Quality & Standards 

Confirmation of 
approval 

 Finalised full report presented by the Head of Quality to the 
Partnerships Quality Assurance Committee (normally alongside 
confirmation that conditions have been fulfilled) who make a 
recommendation regarding approval. A request will also be made for 
an action to be assigned to the Executive Dean of Academic 
Partnerships by Academic Board, to ensure that a contract is in place 
before delivery of any courses can begin 

 Confirmation that the Board of Governors has ratified the decision by 
their Student Experience Committee to approve the proposal 

 Full report and recommendations reported to Academic Board for 
confirmation of approval. This may remain subject to confirmation of 
the fulfilment of conditions 

 
42. Either the Partnerships Quality Assurance Committee or Academic Board may 

request amendments to be made to the report for accuracy or completeness. Where 
the Chair and the Head of Quality (or nominee) from the event both agree that the 
changes are appropriate, they will be included within an updated version of the report 
which will be distributed by Quality & Standards. Where the change is not agreed a 
copy of the original report, plus an excerpt from the committee minutes will be 
circulated. 
 

43. Once approval of the partnership been granted by Academic Board, and the approval 
conditions signed off by the Chair, Quality & Standards will prepare a memo to 
confirm approval and distribute it internally. Distribution to the partner is undertaken 
under the instruction of the Executive Dean of Academic Partnerships. The partner 
will be entered onto the Register of collaborative activity.  
 

44. For information regarding the institutional review of partners see 7.6. 
 

7.3.4 Approval of School Direct franchise partners 
 

45. The process for the approval of School Direct franchise relationships broadly follows 
that described above for all other partners. However, in recognition of the status of 
partner institutions, the provision that they will deliver, and the delivery location for 
the courses, some adaptations have been made, including formal approval being 
considered at a combined institutional approval and course delivery approval event.  
 

46. Initial selection of partners and consideration of rationale, risk and due diligence will 
take place as normal, however the latest Ofsted report for the school will replace the 

                                                
10

 https://in.beds.ac.uk/__data/assets/word_doc/0009/452358/Response-to-conditions-Nov14-
QAP0085.docx  

https://in.beds.ac.uk/__data/assets/word_doc/0009/452358/Response-to-conditions-Nov14-QAP0085.docx
https://in.beds.ac.uk/__data/assets/word_doc/0009/452358/Response-to-conditions-Nov14-QAP0085.docx
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standard due diligence report. The documentation required from potential partners, 
and the need to provide a nomination for an external adviser will also follow the 
descriptions given above. 
 

47. However, in lieu of an event being held at the partner’s premises, a site visit will be 
undertaken by a member of staff from outside the faculty involved (minimum grade 9, 
i.e. Principal Lecturer or above) and an independent external adviser, accompanied 
by a member of staff from the faculty concerned. The visit will consider the suitability 
of the delivery site and will provide an opportunity to meet with any members of 
School Direct staff who would not be able to attend the combined event. It will result 
in the production of a visit report, produced by the member of faculty staff and 
including a recommendation to proceed (or not), which is confirmed by all visitors. 
The visit will be set up by Quality & Standards. The submission of event paperwork 
will include a copy of the confirmed visit report (see Appendix E: School Direct 
delivery site approval report). 
 

48. Following receipt of documentation the paperwork will be independently scrutinised 
as described above.  
 

49. Quality & Standards will then organise the combined event, which will take place at 
the University and be attended by staff from the School Direct organisation. The 
panel composition will follow that for a course delivery approval event, including the 
nomination of an external adviser, and a ‘hybrid’ agenda will be set (see chapter 2a 
of the Quality Handbook). Outcomes of the event, and post event administration, will 
also follow standard process. 

 

7.3.5 Approval of link partners 
 

50. Link partners are institutions that the University has a formal relationship with, but 
which do not involve the partner delivering a course leading to an award of the 
University.  
 

51. Where the University wishes to work with a link partner for the purposes of a study 
centre full partner approval (see 7.3) must be completed. Following this, the study 
centre arrangement can move to approval (see 7.4.4). 
 

52. Details of how articulation activities and progression arrangements are approved are 
at 7.4. In these cases they are not approved as partners separately from the approval 
of the activity that will be undertaken with them.  
 

53. If a link partner involved in an articulation or progression arrangements wishes to 
progress to a relationship where they operate as a study centre or deliver University 
provision, they will need to go through the full partner approval process. 

 

7.3.6 Change of partner premises 
 
54. Through institutional approval the University confirms the location(s) at which the 

partner is able to deliver provision, subject to successful course-level approval events. 
However there may be occasions through the life of the partnership where delivery 
locations need to be changed or extended.  
 

55. In order to approve this change the University must be assured that the new facilities 
are a suitable learning environment for the specific courses affected by the change, 
and that appropriate facilities and support services are available.  
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56. When CAP confirms that a change in premises (either to add a new campus to the 

partner’s approved location or change the location completely) the relevant Head of 
School/Department completes a major change at course level form (see chapter 2b). 
This form confirms the new details and identifies the supplementary information 
required including a site visit report for the change/addition. 
 

57. The site visit is carried out by a member of academic staff from the 
School/Department in which the course is located, and a pro-forma report is 
completed (template is available at appendix P) to: 

 

 Confirm that the institution holds the requisite learning resources specific to the 
course proposed for approval, in sufficient numbers to support the proposed 
intake; 

 Assure the University that the learning environment is suitable for the delivery of 
higher education in terms of IT facilities, study space, support services etc.; 

 Confirm the arrangements for any examinations or computer based assessment 
that need to take place at the premises. 

58. The report, change form and other supplementation information will be submitted to 
the Centre for Academic Partnerships for confirmation that the contract between the 
partner and the University is accurate in terms of the new location, and then to 
Quality & Standards for onward transmission to TQSC for approval. Quality & 
Standards will then issue a memo confirming approval of the change. 

 

7.3.7 Legal and contractual matters 
 

59. Collaborations will be covered by a legally binding, appropriately written agreement 
(the contract), which will also include details concerning the courses leading to an 
award of the University, where the partner has been approved to deliver these. Draft 
contracts will only be signed and come into force following the appropriate approval 
event but must be in place before the activity which they relate to commences. 
 

60. The purposes of the contract are to:  
 

 define the high-level arrangements for managing the partnership; 

 ensure that the roles and responsibilities of both parties concerning the security 
of the academic standards of the provision and the quality of learning 
opportunities are clearly set out, and that signposts are given to appropriate 
documents describing these in greater detail; 

 identify clear channels of authority, accountability and executive action;  

 specify the financial arrangements for the proposed collaboration; 

 stipulate all legal details, including the resolution of disputes and termination. 

61. Upon approval of the rationale, risk assessment and due diligence by VCEG, and the 
formulation of a positive recommendation to be taken to the Board of Governors, the 
Executive Dean of Academic Partnerships will instruct the University Solicitor to 
prepare a draft agreement in liaison with the Academic Registrar. 
 

62. Drafts of the agreement will not include terms which are in direct contradiction to the 
Academic Regulations or quality assurance processes of the University. 
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63. Each agreement is based on a standard template held by the University Solicitor and 
tailored to the individual requirements of the partnership. Agreements must be signed 
to be enforceable. Notwithstanding this, there are a number of aspects which will be 
common to all contracts, unless otherwise explicitly stated: 

 

 Disputes will be resolved within the jurisdiction of English law; 

 Courses will be managed in accordance with the University’s Academic 
Regulations and all assessment arrangements must be approved by the 
University; 

 The University will specify the quality assurance arrangements for the provision; 

 The partner’s procedures for student discipline, complaints and grievances will 
apply and the partner will conduct the stage one of academic appeals process 
following the University’s Academic Regulations. Stage two of the process, if so 
required, will be the responsibility of the University; 

 The University is responsible for the appointment of external examiners; 

 The University reserves the right to arrange for an independent audit of the 
academic integrity of the examinations process; 

 Where Boards of Examiners are held at the partner a member of University staff 
will chair the Board, and there will normally be at least one additional member of 
staff of the University present; 

 The partner will provide the University with full, accurate personal details of 
students enrolled on courses leading to the University’s awards, so that they may 
be registered with the University and entered on the University’s student record 
system (failure to do so will result in students not having access to online 
resources and, ultimately, in not receiving an award from the University); 

 The University will be responsible for issuing award certificates to students who 
successfully complete the courses on which they are registered; 

 All publicity and promotional material is to be approved by the University, 
according to procedures as specified in each contract, whether in English or any 
other language; 

 Each party must retain and, if requested, produce documentation and full records 
in relation to courses; 

 That serial franchising of any University provision is expressly prohibited. 

64. The contract will also be appropriate to the relationship with the partner and specify: 
 

 The names of the parties to the agreed contract, in addition to the University; 

 The provision associated with the partnership and the mode of its operation; 

 Contextual matters of a legal nature, for example intellectual property rights; 

 Procedures for resolving any differences that might arise; 

 The action to be taken if either partner is shown to be in serious breach of the 
contract, and the procedures to be followed in the event of a dispute between the 
partner institutions; 

 Financial arrangements governing the provision of resources, both physical and 
human, actual fees, costs and charges; 
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 Procedures and responsibilities in respect of the academic management of the 
course, particularly noting where these differ from those expressed in the 
University’s Academic Regulations or Quality Handbook; 

 The period of notice required for its termination and how the ‘run out’ of the 
course(s) associated with the contract will be handled, focussing on the rights of 
the students. 

65. The contract includes its period of validity, which will normally not exceed five years.  
 

66. The agreement will include details of the financial arrangements agreed with the 
partner, which must: 
 

 Be compliant with statutory and funding council requirements (including the 
requirement that funded provision will not cross subsidise non-funded provision); 

 Contain safeguards so that, if the economic or political climate change, academic 
quality and standards and the interests of students are not compromised; 

 Have contingencies in place to deal with currency fluctuations where necessary; 

 Specify which party will be responsible for expenses incurred as a result of 
undertaking collaborative activity 

67. Following approval of the final version of the agreement by all parties, it is formally 
endorsed using the contract approval form, which will be signed by the appropriate 
members of University staff. The contract approval form signposts the member of 
staff authorised to sign the contract itself. Contracts must not be signed by any other 
employee.  
 

68. Contracts do not come into force until after the relevant approval or review event is 
concluded to allow for any additional clauses emerging as a result to be incorporated. 
The contract must be fully signed before students can be registered on the course. 
 

69. The contract itself is normally signed by the Vice Chancellor on behalf of the 
Academic Board in accordance with the Financial Regulations of the University, or 
the Deputy Vice Chancellor (External Relations) as his nominated representative. 
Once the contract is signed it may then be sent by the Executive Dean of Academic 
Partnerships to the partner for their signature and on its return a copy is lodged with 
the Legal Office. 
 

70. The contract will be revised following the approval of the partner to deliver additional 
courses, or the closure of provision. It will also be reviewed if the operation of the link 
changes or if there is significant change within either party. 
 

71. In some circumstances it may be appropriate for a prospective collaborative 
relationship with an overseas institution to be cemented by signing a non-legally-
binding memorandum of cooperation (or understanding), the latest template of which 
can be obtained from the University Solicitor. 

 

7.4 Approval of operational modes 
 

7.4.1 Introduction 
 
1. The final part of the taxonomy of collaborations described within this chapter is the 

operational mode, which encompasses a number of ‘no delivery’ relationships – that 
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is where there is a link with an external institution that does not involve delivery of a 
University award by the partner or to students admitted through a partner. 

 

7.4.2 Approval of ‘no delivery’ mode - Articulation 
 
a Introduction 
2. As defined in 7.2.5 articulation arrangements recognise a partner’s course (the 

‘originating course’) as equivalent – in terms of academic standards, credit value and 
course content – to a specified amount of credit on a named course at the University. 
The originating course should be taught and assessed in English. Entry with 
advanced standing to a course leading to an award of the University (the ‘destination 
course’) is guaranteed for all students, subject to their fulfilment of University’s 
English language requirements and the issuance of an appropriate visa.  
 

3. Articulations may be agreed from an originating course at a partner organisation onto 
a destination course either running at the University or delivered at that partner. 
 

4. As the combination of the two courses will contribute to a single award of the 
University it is expected that institutions seeking articulation arrangements have their 
own quality assurance procedures and degree-awarding powers. Initial enquiries 
about articulation will be directed to the appropriate Faculty Associate Dean (Quality) 
for consideration and discussion.  
 

5. Articulation arrangements will only be set up where a reasonable number of students 
are expected to enter the University via that route on a regular basis. Individual 
students, or small numbers of students wishing to progress to the University, will be 
dealt with through the University’s Recognition of Prior Learning (RPL) procedures.  
 

6. Contracts associated with articulation arrangements will last for no more than five 
years to allow the arrangement to lapse unless a review of the collaboration is 
undertaken in line with the process described at 7.6.5. 
 

7. Wherever possible, the University endeavours to simplify articulation arrangements 
with partners who do not use a recognised credit transfer system, such as ECTS, by 
encouraging the partner to adopt the University's curriculum. Irrespective of whether 
this is the case, the course offered by the partner as the initial stage in the 
articulation does not lead to an award of the University. 
 

8. Students on originating courses are not registered with the University, and have no 
entitlement to University services unless written into the institutional contract by 
exception. The students’ contractual relationship will be with the body providing their 
course at any particular point.  
 

9. The maximum amount of credit a student can bring to the University under an 
articulation arrangement will be in line with that permitted under the University’s 
Academic Regulations. Credit achieved for the course taught at the partner is 
transferred to the University but is not used to calculate the final award.  

 
b Proposal 
10. In all cases proposed collaborative provision has to demonstrate that it is a 

worthwhile and cost effective use of the University’s resources. 
 

11. The faculty must complete the articulation agreement proposal (see Appendix E) 
which describes the rationale for the collaboration, the articulation model (how much 
credit is being requested against which course), projected student numbers 
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progressing to the University and provides a costing model showing projected 
income and expenditure. This will be submitted to the Vice Chancellor’s Executive 
Group through the Faculty Executive Dean for consideration of the business case. 
 

12. For existing partners that are adding an articulation arrangement to the relationship, 
the original due diligence report and initial risk assessment must be reviewed by the 
Centre for Academic Partnerships. For arrangements with new partners, i.e. those 
who have not already been institutionally approved, a due diligence report (see 
Appendix C) and initial risk assessment (see Appendix B) must be produced by CAP. 
In both cases, the documentation (or confirmation of no change) is submitted for 
consideration and approval by PQAC on behalf of Academic Board alongside the 
VCEG approved articulation agreement proposal. 
 

13. The due diligence, initial risk assessment and articulation agreement proposal must 
be approved in full by PQAC before an event to consider the articulation can take 
place.  

 
c Process for approval11 
14. Following approval of the proposal the chair of FTQSC will convene an approval 

event (see Appendix H: Standard event agenda). The panel for the event will consist 
of: 

 

 Chair: the chair of FTQSC; 

 A principal lecturer from another School/Department located in the same faculty; 

 The current external examiner for the University course being articulated to; 

 A senior member of Quality & Standards staff to act in an advisory capacity; 

 Secretary: the Faculty Quality Officer (or suitable nominee.) 

15. Documentation for the event will be prepared by the course team at the University, 
based on information supplied to them by the partner. The faculty will nominate an 
appropriate member of staff with knowledge of the subject area under consideration 
and of credit rating to lead on the proposal. 
 

16. The event paperwork will consist of: 
 

 A proposal document outlining: 

o the rationale for the proposal; 

o information about the articulation model (how much credit is being 
requested against which course); 

o an overview of the originating course; 

o information regarding the partner’s teaching, learning and assessment 
strategy; 

o information regarding the partner’s processes for the management of 
quality assurance; 

                                                
11

 Where the articulation is from a well-recognised qualification, such as a Higher National Diploma, 
then a variation to this process may be applicable as recognition of the lower levels of risk involved. 
The Head of Quality should be consulted 
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o a critical description of the partner’s physical and human resources 
(whether there are sufficient learning resources in place to support the 
originating course and whether staff are appropriately qualified);12 

o confirmation of arrangements to be implemented for the operational and 
quality assurance management of the articulation (with reference to this 
chapter of the Quality Handbook); 

o details of how the transfers will be managed and how students will be 
supported on their entry to the course (induction, academic and pastoral 
support etc.). 

 A mapping document at unit level considering the equivalency of the originating 
course to an amount of credit on the destination course, in terms of the level of 
study expressed through learning outcomes (with reference to the FHEQ), the 
content of the curriculum and the amount of ‘effort’ required to successfully 
complete the originating course.  

17. The panel will test this documentation, and the team representing the proposal will be 
available at the event to support it. The team will include, at a minimum, the member 
of staff who led the development of the proposal, the Portfolio Leader and the 
nominated Link Coordinator. 
 

18. The panel’s questioning will provide assurance to the University that: 
 

 The academic level of the originating course curriculum is aligned with the 
University's level descriptors and QAA's Framework for Higher Education 
Qualifications; 

 The subject coverage at the partner institution is comparable with that which 
students would have experienced at the University (which is in turn mapped on 
to subject benchmark statements); 

 The teaching and learning methods prepare students for a ‘student-centred’ 
learning experience characteristic of higher level academic work; 

 The quality of learning opportunities and the educational experience students will 
have on the originating course are satisfactory and students are likely to succeed 
following their transfer to the University; 

 Appropriate learning resources are in place. 

19. The decision of the panel can be to: 
 

 Approve the level and volume of credit, or recommend a different level and/or 
volume of credit, for a fixed period of time with or without conditions (not normally 
longer than five years which will be reflected in the validity period of the contract); 

 Request additional information; 

 Reject the claim. 

20. Where conditions have been set a deadline for their successful completion must be 
imposed. Evidence of them being addressed must be supplied to and signed off by 
the Chair of the event. Conditions must be fulfilled before the agreement is finalised. 
 

21. A report of the event will be produced and confirmed through the Faculty TQSC. A 
copy of the report and all background documentation (updated where required) will 

                                                
12

 This would normally be prepared following a visit by a member of faculty staff to the proposed 
partner. 
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be lodged with Quality & Standards. The report will be noted through the 
Partnerships Quality Assurance Committee. 
 

22. Once approved a contract between the University and the partner, drawn up by the 
Legal Office can be signed. The relationship will also be added on to the Register of 
collaborative activity at this point and the date for review of the relationship will be 
noted and included on the schedule which is presented annually to TQSC.  

 
d Post-approval activities 
23. After implementation the relationship must be monitored to ensure that the quality 

and standards of teaching remain appropriate for the arrangement, and that the 
curricula and assessment on the originating course do not drift away from the 
destination course through the natural process of curriculum development, thus 
nullifying the confirmation of equivalency gained through the original mapping 
exercise. This process will be managed through the Link Coordinator (see 7.5.4 for a 
description of their duties). 
 

24. It is not necessary for separate portfolio monitoring reports to be produced for 
articulation arrangements. However, where the number of students progressing to 
the University is statistically significant,13 the portfolio monitoring report will include an 
analysis of the achievement of students who have joined the course through an 
articulation route in comparison to the cohort as a whole. 
 

25. Where the destination course is discontinued, every effort will be made to provide a 
suitable replacement for the articulation. In these circumstances Quality & Standards 
will be informed, to ensure that centrally held information, including contracts, is kept 
up to date. 
 

26. Information regarding the review of articulation arrangements can be found at 7.6.5. 
If the faculty decide to terminate the articulation arrangement on a permanent basis 
the Faculty Associate Dean (Quality) informs the Head of Quality to ensure that the 
record in the Register of collaborative activity is updated accordingly and the 
Partnerships Quality Assurance Committee is informed. 

 

7.4.3 Approval of ‘no delivery’ mode - Progression  
 
27. Progression is the recognition of the successful completion of a course taught at 

another institution by individual students as an entry qualification for specified 
University courses. Judgements are made by an academic on the basis of evidence 
of the student’s achievement, rather than having guaranteed entry.  
 

28. Where progression is from one of the University’s foundation degrees delivered at a 
partner college on to the defined top-up route, students are required to complete the 
Progression Form available through the Admissions Office. 
 

29. All other progression decisions are made through the University’s Recognition of 
Prior Learning process, specifically the section dealing with certified learning. The 
faculty may undertake a mapping of curricula to aid with these judgements. 
 

30. As progression is not classed as a collaborative activity, the University does not 
specify arrangements for monitoring and review of progressions in this chapter of the 
Quality Handbook. However, where there are sizeable student numbers involved 

                                                
13

 To be agreed between the Course Coordinator and the faculty quality lead but, typically, a number 
in excess of 5% of the cohort size would be classed as significant. 
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from a particular institution, the faculty may wish to identify a member of staff to carry 
out liaison duties and to report on the achievement of students from that institution as 
a discrete group within the relevant monitoring report.  

 

7.4.4 Approval of ‘no delivery’ mode - Study centre 
 

31. In certain circumstances the University may wish to contract with another 
organisation to use their premises and, in some cases their on-site learning 
resources, as a study centre for the delivery of a University of Bedfordshire course.  
 

32. Where the teaching is carried out by University staff, and the premises do not include 
specialist facilities that the students require to achieve learning outcomes, then this is 
termed by the University as a study centre, but is not classed by QAA as 
collaborative activity. Students will be registered with the University and will therefore 
have full access to the University’s online learning resources. 
 

33. Where specialist facilities are involved, or an element of teaching is provided by the 
other party, then the advice of the Head of Quality must be sought, to confirm the 
type of approval event required.  
 

34. Where a study centre is to be established the standard approval method, normally 
following full partner approval is outlined below. 

 
35. As the awarding body, the University must be assured that the facilities are a suitable 

learning environment for teaching at higher education level, and that the appropriate 
facilities are available to deliver specific courses, including examinations and 
computer based assessment.  

 
36. In addition it must be established that students studying at the external site are not 

disadvantaged in comparison to those studying on campus in terms of: 
 

 the appropriateness of learning resources available locally (where used), 
supported by those available through the University's online systems; 

 the suitability of opportunities for students to access support mechanisms (both 
academic and pastoral). 

37. When the need for a study centre approval is identified, the head of 
School/Department will complete a major change at course level form, indicating that 
the new delivery site is to be a study centre.  
 

38. A member of academic staff from the School/Department in which the course is 
located will then undertake a site visit and complete a site visit report (a pro-forma 
template is available at Appendix G: Study centre site visit report). This report will: 

 

 confirm that the institution holds the requisite learning resources specific to the 
course proposed for approval, in sufficient numbers to support the proposed 
intake; 

 assure the University that the learning environment is suitable for the delivery of 
higher education in terms of IT facilities, study space, etc.; 

 confirm the Faculty’s position with regard to the management of any hourly paid 
lecturing staff that will be involved in the delivery of teaching; 

 confirm the arrangements for any examinations or computer based assessment 
that need to take place at the premises. 
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39. The report will be submitted to Quality & Standards for onward transmission to TQSC 
for approval. An updated CIF should also be provided, including the new delivery 
location and any information pertinent to students studying away from the main 
University campuses. UIFs should not be amended as study centres are not 
partnership/off-campus activity. Finally the Faculty should also prepare a tailored 
course handbook. 
 

40. A contract must be drawn up (or an existing contract added to) describing the nature 
of the relationship which must be signed before delivery can take place. Quality & 
Standards will then issue a memo confirming formal approval and the relationship will 
be added on to the Register of collaborative activity. The date for review of the 
relationship will be noted and included on the schedule which is presented annually 
to TQSC. 
 

41. Information regarding the review of study centres can be found at 7.6. If the faculty 
decide to stop using the study centre on a permanent basis the Faculty will produce a 
course closure or suspension request form for signature in the normal way. Once 
signed the Register of collaborative activity will be updated. 

 

7.5 Quality assurance and enhancement and management of the 
relationship 

 

7.5.1 Introduction 
 

1. Following the approval of a partner, provision or mode of operation there are a 
number of activities undertaken to ensure the fulfilment of quality assurance and 
enhancement processes and the smooth management of the partnership. The faculty 
and the partner will familiarise themselves with these activities and, should there be a 
question regarding their applicability, raise these with Quality & Standards at the 
earliest opportunity.  
 

2. To manage the activities on an ongoing basis, faculties must have appropriate 
academic and administrative resources in place for the collaborative provision within 
their portfolios. While the University maintains ultimate control and oversight through 
the monitoring and review procedures appropriate to the relationship, certain 
operational processes may be delegated to the partner. 
 

3. The activities set out in this section are specific to partnership activity. Where 
processes follow University requirements for all provision (such as course and unit 
modifications, assessment or external examining), the information relating to those 
processes can be found in the relevant chapter of the Quality Handbook. 
 

4. The processes described here may be relevant to all partnerships and provision, or 
may be differentiated as a consequence of the level of relationship with the partner, 
the provision delivered, or the mode of operation. Additional delegation may also be 
possible during the life of the partnership on the proviso that indicators and metrics 
used by the University to assess performance are met. All areas of extra delegation 
require formal approval from the University and will be recorded in the operations 
manual governing the partnership. 
 

5. Where the partner is responsible for the delivery of provision they will also undertake 
most of its day-to-day management. To maintain oversight of this, and to act as the 
liaison point for a particular course or courses, the Faculty Executive Dean will 
nominate a Link Coordinator. A role description and guidance is detailed at 7.5.4. 
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There will also be an Account Manager appointed through the Executive Dean of 
Academic Partnerships, in consultation with Faculty Executive Deans, who will 
provide oversight of the relationship at institutional level. The role descriptor is 
available at 7.5.3. 
 

6. Where there are indications of concern regarding quality, standards or the student 
experience this will be reported through the Partnerships Quality Assurance 
Committee by the Executive Dean of Academic Partnerships, the Associate Director 
of Academic Partnerships Operations, or the Account Manager. The Partnerships 
Quality Assurance Committee may require a review of the risk assessment for the 
partnership, on which basis further action may be required. 

 

7.5.2 Confirmation of Regulations 
 
7. Unless variations are expressly confirmed through approval of Academic Board, the 

University’s Academic Regulations will apply in all circumstances. A rationale will be 
required for any variance, the most common being the need to adhere to 
requirements of a professional, statutory or regulatory body (PSRB). 

 

7.5.3 The role of Account Managers 
 
8. All collaborative partnerships will have an Account Manager assigned to oversee the 

relationship at an institutional level and provide liaison across University faculties. 
They will act as a single point of contact internally and for the partner. 
 

9. The role is not an academic role directly concerned with quality and standards but, 
through the effective management and documentation of processes, the Account 
Manager will provide the University with the assurance that standards are being 
maintained. The role is distinct from that of Link Coordinator (see below). Account 
Managers will not be Link Coordinators within the same partnership. 
 

10. Account Managers will be appointed through the Executive Dean of Academic 
Partnerships. This will normally take place at the point of approval of the business 
case for a new relationship, and appointments are reaffirmed following successful 
institutional review. The Associate Director of Academic Partnerships Operations will 
have line management responsibility for Account Managers and will hold regular 
update meetings. 
 

11. The role is predominantly one of customer relationship management, and it is 
expected that the Account Manager maintains regular contact with their partner both 
electronically and through physical visits (at least one per academic year). A number 
of specific activities are undertaken by Account Managers: 

 

 Production of the annual schedule of Link Coordinator visits to the partner and 
monitoring that reports are submitted and maintained; 

 Maintenance and updating of the risk register associated with the partnership; 

 Production and updating of the responsibilities grid and Operations Manual and 
ensuring its approval through Partnerships Quality Assurance Committee; 

 Undertaking regular reporting on the health of the partnership to the relevant 
University committee(s) and creating and monitoring associated action plans; 

 Carrying out reviews of public information, including that presented on the 
partner’s website; 
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 Monitoring the implementation of arrangements for admissions and progression;  

 Ensuring that faculty staff have provided the partner with all teaching materials in 
a timely manner where applicable 

 Receiving reports on unit feedback from students where partners operate an in-
house system (as opposed to/as well as implementing BUS) and providing these 
to the Executive Dean of Academic Partnerships to allow for central monitoring 
and action through the Vice Chancellors Student Experience Group (VCSEG); 

 Coordinating approval of CVs of new staff teaching on University courses at the 
partner and holding within the Centre for Academic Partnerships a copy of 
approved documentation; 

 Regularly reviewing marketing and publicity materials and information to ensure 
that the relationship with the University and the information regarding the 
course(s) and is portrayed accurately and that standards regarding the use of the 
University’s name and logos are adhered to; 

 Acting as a critical friend in relation to institutional review; 

 Carrying out oversight of and reporting on institutional exit strategies; 

 Liaising with faculties and departments on partnership issues. 

 

7.5.4 The role of Link Coordinators  
 
12. All collaborative courses (except validated provision delivered through accredited 

partners) will have a Link Coordinator nominated to act as the main line of 
communication on academic-related matters between the University and partner. 
Where provision is delivered through the flying faculty model the University’s course 
lead will normally also take on the role of Link Coordinator. Faculties should 
nominate an academic member of staff as a point of contact for accredited partners, 
to field queries in relation to validated provision. 
 

13. Link Coordinators will manage the relationship to help ensure that academic 
standards, the quality of learning opportunities and the equivalency of the student 
experience are maintained and enhanced. This involves two-way communication and 
exchange of good practice.  
 

14. Link Coordinators are supported by Account Managers, but Link Coordinators will 
normally not also be Account Managers within the same partnership.  
 

15. The Head of School/Department is responsible for ensuring that all collaborative 
courses which fall within their School/Department are allocated a Link Coordinator 
and they will identify and appoint a replacement if it becomes necessary to do so. 
The allocation of Link Coordinators will be reviewed by the Head of 
School/Department on a periodic basis to ensure that the link is working effectively. 
The Centre for Academic Partnerships maintain a list of Link Coordinators and the 
Partnerships Quality Assurance Committee will monitor that Link Coordinators are in 
place for all courses through the quarterly reports submitted by Account Managers. 
 

16. It is expected that Link Coordinators have experience of course management, 
knowledge of the University’s quality assurance processes and have a high level of 
inter-personal and organisational/management skills. They will not have any 
affiliations to the partner, such as also being a member of partner staff teaching on 
the course, or have a personal relationship with a member of staff.  
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17. The main responsibility of the Link Coordinator is to facilitate good working 

relationships at course and unit level between the University and a partner institution, 
maintaining regular contact with the course coordinator at the partner institution and 
supporting them in fulfilling their responsibilities. 
 

18. The duties of a Link Coordinator, and those of an Account Manager, are included in 
the Operations Manual for each partner. 
 

19. Through the Centre for Academic Partnerships guidance will be provided for new 
Link Coordinators, and forums for sharing good practice and providing ongoing 
training will be organised. Regular development events are organised and it is 
expected that all Account Managers and Link Coordinators attend these events. 
 

20. In addition to regular telephone and email contact (and video-conferences, which are 
particularly beneficial when liaising with overseas partners) it is expected that Link 
Coordinators will make regular visits to their partners. These will take place at least 
twice per year, although in the case of UK-based partners it is likely that visits will be 
much more frequent. Following each visit a Partnership Visit Log will be produced 
(see Appendix J). 
 

21. The specific responsibilities of the Link Coordinator will depend on the category of 
partner and the type of provision involved. It is expected, however, that the following 
is carried out as standard (and be supported by the Account Manager or 
administrative staff in the appropriate instances):  

 

 Supporting the partner and ensuring that responsibilities assigned to them, as 
described in the Operations Manual, are discharged and that University policies 
are applied correctly; 

 Contributing to the production of the Operations Manual for the relationship and  
ensuring that existing provision is operating as agreed and delivered according 
to the course information form; 

 Liaising with University appointed external examiners and providing the partner 
with copies of external examiner reports; 

 Assisting with the induction of staff at new partners, undertaking ongoing course-
specific staff development for partner staff (see 7.5.15), and hosting visits at the 
University whenever required. This may include inviting staff from partner 
institutions to school/departmental staff development events. For these visits the 
Link Coordinator will produce a Partnership Visit Log (PVL); 

 Assisting in procedures regarding the proposal and approval of new provision; 

 Coordinating the assessment process – which includes the approval of 
assessment tasks, marking and moderation of work, and feedback to students – 
in line with University process; 

 Keeping other relevant University colleagues informed of activities, successes 
and problems, as appropriate on a timely basis. 

22. In addition to the standard duties listed above, the responsibilities assigned Link 
Coordinators for franchise and validated provision are: 

 

 Participating, wherever possible, in student induction procedures at the partner 
to facilitate new students' understanding of the expectations, values and ethos of 
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the University and so that new students feel part of the University and its student 
body; 

 Attending course committee meetings at the partner institution whenever 
possible, and providing guidance on effective methods of eliciting student 
feedback and closing the feedback loop to ensure that the student voice is heard, 
where the partner wishes to implement additional feedback mechanisms on top 
of the Bedfordshire Unit Survey (BUS); 

 Ensuring that staff at the partner are provided with a copy of relevant external 
examiner reports and that issues raised and the institutional response are fully 
considered, with the input of student representatives; 

 Ensuring that students have the opportunity to view external examiner reports, 
and approved responses, for their courses;  

 Monitoring progress against resources implementation plans, where in place 
following approval events 

 Assisting the Account Manager in obtaining University Head of 
School/Department approval for any changes in staffing at the partner on the 
University’s courses; 

 Keeping course delivery staff in partner institutions updated with relevant 
changes within the School/Department, the faculty and the University; 

 Where provision is franchised, keeping the partner advised as to changes to the 
curriculum at the University and the transition arrangements. Where the 
provision is validated, ensuring that changes to the curriculum are processed 
appropriately (particularly where partners have been granted delegated 
responsibility for minor modifications); 

 Providing advice and guidance on course and unit modification and review 
processes as appropriate for the type of provision (see chapter 2b of the Quality 
Handbook) and acting as a critical friend when required. 

23. For Link Coordinators appointed to articulation agreements the responsibilities – in 
addition to the standard duties – are: 

 

 Meeting with students wherever possible to introduce them to the University and 
make them aware of any resources available through the University and of 
progression opportunities; 

 Providing guidance to the partner on effective methods of eliciting student 
feedback and closing the feedback loop to ensure that the student voice is heard; 

 Ensuring that any adjustments to curricula at both institutions are closely 
managed and clearly communicated, and that the curricula and assessment 
regimes continue to be matched. Where adjustments jeopardise the mapping 
exercise carried out through the approval/review process, alerting the Account 
Manager and/or the chair of FTQSC that an additional review of the provision 
may be required. 

7.5.5 Reporting on partnerships outside of the annual monitoring process 
 

24. The Account Manager is responsible for developing and overseeing an annual 
schedule of visits to a partner in any given academic year. This schedule will ensure 
that visits are coordinated to confer maximum benefit to the partnership and its 
students, while minimising the burden placed on them. Deviations from the schedule 
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will be noted and justified through reporting to Partnerships Quality Assurance 
Committee. 

 
a Contemporary reports 
25. Following a visit made by any member of University to a partner, or a visit by partner 

staff to the University a Partnership Visit Log (PVL) must be completed by the visitor 
or person being visited (see Appendix J). This must be submitted for sign-off within 
two weeks of return in line with the guidance on the form, to ensure that any issues 
are picked up and addressed in a timely fashion. Where a group of staff are visiting a 
partner at the same time a member of staff should be nominated (normally the Link 
Coordinator) to complete a PVL on behalf of all visitors. Details of where the PVL 
should be considered and action noted, how records of visits should be stored, and 
where the information feeds into are also provided on the form. 

 
b Summary reports with retrospective analysis 
26. The Account Manager is required to produce a regular Institutional Partnership 

Report (IPR) (see Appendix K: Institutional partnership report) following the 
requirements of the Partnerships Quality Assurance Committee schedule of business. 
The IPR will analyse any Partnership Visit Logs submitted, incorporate any other 
contact with the partner during the period of the report, and ensure that an up to date 
action plan is maintained.  
 

27. When drafted the IPR will be submitted to the Associate Director of Academic 
Partnerships Operations for checking and signature. As the IPR will be presented at 
the Partnerships Quality Assurance Committee by the Account Manager it is 
important that this is done in a timely manner. A record of IPRs will be maintained 
through the Partnerships Quality Assurance Committee papers and their contents will 
provide input to the formal annual monitoring process. The Executive Dean of 
Academic Partnerships will ensure that any Faculty-level issues are brought to the 
attention of the relevant Faculty Executive Dean. 
 

28. Where partners are in the exit phase of their relationship these arrangements will 
continue to apply, unless the Chair of Partnerships Quality Assurance Committee 
approves and exceptional arrangement on the request of the Account Manager. 
Regular reporting to TQSC on progress against the exit strategy is also required (see 
7.6.6). 

 

7.5.6 Responsibilities grids 
 
29. Responsibilities grids are produced by the Centre for Academic Partnerships as part 

of the institutional approval process for each new partnership. These documents set 
out, at a high level of detail, which party has responsibility for key areas of the 
relationship such as admissions and the assessment processes. There are separate 
versions for franchise arrangements and validations, and these can be found at 
Appendix O and P respectively. 
 

30. The grids confirm which responsibilities are assigned to each party, and enable the 
recording of approved variations where these are permitted. They are then used by 
chairs of franchise and validation events, and by Partnerships Quality Assurance 
Committee to confirm that Operations Manuals are accurate. 
 

31. Where a partnership has been deemed to be high risk it is the responsibility of the 
Director of Collaborative Academic Partnerships to ensure that the roles and 
responsibilities of all key stakeholders are explicit and understood at the outset of the 
partnership. 
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7.5.7 Operations Manuals  
 
32. Operations Manuals (OM) are written by Account Managers for all partners (with the 

exception of link partners). They reflect the individual partnership, rather than being a 
standard document applicable to all partners. Manuals have an audience of staff at 
both institutions. Student handbooks will describe relevant responsibilities in an 
appropriate way for that audience. 
 

33. Manuals are produced against a prescribed set of headings, building on the 
information provided in the responsibilities grid and the contract. They fully describe 
how activities are operationalised, and confirm the people responsible at the partner 
and the University in their implementation. They also contain information regarding 
the approved provision that the partner delivers, the names of partner unit leads, and 
contact details for both parties.  
 

34. The implementation/updating of OMs is a condition of course-level approvals, and 
thereafter they will be updated on an annual basis by the Account Manager. Manuals 
are approved through the Partnerships Quality Assurance Committee, against the 
details contained in the responsibilities grid, to ensure that the information presented 
within them remains current. 
 

35. Draft manuals produced for events should be watermarked by the Account Manager 
as ‘Draft – in operation’ until such time as the final version is approved by PQAC. 
Manuals should not be labelled as ‘not yet approved’. 
 

7.5.8 Risk management 
 

36. Following approval of the partnership, and the completion of an initial risk 
assessment, the University implements a system of risk management that forms part 
of the regular reports to PQAC provided by Account Managers. 
 

37. The risk register will follow the standard University template and risk calculator matrix. 
The register will be based on the following themes, in accordance with the 
University’s other corporate risk registers: reputation, sustainability, student 
experience, business continuity, and compliance.  The specific risks for inclusion on 
the register under each theme are decided on by PQAC and reviewed and agreed for 
each academic year.  
 

38. RAG rating the pre-established risks reduces subjectivity in the reporting of risks 
across partners and allows high-risk areas to be identified at a glance, facilitating 
enhanced analysis and reporting capabilities. The risk register also provides a 
separation between the identification of institutional risks and the list of current issues 
captured in the ‘issues and actions’ logs contained within the IPR.  
 

39. PQAC may decide, on the basis of the RAG rating, to require processes for high-risk 
partners to be implemented as a means of mitigating against risks, and responsibility 
for these actions will be assigned. A record of the risk level of an individual partner, 
and the additional layer of oversight and mitigating actions prescribed and taken, will 
be maintained within the Account Manager’s reports to PQAC to allow for monitoring 
of the effectiveness of the actions assigned. 

 

7.5.9 Admissions  
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40. Responsibility for the administrative processes regarding the admittance of students 
may be delegated to the partner, based on the University’s standard entry criteria 
and in accordance with the University’s Admissions Policy14. Delegation levels will 
be decided on a case by case basis depending on the category of the partner, the 
type of provision and the maturity of the relationship with the University. Where 
responsibility is delegated the University will remain the final arbiter of admissions 
decisions and there may be additional measures put in place by the University to 
ensure entry criteria are applied consistently, such as the screening of applications 
by an appropriate member of staff at the University. Where delegation has been 
agreed this will be detailed in the individual Operations Manual.  
 

41. Candidates may also be admitted to courses provided through collaborative partners 
using either a defined articulation route set up by the University or through standard 
University RPL procedures. With the exception of accredited partners the University 
will determine the point for admission of a potential student.  

 

7.5.10 Registration  
 
42. Any student being taught on a course leading to an award of the University must be 

registered with the University at the start of their course. The partner is not permitted 
to allow students who are not registered with the University to ‘sit in’ on classes. 
 

43. This process is managed within the University using information provided by the 
partner. Information contained on students’ certificate and transcript is derived from 
the record system and therefore this information must be accurate. 
 

44. To ensure ongoing accuracy the partner is required to communicate regularly with 
the University on matters affecting students’ registration details and status, for 
example:  

 

 suspension of registration or permanent withdrawal;  

 extensions of registration period or repeat periods of study; 

 Change of student’s name or title. 

45. In registering for a University award, students confirm that they undertake to observe 
the University Academic Regulations as applicable for their course of study. There 
may also be regulations in force at the partner institution which the students will be 
subject to – particularly in the case of accredited partners – and the contract and 
course handbook will make clear under which circumstances each set of regulations 
take precedence.  

 

7.5.11 Information for students 
 
46. The University ensures that students are given accurate and comprehensive 

information about the course that they are studying on, which is comparable to the 
information given to students studying courses on campus. This is particularly 
important for franchised provision where the course will be taught at the University as 
well as through the partner. Information is confirmed as accurate through approval 
and review events, and the Link Coordinator plays a key role in making these 
assurances on an ongoing basis. 
 

                                                
14

 www.beds.ac.uk/howtoapply/admissions/admissions-principles-and-policy  

http://www.beds.ac.uk/howtoapply/admissions/admissions-principles-and-policy
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47. Procedures relating to other publicity, marketing and publically available information 
are given at 7.5.16. 
 

48. The University requires that all students at partners studying for a University award 
will have a copy of the approved course information form (the University’s equivalent 
of the programme specification). It is vital that the course, and its constituent units, 
are delivered according to the approved version of course and unit information forms. 

 
49. In addition, for students on franchised or validated courses, it is expected that they 

also have or can access: 
 

 A student/course handbook which explains the students’ relationship with the 
University and which provides information about the complaints and appeals 
procedures, how they can contact the University and key contacts at the partner; 

 Unit information forms;  

 Information regarding the opportunities for students to use the University's 
learning resources and entitlement to use other resources (as agreed in the 
contract). 

50. The University manages the production of handbooks through ‘online learning 
communities’. This ensures that standard text is pre-loaded into a course handbook 
template so that departments only need to add that information which is specific to 
the course. For partnerships there will also need to be some contextualisation of the 
information to make it relevant for the relationship, particularly around student 
support, and there may be additional information required to ensure that the 
partnership is fully described. It is expected that, wherever possible, course 
handbooks for collaborative provision will be produced in this way. 
 

51. In the case of articulation agreements, this information will also include:  
 

 Information about the progression to the specified University degree, including 
any relevant terms and conditions; 

 Information about fees and any other expenses payable to the University and 
when these are to be paid. 

52. The University may supply this information itself, or it may be supplied by the partner 
organisation, in which case arrangements surrounding their approval are followed.  

 

7.5.12 Feedback from students and course committees 
 
53. The University recognises the importance of providing students studying at partners 

with the opportunity to comment on their experience, but also that there are 
challenges inherent in making this representation effective. The University’s standard 
processes for learner representation are described in chapter 9 of the Quality 
Handbook, which should be read in conjunction with this section. 
 

54. Partners are expected to implement the Bedfordshire Unit Survey (BUS)15 with the 
help of their Link Coordinators to gain individual feedback from students about 
particular units. An exception may be made to the implementation of BUS where is 
can be demonstrated that the partner’s in-house measures provide the same 
opportunities for feedback. The contents of the alternative survey must be approved 
by the University, usually as part of institutional approval or at a course level approval 

                                                
15

 www.beds.ac.uk/learning/teaching/student-feedback  

http://www.beds.ac.uk/learning/teaching/student-feedback


Page 40 of 104 

Quality Handbook Chapter 7:  
Collaborative Partnerships  

QAP0424 

event. Following approval the Account Manager will be responsible for ensuring that 
feedback is considered centrally by the University by providing results to the 
Executive Dean of Academic Partnerships for consideration through VCSEG. Any 
exceptions to BUS will be written into the Operations Manual. 
 

55. Students at partner institutions may also be asked to participate in annual surveys of 
their experience, such as the National Student Survey or the ‘i-Grad’ TNE survey.  
 

56. Partners are also expected to have in place a system for seeking feedback from the 
student body on wider concerns. One of the ways to achieve this is to have in place a 
course committee system which includes student representation. Although this 
system is recommended by the University, it recognises that these will not always be 
the most effective way of hearing the student voice, particularly where the numbers 
on the provision are small. In these cases staff-student committees or focus groups 
may be more appropriate fora.  
 

57. Link Coordinators are also required to take the opportunity to meet with students 
during their visits to the partner, and a report of these discussions should be captured 
in Visit Logs. 
 

58. The system of student representation, and the methods for closing the feedback loop, 
will be considered as part of the approval/review process and be described in the 
Operations Manual. 

 

7.5.13 Conduct and discipline, complaints, academic offences and appeals 
 

59. Academic offences (collusion, fabrication, cheating, impersonation and plagiarism) 
will normally be dealt with under the University’s policy and procedures, and will 
involve joint investigations by the University and the partner and be considered by 
the University’s Academic Conduct Panel. Variations to this will be considered at 
institutional approval or review, and formally approved through TQSC. 
 

60. Academic appeals against the decision of a Board of Examiners, which are submitted 
by students at associate partners, will be processed according to the University’s 
policy regarding academic appeals, unless exceptionally agreed at institutional 
approval or review and formally approved through TQSC. Where appropriate, 
responsibility for undertaking Stage 1 investigations under the policy and responding 
to the appellant may be delegated to the partner, and this will be approved through 
the University's quality assurance mechanisms and recorded in the Operations 
Manual. Irrespective of this, students will still be able to request a review of the initial 
judgement via the University's Appeals Review Board, as described in Stage 2 of the 
policy. 
 

61. Students studying at the University's accredited partners will follow the academic 
appeals policy of their home institution, which the University will have approved as 
being consonant with the University’s Stage 1 process. Again, reviews against these 
decisions will still be considered by the University under Stage 2 processes. 
 

62. In all matters of conduct and discipline (other than matters included within the 
University’s policy on academic discipline) students are subject to the relevant rules 
and procedures of the partner institution. Where a disciplinary matter has implications 
for quality and standards (in the case of assessment irregularities for example), the 
matter will normally be referred to the University for consideration under its Academic 
Discipline Policy. 
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63. All complaints should be addressed through the procedure of the partner in the first 
instance. If a student is not satisfied with the outcome of the complaint at this stage 
they may bring the complaint to the attention of the University. The University will 
only consider complaints in relation to issues concerning the delivery or assessment 
of the programme or the resources provided directly to support study on the 
programme. 

 

7.5.14 Certificates and transcripts 
 

64. As the awarding body, the University retains sole responsibility for issuing certificates 
to those students who have satisfied the assessment and examination requirements 
for the award. The responsibility for providing students with transcripts may be 
devolved to the partner, with the format of the transcript being the subject of 
agreement between the two parties. Where delegation of this function is requested 
this will be considered through the institutional approval or review process and formal 
approval will be granted through Academic Board. Wherever it is agreed that the 
University will not produce both documents, it will be explicitly agreed and 
incorporated into the Operations Manual.  
 

65. Student information which appears on the certificate and transcript will only be taken 
from that formally recorded on the University’s student record system. Partners must 
ensure that the information they provide to the University regarding students is 
accurate, and must inform the University immediately if any details change, for 
example if a student changes their name upon marriage. 
 

66. The wording on the certificate and transcript will be consistent with the University's 
general words and terms for these documents, including the name and location of the 
partner organisation. Where an exceptional variation has been approved to the 
language of instruction and/or assessment from English, this will also be stated.  
 

67. The location of the awards ceremony for graduands from partners will be a matter for 
negotiation between the partner and the University in the light of preferences 
expressed by the graduands and financial considerations. 

 

7.5.15 Approval of partner staff 
 

68. At events to approve the delivery of provision, partners will be required to submit CVs 
of all staff teaching on the course(s), a list of which units they will be teaching on, and 
confirmation from the University Head of School/Department that they have 
individually been approved as appropriate to deliver the unit(s). 
 

69. However it may be the case that between these events staff at the partner change 
and the University must continue to assure itself of the suitability of new members of 
staff. Alternatively the University may make large-scale changes to provision that 
means that staff are no longer suitable to deliver units. In these circumstances the 
partner will (be asked to) submit to the University a copy of the new member of staff’s 
CV plus information as to which units it is proposed they will teach on. Sign-off from 
the relevant Head of School/Department will be sought and the partner will be 
informed of this decision. Staff who have not been approved will not be eligible to 
teach on the course.  
 

70. The Account Manager will be responsible for receiving CVs from the partner and 
coordinating the sign off through University Heads of School/Department, unless 
described otherwise in the relevant Operations Manual. The Account Manager will 
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ensure that the Centre for Academic Partnerships is provided with a copy of 
approved documentation in order for a record to be maintained.  
 

71. It may be necessary in certain circumstances for the University to withdraw approval. 
Where this is required the Head of School/Department will include an additional note 
on the CV approval coversheet held by the Centre for Academic Partnerships, 
confirming the date at which approval was withdrawn. The partner will be informed of 
this decision and confirmation that the staff member has ceased teaching will be 
sought. 
 

72. A cover sheet for CVs, which includes space for the School/Department to complete 
the unit allocation and for the Head of School/Department to provide a confirmatory 
signature, is available at Appendix I. 

 

7.5.16 Collaborative partner staff development 
 

73. The University aims to ensure that, wherever practicable, staff teaching on courses 
leading to an award of the University at partner institutions are invited to participate in 
its subject-based and pedagogical staff development courses, and that they are 
engaged in the business of the relevant School/Department.  
 

74. Staff at partners have open access to relevant procedural documents, useful web 
links and help guides produced by Quality & Standards, the Centre for Academic 
Partnerships and Centre for Learning Excellence.16 They will also be provided with 
relationship-specific information, including an Operations Manual (OM) (see 7.5.7 for 
details). 
 

75. Partners based overseas will be provided with a set of developmental sessions at the 
beginning of the collaboration through the faculty with which they are linked. 
Members of partner staff may also have the opportunity to meet with key contacts 
from professional support departments to familiarise them with University processes. 
 

76. Section 7.5.4 provides information about the role of Link Coordinators who are 
charged with continuing to provide appropriate staff development and with facilitating 
the attendance of staff at partner institutions at departmental and faculty events. This 
may include providing staff development and instruction with regard to academic 
policy and procedures, moderation and assessment etc. Reporting structures on this 
activity are in place which, where appropriate, feed into the annual monitoring 
reporting cycle. 
 

77. The University also provides opportunities for professional development during the 
course of the relationship. Fee waivers may be available to promote and incentivise 
engagement. These opportunities are negotiated on an individual basis. 
 

78. Other specific staff development requirements may need to be addressed as a result 
of approval/review events, feedback from external examiners and through the 
outcomes of the annual monitoring process. 

 

7.5.17 Public information, publicity and marketing 
 

79. The University subscribes to the principles about publically available information 
about higher education provision set out in the Competition and Markets Authority’s 
(CMA) advice to HE providers. The information is fit for purpose, accessible and 

                                                
16

 www.beds.ac.uk/learning  

http://www.beds.ac.uk/learning/learning
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/higher-education-consumer-law-advice-for-providers
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/higher-education-consumer-law-advice-for-providers
http://www.beds.ac.uk/learning
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trustworthy. The University’s Public Information Policy17 should be read alongside 
this section. 
 

80. For all collaborative activity, the University requires that it maintains effective control 
of public information as well as of recruitment, publicity and marketing materials. In 
particular the University seeks to ensure that these materials, irrespective of who 
produces them or in what medium, avoid inaccurate information about the contents 
or status of the award or the relationship between the partner and the University. 
 

81. Potential partners are not permitted to advertise a relationship with the University in 
any format until initial approval is granted, at which point they may publicise that they 
are developing a collaborative partnership. Once it has been confirmed that 
institutional approval has been granted by Academic Board marketing material may 
be produced by the partner regarding the beginning of a new collaboration. 
 

82. Where new provision is being considered, either at a new or existing partner, 
advertising will only be permitted once a New Course Proposal and Approval Form 
(Part 1) or franchise request form has received final approval. At this point the course 
must be marketed as ‘subject to approval’. Once the event has been held, and all 
conditions have been signed off, the partner may remove this caveat. 
 

83. If the partner organisation is to produce publicity and marketing materials, they will 
ensure that they state that the course leads to an award of the University but is 
delivered by the partner. Where entry requirements are given for the course this will 
include any English language requirements. Materials will always include the 
University logo in the approved format and refer to the University by its full and 
correct title. Where these are produced in a language other than English a certified 
translation will be sought by the University to ensure accuracy. 
 

84. The final draft of any materials must be checked by the University to ensure that all 
information presented is accurate and does not mislead a student as to the nature of 
the collaboration and the standing of the award offered. Course information 
presented will be verified against the approved documents held by Quality & 
Standards. The area of the University responsible for verification will be described in 
the Operations Manual for the partnership. A record of the verification will be 
maintained. 
 

85. Information presented by the partner will be verified as accurate by the Account 
Manager, in conjunction with the Link Coordinator(s) and the Department of 
Marketing, Admissions, Recruitment and Communications, following approval of the 
partner or a course, and thereafter on a periodic basis. This process will give 
assurance that the information conforms to the appropriate University policies. A 
standard report (see Appendix L) will be completed, and details of any transgressions 
noted and evidenced. Partners will be required to correct or update information that 
has been found to be inaccurate or misleading.  
 

86. If as a result of this the partner is required to make any amendments to the materials, 
final versions must be copied to the University for final verification of their accuracy. 
 

87. Additional periodic web searches will be undertaken to ensure that there are no 
institutions claiming to be in a collaborative partnership with the University that have 
not been approved. 
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 www.beds.ac.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0016/460042/Public-Information-Policy-7th-Draft.pdf  
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7.6 Review of collaborative partners, provision and modes 
 

7.6.1 Introduction 
 

1. Following institutional approval all collaborative partners undergo institutional review 
once every five years, unless an extraordinary review is invoked by the University’s 
Academic Board upon recommendation by the Teaching Quality and Standards 
Committee. This may be due to substantive concerns raised through the monitoring 
process or through external examiners reports, or where the nature of the 
relationship with the University changes significantly.  
 

2. Franchised provision delivered by associate partners is re-approved through periodic 
review in accordance with the process set out in chapter 4 of the Quality Handbook.  
 

3. Validated provision delivered by associate and accredited partners is re-approved at 
an event specific to those courses, held at the partner’s premises, alongside 
institutional review. The event format will still follow the process set out in chapter 4. 
 

4. The schedules for institutional review,18 and for periodic subject and course review, 
will be considered annually through TQSC. 
 

5. At the start of the year in which a review is required the Executive Dean of Academic 
Partnerships will confirm to the Partnerships Quality Assurance Committee whether 
there are any changes to the original risk assessment and due diligence reports. If 
they remain current then the original reports should be presented for consideration. If 
there have been changes then an updated version will be received by the Committee. 
 

6. Institutions that partner with the University for articulation or progression 
arrangements are not institutionally reviewed, however the review date is noted on 
the same schedule as for institutional review to ensure that a full picture of activity is 
maintained. Review in these circumstances is driven by the mode of operation and is 
described below.  
 

7. The responsibility for organising all reviews lies with Quality & Standards. Faculties 
may wish to support the partners they are linked with by holding ‘rehearsal’ events in 
advance. 
 

8. As a separate process to those described here, the University will carry out periodic 
review of the financial management of all partnerships. 

 

7.6.2 Aims of institutional review of partners 
 

9. The main aims of institutional review are: 
 

 to consider whether the partnership is operating in accordance with: 

 the relevant processes set out in the University’s Quality Handbook and 
other overarching University policies; 

 the procedures and responsibilities outlined in the contract between the 
University and the partner and the Operations Manual, paying particular 
attention to those aspects which have been delegated to the partner; 

                                                
18

 Including review of articulation arrangements and study centres. 
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 any requirements set out by QAA (for example in the Quality Code); 

 to provide continued assurance to the University that the partner’s governance 
and management, and the mechanisms for quality assurance and enhancement, 
remain robust, in the context of the category of their partnership (accredited or 
associate) and the nature of the provision delivered; 

 to assist partners in the evaluation of their strengths and weaknesses at an 
institutional level in regarding to teaching and learning and the strategic 
management of the provision; 

 to draw on feedback from external examiners and students to identify potential 
improvements to the management of the partnership that will enhance the 
student experience; 

 to affirm the continuation of the collaborative partnership. 

10. For accredited partners review should also test the partner’s continuing ability to 
meet the characteristics of an accredited institution. 
 

11. The review is intended to be a two-way process and to provide for greater reflection 
on the operation of the course than any single annual monitoring activity. 
 

12. For the aims of periodic subject and course review, please see chapter 4 of the 
Quality Handbook. 

 

7.6.3 The institutional review process  
 

13. The steps to be taken and the deadlines involved for institutional review are shown 
below, reflecting the University’s two-stage approach to institutional review. The 
second-stage event must always be held at the partner’s main teaching premises. 
Any variation to this process requires the approval of the Chair of TQSC: 

 

Week 
No 

Action 

 Timing, agenda, documentation requirements and deadlines confirmed 

-10 Stage one internal scrutiny meeting to  audit University practices and process 

-8 
Nomination for external panel member provided  
Documentation produced 

-4 
Documentation submitted to Quality & Standards and distributed to panel along with briefing 
note, agenda and guidance 

0 Review event – conditions and recommendations set  

+1 Outcomes report produced and conditions addressed 

 Full report produced  

 

a Before the review 
14. The partner will identify a coordinator to act as the point of contact with the University. 

The Account Manager will lead on the review from the University’s perspective, and 
will provide the partner with the necessary support throughout the review process, in 
terms of document collation and in preparing partner staff for the review meeting. 
This assistance in advance will mean that Account Manager attendance at the review 
meeting at stage two is not required. 
 

15. The specific dates within the review year for the first and second stage events will be 
confirmed between Quality & Standards, the Account Manager and the partner. The 
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Director of Collaborative Academic Partnerships and the Executive Dean of 
Academic Partnerships will be informed. 

 
b Stage one: internal scrutiny meeting 
16. As the first stage of the institutional review process Quality & Standards will organise 

an internal meeting chaired by the Chair of the TQSC to scrutinise the 
implementation of University processes and practice. 
 

17. The meeting will involve Heads of School/Department, the Account Manager, Course 
Coordinator(s), Link Coordinator(s), and a representative from Quality & Standards in 
attendance, and it will review findings in relation to each of the following areas on the 
basis of prior documentation collection:  

 

 The approval and accuracy of the operations manual 

 The approval of partner staff (where relevant) 

 The operation of partnership monitoring as specified within the Quality Handbook 

 The assessment process (assessment setting, security, marking, moderation 
and external review) 

 The admission of students 

 The student record and student numbers 

 The operation of academic practice, student feedback, complaint, appeal and 
(where undertaken by the University) discipline processes 

18. The scrutiny meeting will also allow for the identification of matters for particular 
consideration in the partner visit, and will initiate the CAP review of partnership risk 
and a refresh of due diligence. This should be presented to the Partnerships Quality 
Assurance Committee, for consideration on behalf of Academic Board. A copy of the 
minute confirming approval should be included with the submission documentation. 
 

19. The findings of the scrutiny meeting, and any additional confirmations required 
following the meeting, will be incorporated within each Faculty’s review of the 
partnership (see below). 

 
c Stage two: review meeting at partner premises 
20. The agenda will be confirmed by Quality & Standards, based on a standard format. 

Usually a one day event is scheduled at the partner’s premises, and the event will 
include at least: 

 

 A meeting with senior staff to discuss strategic and management issues; 

 A meeting with course management and student support leads to discuss 
academic standards and support for the student experience; 

 A meeting with a representative sample of students, normally comprising 6-10 
students including those studying on each of the University’s courses at the 
institution, from different stages of the course(s) and including student 
representatives (these must not also be members of staff from the partner); 

 A tour of facilities to include any specialist facilities.  

21. The partner will liaise with the Account Manager to nominate an external adviser for 
the review panel to act on behalf of the University, no later than 8 weeks before the 
date of the event. The adviser will be appropriate for the scope of the event and, if 
possible, the nature of the courses delivered at the partner. It is not necessary for the 
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adviser to be an academic; a senior member of professional services staff may be 
appointed if they have relevant experience. The adviser will not have had a link with 
either the University or the partner during the previous five year period and will not be 
a current or former student of the University or partner. Nominations will be made on 
the appropriate nomination form19 and be approved by the Academic Registrar. 
Quality & Standards will then liaise with the external adviser as to their remit. 
 

22. A standard set of documentation (as outlined below) will be required. If the nature of 
the partner requires it, Quality & Standards may request additional documents. The 
documentation requirements will be confirmed by Quality & Standards to the relevant 
Account Manager who will liaise with the partner 
 

23. The partner must prepare a Self-Evaluation Document (SED), supported by the 
Account Manager who will also act as critical friend to ensure that the documentation 
meets the University’s requirements and accurately describes the processes in place 
at the partner. Where processes are described these should be processes which 
govern the University’s courses. The SED will use the set of headings and prompt 
questions outlined in Appendix R, recognising that not all prompts will be applicable 
to all partners and that there may be additional information that the partner wishes to 
provide. The SED is required to be submitted in hard copy in addition to the 
electronic version. Where supporting documents are requested these should be 
provided electronically as appendices. 
 

24. The following documents (listed alphabetically) are required in addition to the SED, 
and unless specified, documents will cover the previous three academic years. The 
Account Manager is responsible for coordinating the submission and should also 
produce a contents page to accompany the hard copy submission that confirms 
where each of the required documents are filed on the USB. 

 

Document Supplied by 
Hard copy and/or 
electronic 

Annual Institutional Partner Reports CAP Electronic 

Course enhancement reports Faculty Electronic 

Current approved Course and Unit Information Form(s) (CIF 
and UIFs) 

Faculty Electronic 

Current Course Handbook(s) Faculty Electronic 

Current documents relating to fulfilment of Prevent Duty (UK 
partners only) 

Partner Electronic 

Current equalities policies Partner Electronic 

Current health and safety policy Partner Electronic 

Current Operations Manual CAP 
Hard copy and 
electronic 

Data from KIS, NSS and DLHE covering the provision 
delivered in the University’s name (UK partners only) 

Partner Electronic 

External examiner reports and responses outlining how issues 
and good practice are being addressed 

Faculty Electronic 

Faculty review(s) of the partnership (see Appendix R) Faculty 
Hard copy and 
electronic 

Latest version of the risk register CAP Electronic 

Legal agreement(s) held with the partner CAP Electronic 

Minutes from PQAC confirming that the initial risk assessment CAP Electronic 
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 https://in.beds.ac.uk/__data/assets/word_doc/0006/452364/Nomination-of-EPM-or-student-Nov14-
QAP0086.docx  

https://in.beds.ac.uk/__data/assets/word_doc/0006/452364/Nomination-of-EPM-or-student-Nov14-QAP0086.docx
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and due diligence report have been refreshed and whether 
there are any material differences from the last time they were 
undertaken 

Responsibilities checklist (see Appendix O or P) CAP 
Hard copy and 
electronic 

 

25. For the faculty review of the partnership the chair of Faculty TQSC from each faculty 
involved will prepare a report of their relationship with the partner based on evidence 
supplied by Link Coordinators within their faculty. The report should include any 
responses required following the internal scrutiny meeting, and highlight any 
examples of good practice and any issues that have occurred that have an impact on 
quality and standards.  
 

26. Where institutional review of an accredited partner has been scheduled alongside the 
periodic course review of validated provision, the partner will also submit 
documentation in respect of this event (requirements specified in chapter 4 of the 
Quality Handbook).  
 

27. Where the Centre for Academic Partnerships identify that there is a likelihood that the 
self-evaluation document may not be provided by the partner this should be raised 
immediately with the Head of Quality, without waiting for the documentation deadline 
to be reached. In these circumstances the approach to the review will be agreed with 
the Chair of TQSC to determine the most appropriate next steps. 
 

28. The following table identifies the stages of pre-event administration and those parties 
responsible for their fulfilment: 

 

Stage Action 

Submission of 
documents 

The Account Manager will receive documents from the partner and the 
Faculty and print six hard copies of any documents required 
electronically,  and will provide six electronic copies of all 
documentation to Quality & Standards, four weeks prior to the event 

Supporting 
documents 

Quality & Standards will produce an agenda (based on the standard 
template at Appendix I) and a briefing note clarifying the scope of the 
event 

Distribution 
Quality & Standards will send out the documents to the panel a 
minimum of three weeks ahead of the event in order to provide 
enough time for lines of enquiry to be identified 

 

d The event 
29. Membership of the review panel will mirror that described for institutional approval 

(see 7.3). It has been constructed to allow for each participant to focus on a specific 
set of areas, but it is not intended to prevent individuals from pursuing any relevant 
line of questioning. Any change in the composition of the panel must be agreed in 
advance by the Academic Registrar, on behalf of TQSC, who will ensure that the 
membership is appropriate for the context of the review. 
 

30. As a result of the discussions held at the event the panel will decide whether to 
recommend re-approval of the partnership. Re-approval may be granted with or 
without conditions. 
 

31. If the panel arrive at a decision to recommend re-approval of the partner to Academic 
Board a series of provisional outcomes will also be determined by the panel and 
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communicated by the Chair to the partner at the end of the event. These outcomes 
will identify: 

 

 Good practice identified in the collaboration for wider dissemination (for 
institutional review only); 

 Any conditions that are required for the re-approval of the partnership; 

 Any recommendations that the panel feel will enhance the partnership. By their 
very nature recommendations do not have to be addressed, but it is expected 
that actions taken to progress them, or reasons for not doing so, will be included 
in the monitoring process; 

 The name of the person responsible for managing the response to conditions 
and for providing the final formal response (normally the Account Manager); 

 The date(s) by which conditions must be fulfilled. 

 Both conditions and recommendations can be directed towards the partner 
and/or the University.  

32. The panel will include some standard conditions in the outcomes report, such as 
confirmation that the contract has been updated or remains valid. Where the minutes 
from PQAC confirming that the refreshed initial risk assessment and due diligence 
report have not been considered by Partnerships Quality Assurance Committee, then 
this will also be required. 
 

33. Following re-approval the Account Manager will be required to update the risk 
register, which will continue to be monitored through the Account Manager reports to 
Partnerships Quality Assurance Committee. 
 

34. A meeting will be scheduled by Quality and Standards for all parties who attended 
the scrutiny meeting, and representatives from the Centre for Academic Partnerships, 
to discuss the outcomes with the chair and Quality and Standards representative to 
aid completion of the response to conditions. 

 
e After the event 
35. The following table identifies the stages of post-event administration and those 

parties responsible for their fulfilment: 
 

Stage Action 

Production of the 
outcomes report 

 Produced by the secretary to the event 

 Commented on by internal stakeholders for appropriateness and 
proportionality 

 Confirmed by the Chair of the event 

 Approved by the Chair of the Partnerships Quality Assurance Committee 
as appropriate 

Distribution of the 
outcomes report 

 Distributed by Quality & Standards to the partner, the person responsible 
for managing the response to conditions and other internal stakeholders 

Responses to 
conditions 

 Provided to Quality & Standards along with all necessary evidence and a 
completed ‘response to conditions’ template,20 in line with the deadlines 
set at the event  

 Signed off as complete by the Chair of the event 

Responses to  Reported either on the ‘response to conditions template’ or through the 

                                                
20

 https://in.beds.ac.uk/__data/assets/word_doc/0009/452358/Response-to-conditions-Nov14-
QAP0085.docx  
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Page 50 of 104 

Quality Handbook Chapter 7:  
Collaborative Partnerships  

QAP0424 

recommendations appropriate annual monitoring report. 

Production of the 
full report 

 Produced by the secretary to the event 

 Contextualises the event and provides an accurate record of discussions 

 Chair of the event and the partner given the opportunity to check for 
factual accuracy 

 

Confirmation of 
approval 

 Finalised report presented by the Head of Quality to the Partnerships 
Quality Assurance Committee (normally alongside confirmation that 
conditions have been fulfilled) and an updated risk register who make a 
recommendation regarding re-approval 

 Full report and recommendation reported to Academic Board for 
confirmation of re-approval. This may remain subject to confirmation of the 
fulfilment of conditions 

 Re-approval memo produced and circulated by Quality & Standards 

 

36. Either the Partnerships Quality Assurance Committee or Academic Board may 
require amendments to be made to the report for accuracy or completeness. If 
changes are made Quality & Standards will distribute an updated version to all 
parties. 
 

37. Once continued approval of the partnership been granted by Academic Board, and 
the approval conditions signed off by the Chair, Quality & Standards will prepare a 
memo to confirm approval and distribute it internally and to the partner. Confirmation 
of the issuance of the approval memo will be made to Academic Board by the Head 
of Quality through an annual report summarising all approval and review activity. 

 

7.6.4 Review of School Direct franchise partners 
38. The review of School Direct franchise partners will take place alongside the review of 

the provision that they deliver, i.e. through periodic review of portfolios. At this event 
the faculty will be required to include a number of additional documents for the review 
panel, in addition to the normal requirements specified in chapter 4 of the Quality 
Handbook. These are: 

 A refreshed visit report (see Appendix E) confirming the ongoing suitability and 
availability of resources. The process for the site visit is described at 7.3.4; 

 An evaluation document prepared by the faculty which describes any changes to 
the institution since the original approval and provides an evaluative commentary 
on the relationship covering academic quality and standards, student experience, 
and course management and liaison; 

 The latest version of the risk register – provided by the Account Manager. 

39. Re-approval of the institutional relationship for a further five year period will be made 
through the periodic review process, subject to conditions and recommendations to 
be addressed by the team. Confirmation that the outcomes have been fulfilled will be 
noted at Partnerships Quality Assurance Committee and subsequently at Academic 
Board. Following this Quality & Standards will issue a memo confirming re-approval. 

 

7.6.5 Review of activities undertaken with link partners 
 
40. Activities which take place with link partners – that is articulation and progression 

arrangements – are not subject to the usual review processes as described above, 
but have separate processes depending on the nature of the activity undertaken. 
Study centre arrangements will require institutional review as outlined above, and the 
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provision delivered at the study centre will be subject to periodic review following the 
University’s standard processes. 

 
a Articulation 
41. The date for review of articulation arrangements will be included on the overarching 

list of institutional reviews presented to TQSC on an annual basis. A review of an 
articulation arrangement is required at the end of the original period of approval 
(therefore a minimum of every five years) if the School/Department wishes to 
continue with the arrangement. Review is also required at an intermediate point if the 
originating or destination course undergoes a significant change or series of 
cumulative changes which alter it significantly from that originally approved. This is 
identified through the ongoing liaison between the partner and the University through 
the Link Coordinator. 
 

42. In either case the Faculty Associate Dean (Quality) will convene an event following 
the same process for approval. In addition to the standard documentation listed a 
revised initial risk assessment and due diligence report will also be provided to the 
event panel. Where aspects of either the risk assessment or due diligence have 
changed significantly, the Faculty Associate Dean (Quality) will bring this to the 
attention of the Head of Quality, and may necessitate re-approval through VCEG. 
 

43. The proposal document will include an additional section which critically reflects on 
the management of the articulation during the previous approval period and: 

 

 Provides details of the number of students who have progressed following this 
route, comparing their achievement to the cohort as a whole; 

 Includes an analysis of the strengths and weaknesses of the arrangement, 
highlighting how improvements could be made; 

 Provides information relating to relevant issues raised in external examiner 
reports and information as to how these have been addressed. 

44. The event report will be confirmed through the Faculty TQSC. A copy of the report 
and all background documentation will be provided to Quality & Standards and then 
noted through Partnerships Quality Assurance Committee. 

 
b Progression 
45. Progression arrangements do not require review as judgements are made on the 

basis of individual student achievement. However, where a benchmark mapping 
exercise has been completed this will be periodically reviewed by the faculty to 
ensure its currency and therefore usefulness in making these judgements. 

 

7.6.6 Termination of collaborative partnerships and/or provision 
 

46. Termination of a partnership or of provision delivered with a collaborative partner can 
happen for a number of reasons. Whatever these are, it is vital that obligations to 
students are met and the academic standards of the courses offered by the partner 
are maintained. All collaborative partnerships are governed by a legally binding 
agreement which includes a clause dealing with the termination that must be adhered 
to. 

 
47. When the decision is made to terminate a partnership (either at the behest of the 

University or the partner) the following colleagues must be notified at the earliest 
opportunity.  
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 Vice Chancellor 

 DVC (Academic) 

 Registrar 

 Executive Dean(s) of faculties with provision delivered at the partner 

 Executive Dean of CAP 

 Academic Registrar 

 Head of Quality 
 

48. The termination must be confirmed in writing either by the partner or the University, 
and a copy provided to the Head of Quality for the partnership file. The Executive 
Dean of CAP will also alert the partnership’s Account Manager to enable reporting in 
to PQAC on the termination of the partnership and the closure of associated courses. 
 

49. The precise actions to be taken in the case of the termination of a partnership will 
depend on the nature of the partnership. In all cases the reasons for termination must 
be written into an exit strategy. This strategy, and the accompanying teach-out plan, 
aims to ensure a smooth departure from the relationship while preserving the 
integrity and continuation of the students’ education.  
 

50. When the decision to terminate is made (or received) the Executive Dean of 
Partnerships presents the proposal to the next Academic Board meeting for 
discussion. As a result of this Academic Board will convene an exit group, setting the 
membership according to the risks associated with the exit and any likely issued that 
will need to be addressed. 
 

51. The exit group will be chaired either by a senior member of CAP (for multi-faculty 
partnerships) or a member of FEG (if the partnership is linked to one faculty). A 
secretary will be appointed by the chair. Membership will consist of FTQSC chair(s), 
Heads of School and/or Departments affected, representative(s) from Registry to pick 
up any legal matters or issues concerning student registration and records, and the 
Head of Quality. 
 

52. The exit group will be charged with undertaking a risk assessment of the termination. 
The risk assessment will ensure that all legal, financial, human resources and quality 
assurance issues are taken into consideration, and will also feed into the exit strategy, 
teach-out plan and any other associated arrangements. 
 

53. Beyond the risk assessment group members will be assigned specific responsibilities 
associated with the exit, such as consideration of whether the provisions in the 
published Student Protection Plan need to be invoked; liaison with the Office for 
Students, funding bodies or PSRBs; communication with the partner; agreeing teach-
out plans etc. 
 

54. The results of the risk assessment will be fed into a draft exit strategy that will cover, 
at a minimum 
 

 The titles of the courses associated with the partnership 

 Key dates associated with the termination, such as the anticipated end of the 
termination period, the enrolment deadline for the final cohort and the final 
opportunity for student results to be considered by an examination board 

 Any changes to the standard processes for student support, quality assurance 
and academic liaison that will apply during the teach-out period 

 Any actions to be taken either by the University or by the partner to inform 
students of the termination of the partnership and the teach-out arrangements 
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 Confirmation that  any proposed extensions to the partnership, such as the 
approval of new courses, can no longer take place 

 A schedule for reporting to Academic Board on the implementation and progress 
with the exit strategy, plus any intermediate reports to PQAC, to enable reports 
to be included on the relevant agenda. This will supplement reporting to TQSC 
on progress with teach-out plans. The final report to Academic Board will confirm 
that the exit has been concluded 

 Confirmation as to whether the Office for Students need to be notified of the 
termination of the partnership or conclusion of the termination 

 Confirm when the courses can be removed from the University’s student record 
system and from the University and partner websites 

 
55. Following confirmation to Academic Board of the conclusion of the strategy by the 

chair of the exit group, an action will be allocated to the Academic Registrar to issue 
a formal letter to the partner confirming termination. 
 

56. The only exception to the need for teach out plans will be when a partnership is to be 
closed, but there are no students registered on any of the provision delivered in the 
University’s name. In these circumstances the partner will be written to confirming 
closure, on receipt of a fully signed course closure or suspension request form. 
 

57. The Account Manager for the partnership will ensure that the risk register is updated 
to take account of the exit, for consideration through Partnerships Quality Assurance 
Committee. 
 

58. The partner’s record on the Register of collaborative activity will be updated to 
indicate the run-out period is in operation and then removed when the final cohort 
has finished studying. 

 
59. To close a course delivered through a partner, either as part of the termination of a 

partnerships or as a separate activity, the processes described in Chapter 2b of the 
Quality Handbook will be followed. 

 

7.6.7 Termination of activities undertaken with link partners 
 

60. Articulation arrangements will automatically lapse if they are not reviewed, at which 
point the contract term will also expire. 
 

61. As an articulation guarantees entry to successful students on an originating course, 
there may be the need to terminate the arrangement before the next review date. In 
these circumstances the Faculty Associate Dean (Quality) will draw up an exit 
strategy, based on the principles outlined above, in consultation with the Academic 
Registrar. The strategy will be considered by the Faculty Teaching Quality Standards 
Committee and submitted to Teaching Quality Standards Committee for approval. 
 

62. Progression links do not need to be terminated, as no commitment is entered into 
with a partner. 
 

63. Study centre agreements are required to use the standard termination procedures 
listed above if it is determined to no longer proceed with them. 
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Appendix A: Rationale for collaboration 
 

Is this rationale for 

A new partnership and 
provision  

 
New provision at an existing 
partner  

 

Completed by the Executive Dean 
of Academic Partnerships 

Completed by the Account 
Manager 

 
Outline proposal 
 

Date of completion:  

Name of the (proposed) partner:  

Correspondence address: 
 
 
 

Proposed locations of delivery for UoB 
courses (i.e. where the institutional approval 
will take place) 

 

Website address:  

Name, telephone number and email address 
of lead person at the proposed partner: 

 

Course titles to be delivered consequent to 
approval (state whether these courses are 
franchises of existing UoB courses, or courses 
to be validated): 

 

Proposed start date:  

(Nominated) Account Manager:  

 
EITHER, for a new partnership and provision: provide a rationale describing what the 
partner’s mission and ethos is and how it fits with the strategic plans of both the University 
and the faculty, how the provision meets the needs of the partner and the local market and 
whether it provides an opportunity for progression to the University, and how it links with the 
faculty’s academic portfolio  
 
OR, for new provision at an existing partner: provide a rationale describing how the provision 
meets the needs of the partner and the local market and whether it provides an opportunity 
for progression to the University, and how it links with the faculty’s academic portfolio 
 

 
 

 
HEI presence in this market – provide details about possible recruitment competition either 
to University of Bedfordshire on-campus courses or to UoB collaborative partners in the 
region, and the presence of other HEIs in the region 
 

 
 

 
Preliminary costing based on anticipated provision 
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Describe the expected non-financial benefit/detriment as a result of the partnership and/or 
provision, and any risks to take account of (i.e. the business case) 
 

 
 

 
Describe the engagement to date with the (proposed) partner regarding the collaboration 
 

 
 

 

Risk assessment total score and level:  

Increase required as a result of due diligence:  

Final risk level:  

 

Name of person completing the 
form 

 
Date: 
 Signature, confirming the accuracy 

and completeness of the 
information provided  

 

 
Please submit to the Executive Dean of Academic Partnerships for forward transmission to 
the Vice Chancellor’s Executive Group 
 
To be completed following VCEG approval, but in advance of Board of Governors Student 
Experience Committee. Where multiple departments or faculties will be involved with the 
proposed provision, please ensure all relevant signatures are provided 
 

Head(s) of School / Department, confirming the accuracy of course information provided 

Name Signature Date 

 
 

  

 

Executive Dean(s) of Faculty, confirming Faculty-level support for the proposal, and that 
the necessary resources are in place to support the development 

Name Signature Date 

 
 

  

 
School/Department/Faculty comments / issues for resolution 
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Appendix B: Initial collaborative partner risk assessment 
 

Date of completion: 
 
 

Name of the proposed partner 
 
 

Correspondence address 
 
 
 

Website address 
 
 

Name and contact details of lead 
person at the proposed partner 

 

 
The risk assessment looks at the status and past performance of the proposed partner and 
the context in which it operates. It is completed as part of the initial approval of a 
collaborative relationship, and completion is led by the Executive Dean of Academic 
Partnerships.21 
 
Each question will be awarded a score according to perceived risk. The lowest risk category 
is awarded one point, the highest is five points. Where a high score is identified please 
ensure that this is explored further through the due diligence process and also identify 
actions that should be taken to mitigate against risk. 
 

i. Where is the partner located? 

 UK (1) Click to 
choose a 
score 

  Overseas – within Europe (3) 

 Overseas – outside of Europe (5) 

 
ii. What is the legal status of the partner and how is it funded? 

 Publically funded HEI (1) 

Click to 
choose a 
score 

 

 Publically funded FEC (2) 

 UK-based privately funded education 
establishment (3) 

 Overseas-based privately funded 
education establishment (4) 

 Other (5) 

 
iii. What prior experience does the partner have of working in collaborative partnerships? 

 Delivers another UK HEI’s provision at 
this level (1) Click to 

choose a 
score 

  Delivers another UK HEI’s provision at a 
lower level (2) 

 Delivers a European / US / Australian 

                                                
21

 Except in the case of articulation arrangements where the risk assessment will be undertaken by 
the Associate Dean (Quality) from the appropriate faculty. 
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HEI’s provision (3) 

 Delivers another HEI’s provision (4) 

 Does not deliver collaborative provision 
(5) 

 
iv. What is the perceived reputation of the partner and do they have any affiliations that 

could adversely affect the University’s reputation? 

 Good reputation and will positively 
impact UoB reputation (1) 

Click to 
choose a 
score 

 

 Good reputation and will not have an 
impact on UoB reputation (2) 

 Neutral position (3) 

 Poor reputation but will not have an 
impact on UoB reputation (4) 

 Poor reputation and will have a negative 
impact on UoB reputation (5) 

 
v. What is the economic context of the country in which the partner is based? 

 Major economic power (1) 
Click to 
choose a 
score 

 
 Developed world (3) 

 Emergent economy / developing world 
(5) 

 
vi. What is the political context of the country in which the partner is based? 

 Stable democracy (1) Click to 
choose a 
score 

  Stable non-democratic (3) 

 Politically unstable (5) 

 
vii. What travel and safety concerns are there to the country the partner is based in22 

 No FCO warnings against travel (1) 

Click to 
choose a 
score 

 

 FCO advise against all but essential 
travel to some parts of the country (2) 

 FCO advise against all but essential 
travel (3) 

 FCO advise against travel to some parts 
of the country (4) 

 FCO advise against all travel (5) 

 
viii. What is the educational context of the country in which the partner is based? 

 UK system (1) 
Click to 
choose a 
score 

 
 European / US / Australian system (2) 

 Other developed system (4) 

 Developing system (5) 

 
ix. How robust are the partner’s quality assurance processes? 

 Partner is subject to QAA review (1) 

Click to 
choose a 
score 

 
 UoB is formally assured that the partner 

has robust internal processes and they 
are subject to review by body similar to 
QAA (2) 

                                                
22

 www.gov.uk/foreign-travel-advice 

http://www.gov.uk/foreign-travel-advice
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 UoB is formally assured that the partner 
has robust internal processes but they 
are not subject to review by body similar 
to QAA (3) 

 UoB has not been formally assured that 
the partner has robust internal 
processes but they are subject to review 
by body similar to QAA (4) 

 UoB has not been formally assured that 
the partner has robust internal 
processes and they are not subject to 
review by body similar to QAA (5) 

 
x. What is the normal language of teaching and assessment at the partner? 

 English for both teaching and 
assessment (1) 

Click to 
choose a 
score 

 
 Another language for either teaching or 

assessment (5) 

 
xi. What range of provision does the partner currently deliver? 

 Delivers in this field and at this level (1) 

Click to 
choose a 
score 

 

 Delivers in other fields at this level (2) 

 Delivers in this field at lower levels (3) 

 Delivers in other fields at lower levels (4) 

 No experience of course delivery (5) 

 
xii. What role will the partner will play in the delivery of the provision? 

 Support for UoB delivery of provision (1) 

Click to 
choose a 
score 

 

 Delivery of franchised provision (2) 

 Delivery of validated provision where the 
University has subject expertise (3) 

 Delivery of validated provision where the 
University does not have subject 
expertise (5) 

 
xiii. What is the proposed level of provision that the partner delivers? 

 No delivery of provision (1) 

Click to 
choose a 
score 

 

 FHEQ level 3 or 4 (2) 

 FHEQ level 5 (3) 

 FHEQ level 6 (4) 

 FHEQ level 7 (5) 

 
xiv. What is the standard of the partner’s resources (both human and material)? 

 Well resourced for a large range of 
subjects (1) 

Click to 
choose a 
score 

 

 Well resourced for a limited range of 
subjects (2) 

 Limited resources (3) 

 Poorly resourced (4) 

 Resource provision unknown (5) 
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TOTAL RISK SCORE (out of 70)  

RISK LEVEL Click to select risk level 

 

Are there any potential risks which have not been included in the above questions? For 
example: 

 The required in-country licenses/permits are not granted so delivery is delayed/not 
permissible 

 The perceived market for courses does not materialise or reputation of partner is damaged, 
leading to low cohort numbers and poor student experience 

 Unstable political context may change the regulatory framework of the country of operation 

 
 
 
 

 

Any other comments? For example are there publically available reports regarding quality 
and standards (e.g. QAA, British Council, in-country bodies) which contain relevant 
information? Are there any issues that can be drawn out? 

 
 
 
 

 

Name of person completing the 
form 

 
Date: 
 Signature, confirming the accuracy 

and completeness of the 
information provided 

 

 

 

 

Appendix C: Collaborative partner due diligence 
 
(Unless approval is for a new School Direct Partner) 
 

Date of completion:  

Name of the partner 
 
 

Correspondence address 
 
 
 

Website address 
 
 

Name and contact details of lead 
person at the partner 

 

 

Initiating activity (please To be considered by To be completed by 
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tick as appropriate) 

 Proposed partnership VCEG 

Executive Dean of Academic 
Partnerships   

Institutional review, 
where there have 
been changes to the 
original report 

PQAC at the start of the AY in 
which the review will take 
place 

 
Significant change at 
the partner or cause 
for concern 

To be confirmed by PQAC, 
depending on change or 
concern 

Director of Collaborative 
Academic Partnerships 

 
Articulation 
arrangement 

 Arrangements with new 
partners, VCEG 

 Arrangements with existing 
partners, PQAC 

Director of Collaborative 
Academic Partnerships 

 
Where the due diligence response has changed from that previously identified please 
indicate this in the comments box. 
 
Section 1: Institutional information 
 

Is the partner part of a wider 
group of institutions? (please 
provide details of parent company, 
subsidiaries etc. as relevant) 

 
 

What is the legal status of the 
partner? (e.g. state or private 
university, private company, 
charity) 

 

What experience does the 
partner have of working in 
partnership? (please provide 
details of: other institutions and 
courses; currency of links; reasons 
for links ending) 

 

Have references been taken from other partners? 
(please attach to this form) 

Yes  No  

N/A   
(existing 
partners 
only) 

If not, please provide a rationale 
 
 

What governance structures 
does the partner have in place? 
(e.g. are the academic and 
business decision making bodies 
separate?) 

 

What is the perceived reputation 
of the partner? (e.g. league table 
standing, negative press coverage) 

 

What affiliations does the partner 
have that the University should be 
aware of? (e.g. with tobacco 
companies) 

 

Are there any conflicts of interest?  

 
Section 2: Financial information 
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How is the partner financed? 
 
 

Have the last three years’ worth of accounts (or equivalent) been 
received? (please attach to this form) 

Yes  No  

If not, please provide a rationale 
 
 

Has an independent financial check been undertaken (e.g. 
Graydon)? (please attach the report to this form) 

Yes  No  

If not, please provide a rationale 
 
 

Has the partner faced litigation during the last three years? Yes  No  

If yes, please provide details 
 
 

Does the partner carry 
appropriate insurance? 
(Including for students undertaking 
work-based learning if needed. 
Please provide details) 

 
 

Evaluative statement by Finance 
regarding the financial health of 
the partner and any potential risks 
to the University 

 

 
Section 3: Contextual information 
 

Are there any restrictions on working in-country, or permits / 
approvals required? 

Yes  No  

If yes, please provide details, 
including when approval needs to 
be sought, the type of process and 
anticipated lead time 

 
 

Is there a national quality 
assurance body in place? (e.g. 
MQA, Ofsted. Please provide copy 
of the most recent external audit 
report) 

 

What is the socio-economic / 
political climate of the country 
where the partner is based? 
(e.g. are there any travel 
restrictions in place or religious / 
ethical considerations to be aware 
of) 

 

What is the standard language of 
teaching for the partner and is this 
different to the national language? 

 

 

Were there any high scores 
identified in the risk assessment 
that have not been explored 
further? 

 

 

Should the results of due diligence  
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enquiries increase the risk 
assessment score 

 

Name of person 
completing the form 

 Date: 

Signature, confirming the 
accuracy and 
completeness of the 
information provided  

 Date: 
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Appendix D: School Direct delivery site approval report 
 
Where a tick-box is provided, double click the box next to the appropriate answer and 

change the default value to ‘checked’ 
 

Name of proposed School Direct franchise 
partner: 

 

Delivery site address:  

Courses the proposed partner wishes to 
offer: 

 

Date of visit:  

Names of delivery site assessors:  

 
Availability and suitability of resources 
 

Describe the availability and 
suitability of resources at the 
delivery site 

 

 
Declaration 
 

Does the proposed partner have appropriate Health and Safety policies 
in place 

Yes  No  

Does the site visit confirm that all resources required are available Yes  No  

Does the site visit confirm that all resources required are suitable Yes  No  

Is the recommendation to proceed with the School Direct proposal Yes  No  

Any other comments  

 
Signatures, confirming the accuracy and completeness of the information provided and 
endorsing the recommendation 
 

Name of delivery site assessor 
(faculty) 

 
Date: 
 

Signature  

Name of delivery site assessor 
(internal) 

 
Date: 
 

Signature  

Name of delivery site assessor 
(external) 

 
Date: 
 

Signature  
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Appendix E: Articulation agreement proposal  
 
Please complete this form if you wish to propose an articulation agreement.  
 

Name of proposing School/Department:  

Name of the organisation proposed to be 
the articulation partner: 

 

Address:  

Is the proposed host a current 
collaborative partner: 

Yes No 

Course(s) to be articulated to:  

Rationale for the articulation 
arrangement:  

 

Type of arrangement (e.g. 2+1 or 2+2) 
being sought through the articulation: 

 

Projected student numbers per cohort 
progressing to the University and 
number of cohorts per academic year: 

 

Projected costing of the agreement 
showing expenditure and income: 

 

 

Name of Head of 
School/Department 

 
Date: 
 Signature, confirming the accuracy 

and completeness of the 
information provided 

 

 
Please submit to the Faculty Executive Dean alongside a completed initial risk assessment 
and due diligence report, to be considered by the Vice Chancellor’s Executive Group for 
authorisation to proceed to approval 
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Appendix F: Study centre site visit report 
 
Faculties should only complete this report form to seek approval for a study centre arrangement 
for the delivery of a pre-existing University course. Faculties should liaise with the Academic 
Events Manager in completing the information about timed assessments. 
 

Name of proposing department:  

Name of departmental staff 
member(s) conducting the visit: 

 

Date of visit(s):  

Name of the organisation 
proposed to host the study centre: 

 

Address: 
 
 
 

Is the proposed host a current 
collaborative partner: 

Yes No 

 
 

Name of course(s) to be 
delivered 

Course coordinator name 
Delivery 
mode 
(FT/PT) 

Entry points 

    

    

    

 

Describe the learning facilities (IT facilities, study space etc.) available to students at the study 
centre and confirm that facilities are sufficient to cater for the anticipated cohort size(s) 

 
 
 

Describe the learning resources available to students at the study centre and how this 
complements any access to University resources, and confirm that resources are in place in 
sufficient numbers to cater for the anticipated cohort size(s) 

 
 
 

Describe what student support facilities are available to students at the study centre and how 
they complement any access to University facilities 

 
 
 

 

Describe the process for staff and course management at the study centre, noting any 
variations to standard policies 

Process for recruiting 
hourly paid lecturers 

 

Pay rates  
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Faculty academic induction  

Teaching and unit 
coordination roles 

 

Course team liaison  

Performance Management 
and staff development 

 

Attendance at events  

Briefing and updates  

Annual monitoring and 
enhancement planning 

 

Student support   

Course representation  

Unit level surveys  

Assessment setting, 
marking and grading 

 

Moderation  

Feedback to students  

Student complaints  

 

Operation of admissions and registration activities 

Confirm the responsibilities 
for recruitment, admissions 
and registration 
 
Where the responsibility 
lies with the study centre 
this should provide a clear 
indication of arrangements  

 

 

Operation of timed assessments 

Examinations or CBTs are 
included in the following 
units 

 

Academic Events Manager 
to confirm the process to be 
implemented for the 
operation of all aspects of 
timed assessments and 
which party is responsible 
for each stage, noting any 
variation from the approved 
protocol described in 
chapter 8 of the Quality 
Handbook 

 

 
Declaration 
 
I confirm that the delivery of teaching to students enrolled on the courses listed above for delivery 
at the named study centre will only be undertaken by appropriately qualified members of staff 
employed by the University of Bedfordshire. 
 

Name of Head of School / 
Department 

 
Date: 
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Signature, confirming the accuracy 
and completeness of the 
information provided 

 

Name of Faculty Executive Dean  

Date: Signature, confirming faculty-level 
support, and that the necessary 
resources to deliver the study 
centre provision are in place 

 

 
Please submit to Quality and Standards, alongside a completed course change form indicating 
the new delivery location  
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Appendix G: Nomination of external panel member for institutional 
approval or review 
 

Proposed partner name:  

Date of approval event:  

 
Details of proposed external panel member 
 

Name & title:  

Present post:  

Address for correspondence:  

Telephone number:  

Email address:  

Main area of teaching and/or 
research: 

 

Relevant experience pertinent to 
the approval process: 

 

Reasons for selection:  

Qualifications:  

Does the proposed panel member 
have any previous connection with 
University of Bedfordshire OR the 
proposed partner? 

 

 

Proposed partner endorsement of 
nomination and confirmation of no 
conflicts of interest (signature of 
principal or equivalent) 

 Date: 

Signature of Associate Director of 
Academic Partnerships Operations 
(institutional approval) OR Account 
Manager (institutional review) , 
confirming the accuracy and 
completeness of the information 
provided 

  

 
Please complete electronically and email to Robyn Warner (robyn.warner@beds.ac.uk) 
along with a copy of the proposed external panel member’s current CV 

  

mailto:julia.howe@beds.ac.uk
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Appendix H: Standard event agenda 
 
All agenda may be tailored to suit the precise requirements of the event. Agenda for other 
types of event will broadly follow the schedules outlined below, and will be confirmed by the 
Head of Quality. At the end of meetings, if requested, informal feedback only may be 
provided by the panel 
 
i. Institutional approval 
 

Time Meeting 

10.00 Private meeting of the panel to set the agenda for the first meeting 

10.45 
Greeting from the Head of the Institution (or representative) and short presentation 
from the partner to set the scene regarding current activities and strategic direction 

11.00 
Meeting with partner management team  to discuss issues surrounding the 
institutional partnership; including how the proposed partnership aligns with the 
University's strategic aims; staffing, resourcing and staff development 

12.00 Private meeting of the panel 

12.30 
Lunch and meeting with representative sample of students to discuss their 

experience 

13.30 Tour of facilities 

14.00 
Meeting with course management and student support leads from relevant 
departments to discuss the setting and maintenance of academic standards and 
support for the quality of provision and the student experience 

15.00 
Panel to confirm whether an additional meeting is required otherwise, private meeting 
of the panel to confirm outcomes 

15.45 Close of meeting (to be pushed back if an additional meeting is required) 

 
ii. Institutional review 
 

Time Meeting 

10.00 Private meeting of the panel to set the agenda for the first meeting 

10.45 
Greeting from the Head of the Institution or their representative and short 
presentation from the partner to provide context as to changes at the partner in the 
previous five years 

11.00 
Meeting with partner management team  to discuss issues surrounding the 
institutional partnership; including how the partnership continues to align with the 
University's strategic aims; staffing, resourcing and staff development 

12.00 Private meeting of the panel 

12.30 
Lunch and meeting with representative sample of students on the University’s 

courses at the partner to discuss their experience 

13.30 Tour of facilities 

14.00 

Meeting with course management and student support leads from relevant 
departments to discuss the setting and maintenance of academic standards, support 
for the quality of provision and the student experience and the operation of processes 
that have been delegated to the partner 

15.00 
Panel to confirm whether an additional meeting is required otherwise, private meeting 
of the panel to confirm outcomes 

15.45 Close of meeting (to be pushed back if an additional meeting is required) 
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iii. Approval of articulation agreements 
 

Item Duration 

Panel private meeting to discuss questioning (if required) ½ to 1 hour 

Meeting with course team and members of partner staff if available to discuss: 

 The rationale behind the proposal 

 The equivalency between the initial years of study at the partner and the 
levels for which credit is being sought 

  The coherence of the curriculum when viewed as a single entity rather 
than two separate courses 

 The preparedness of students upon transfer to the final year(s) of the 
course at the University 

 Arrangements for liaison between the partner and the University going 
forward, with particular emphasis on curriculum drift, ensuring student 
preparedness, staff development 

1 ½ - 2 hours 

Private meeting of the panel to discuss outcomes ½ hour 

Feedback to the teaching team ½ hour 
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Appendix I: Partnership Visit Log (PVL) 
 
Completion of this PVL is mandatory following your visit to a collaborative partner,23 or where 
staff from the partner have visited the University, either in conjunction with a specific course 
or courses, or for institutional purposes. A single PVL may be completed to cover the visit of 
a group. 
 
If there are multiple courses considered within the PVL, please identify to which specific 
course a comment refers (if applicable). Please complete the PVL within two weeks and 
process it as follows: 
 

Action PVL completed by Faculty staff PVL completed by CAP staff 

The completed PVL is 
submitted to 

Head of School/Department 
Executive Dean of Academic 
Partnerships 

The completed PVL is 
presented to 

FTQSC by the log writer or HoS/D 

Academic Partnerships Executive 
Group (APEG) 
FTQSC of all faculties linked to the 
partner 

Actions normally 
addressed through 

For the course team / School / 
Department / Faculty: FTQSC 

For the Account Manager / CAP: 
APEG 

Copy of PVL kept 
through 

FTQSC papers record APEG and FTQSC papers records 

Following committee 
presentation 

PVL provided to the Account Manager 
for the partnership to be used for the 
Institutional Partnership Report (IPR) 

PVL to be used for the Institutional 
Partnership Report (IPR) 

 
Double clicking the boxes will allow you to check the correct answer. 
 
1. Overarching information 
 

Log completed by:  

Partner name:  

Provision covered by report:  

Dates of visit (excluding travel):  

Where did visit take place: Partner location  University location  

Names of visitors:  

Description of the purpose of the visit:  

 

Is there a resources implementation plan in place following 
franchise approval (if yes, please confirm progress against 
expectations below) 

Yes  No  

 

Were there any issues that you were made aware of that 
could compromise quality and standards (if yes, please 
provide details): 

Yes  No  

 

                                                
23

 Where the visit has been undertaken on an institutional not course-level basis, the Partnership 
Institutional Visit Log will be completed. 
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2. Visit report 
 

Did you conduct any scheduled teaching? Yes  No  

Please provide information, identifying sessions, timings, and audience etc. below 

 
 
 
 

 

Did you conduct any formal or informal staff 
development? 

Yes  No  

Please identify what areas were covered and who was present etc. below 

 
 
 
 

 

Did you meet with management/ administrative leads 
of the partner during the visit: 

Yes  No  

Please provide timings of the meeting(s) and the issues discussed etc. below 

 
 
 
 

 

Did you meet with the course team(s) during the visit: Yes  No  

Please provide timings of the meeting(s) and the issues discussed etc. below 

 
 
 
 

 

Did you have meetings with students during the visit: Yes  No  

Please provide timings of the meeting(s) and the issues discussed etc. below 

 
 
 
 

 

Did you view any resources during the visit: Yes  No  

Please describe any observed changes/improvements of which you are aware below. Where 
there is an implementation plan to purchase resources following an approval event, progress 
against the plan must be noted below 

 
 
 
 

 

Are there any areas of identified good practice, or other positive features to be highlighted 
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3. Issues raised, and actions taken and planned 
 
The person who has completed the Log must inform those responsible for addressing issues raised as promptly as possible to ensure swift 

action. 
 

Date 
identified 

Issue and proposed action 
To be addressed by 
(e.g. Link Coordinator or 
Account Manager) 

Deadline 
Where status will be 
reported 
(e.g. FTQSC, PQAC) 
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Appendix J: Institutional Partnership Report (IPR) 
 
The Account Manager for each partnership must implement an IPR at the start of each year of operation of the partnership and update it for 
each meeting of PQAC. The IPR is based on all forms of contact with the partner, including Visit Logs submitted during the relevant time period. 
 
Double clicking the boxes will allow you to check the correct answer. Greyed guidance text should be overwritten or deleted 

 
1. Overarching partnership information 
 

Partner name  

Account Manager  

Partner type 
Further Education College / UK based Alternative Provider  / Overseas provider / Accredited overseas provider 
(delete as applicable) 

Version of OM in operation Include version number and date of PQAC at which the version was approved 

Key contact(s) at partner  

 

Courses delivered by/at partner 
Franchise / 
Validation / 
Study Centre 

Start date Name of Link Coordinator 

    

    

    

 

Is there an exit strategy in place 

Yes, at course level  Yes, at partner level  No  

If ‘yes’ at course level confirm for which course(s) and that teach-out plans have been implemented as 
expected (or report on any issues with this). Also confirm when the teach-out period will end. 
 
If ‘yes’ at partner level then in addition to the above, provide a progress report against the exit strategy, 
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noting any issues with this.  

 

Progress with Institutional 
Approval or Review 
recommendations 

Type of event Date of event Recommendations 

Approval / 
Review 

 

Provide a list of the recommendations (not conditions) made at the 
Institutional Approval or subsequent Review and how the partner is 
addressing them. Recommendations should remain on the form until they 
have been addressed and the Committee has been informed. 

 

What is the expected 
schedule of activity for the 
coming year 

Include recruitment and registration periods; induction dates; teaching starts; assessment periods (including 
exams); graduation dates; travel plans. Update this section for each meeting of PQAC to provide a year-long 
overview 

 
 
 
2. Report one 
 

Dates report covers  

 

List all contact that took place during 
this period (visits / teleconference / 
videoconference etc.) 

Date of 
contact 

Purpose of contact 
Has a visit log 
been to FTQSC 
(if applicable) 

Provide the name of the person who 
contacted the partner 

 
Provide details of why the partner was contacted, noting if 
this was one of the required Link Coordinator visits 

Y / N / N/A 

   Y / N / N/A 

 

Is there any portfolio development 
taking place 

Yes  
If yes, provide details 

No  

 

Is there a resources 
implementation plan in place 

Yes  If yes, provide details of which course(s) this refers to, and progress against the plan as 
identified in Link Coordinator visit logs No  

 

Have there been any changes in staffing since the last visit? Yes  No  

If so, have all new staff CVs been signed off by the University Head of School? Yes  No  N/A  

What are these changes? If changes have been made that are not signed off please explain why 
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Have there been any changes to 
the risk profile of the partnership 

Yes  
If yes explain what these are and, in either case, submit a revised risk register 

No  

Is the partner currently identified 
as high risk 

Yes  
If yes confirm the arrangements in place to mitigate against this 

No  

 
 

Are there any areas of identified 
good practice, or other positive 
features to be highlighted 

Yes  
If yes, provide details 

No   

 

Describe the activity at the partner during this period that may affect quality and/or standards. This may include areas such as changes to 
staffing identified earlier or: modification to courses; incidences of academic offences; issues around assessment (including examinations) and 
awards; comments made by external examiners; admissions issues; activity which may affect Regulatory compliance etc. 

 
 
 

 

Checked by Associate Director of Academic Partnerships Operations on Date: 

 
 
 
3. Report two 
 

Dates report covers  

 

List all contact that took place during 
this period (visits / teleconference / 
videoconference etc.) 

Date of 
contact 

Purpose of contact 
Has a visit log 
been to FTQSC 
(if applicable) 

Provide the name of the person who 
contacted the partner 

 
Provide details of why the partner was contacted, noting if 
this was one of the required Link Coordinator visits 

Y / N / N/A 

   Y / N / N/A 

 

Is there any portfolio development Yes  If yes, provide details 
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taking place No  

 

Is there a resources 
implementation plan in place 

Yes  If yes, provide details of which course(s) this refers to, and progress against the plan as 
identified in Link Coordinator visit logs No  

 

Have there been any changes in staffing since the last visit? Yes  No  

If so, have all new staff CVs been signed off by the University Head of School? Yes  No  N/A  

What are these changes? If changes have been made that are not signed off please explain why 

 

Have there been any changes to 
the risk profile of the partnership 

Yes  
If yes explain what these are and, in either case, submit a revised risk register 

No  

Is the partner currently identified 
as high risk 

Yes  
If yes confirm the arrangements in place to mitigate against this 

No  

 

Are there any areas of identified 
good practice, or other positive 
features to be highlighted 

Yes  
If yes, provide details 

No   

 

Describe the activity at the partner during this period that may affect quality and/or standards. This may include areas such as changes to 
staffing identified earlier or: modification to courses; incidences of academic offences; issues around assessment (including examinations) and 
awards; comments made by external examiners; admissions issues; activity which may affect Regulatory compliance etc. 

 
 
 

 

Checked by Associate Director of Academic Partnerships Operations on Date: 

 
 
 
4. Report three 
 

Dates report covers  

 

List all contact that took place during Date of Purpose of contact Has a visit log 
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this period (visits / teleconference / 
videoconference etc.) 

contact been to FTQSC 
(if applicable) 

Provide the name of the person who 
contacted the partner 

 
Provide details of why the partner was contacted, noting if 
this was one of the required Link Coordinator visits 

Y / N / N/A 

   Y / N / N/A 

 

Is there any portfolio development 
taking place 

Yes  
If yes, provide details 

No  

 

Is there a resources 
implementation plan in place 

Yes  If yes, provide details of which course(s) this refers to, and progress against the plan as 
identified in Link Coordinator visit logs No  

 

Have there been any changes in staffing since the last visit? Yes  No  

If so, have all new staff CVs been signed off by the University Head of School? Yes  No  N/A  

What are these changes? If changes have been made that are not signed off please explain why 

 

Have there been any changes to 
the risk profile of the partnership 

Yes  
If yes explain what these are and, in either case, submit a revised risk register 

No  

Is the partner currently identified 
as high risk 

Yes  
If yes confirm the arrangements in place to mitigate against this 

No  

 

Are there any areas of identified 
good practice, or other positive 
features to be highlighted 

Yes  
If yes, provide details 

No   

 

Describe the activity at the partner during this period that may affect quality and/or standards. This may include areas such as changes to 
staffing identified earlier or: modification to courses; incidences of academic offences; issues around assessment (including examinations) and 
awards; comments made by external examiners; admissions issues; activity which may affect Regulatory compliance etc. 

 
 
 

 

Checked by Associate Director of Academic Partnerships Operations on Date: 
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5. Report four 
 

Dates report covers  

 

List all contact that took place during 
this period (visits / teleconference / 
videoconference etc.) 

Date of 
contact 

Purpose of contact 
Has a visit log 
been to FTQSC 
(if applicable) 

Provide the name of the person who 
contacted the partner 

 
Provide details of why the partner was contacted, noting if 
this was one of the required Link Coordinator visits 

Y / N / N/A 

   Y / N / N/A 

 

Is there any portfolio development 
taking place 

Yes  
If yes, provide details 

No  

 

Is there a resources 
implementation plan in place 

Yes  If yes, provide details of which course(s) this refers to, and progress against the plan as 
identified in Link Coordinator visit logs No  

 

Have there been any changes in staffing since the last visit? Yes  No  

If so, have all new staff CVs been signed off by the University Head of School? Yes  No  N/A  

What are these changes? If changes have been made that are not signed off please explain why 

 

Have there been any changes to 
the risk profile of the partnership 

Yes  
If yes explain what these are and, in either case, submit a revised risk register 

No  

Is the partner currently identified 
as high risk 

Yes  
If yes confirm the arrangements in place to mitigate against this 

No  

 
 

Are there any areas of identified 
good practice, or other positive 
features to be highlighted 

Yes  
If yes, provide details 

No   

 

Describe the activity at the partner during this period that may affect quality and/or standards. This may include areas such as changes to 
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staffing identified earlier or: modification to courses; incidences of academic offences; issues around assessment (including examinations) and 
awards; comments made by external examiners; admissions issues; activity which may affect Regulatory compliance etc. 

 
 
 

 

Checked by Associate Director of Academic Partnerships Operations on Date: 

 
 
6. Issues raised, and actions taken and planned (update for each meeting) 
 

Date 
identified 

Issue and proposed action 
To be addressed by 
(named individual) 

Deadline 
Status 
(ongoing / completed) 

     

     

     

 
 
 
7. Annual summary 
 

On the basis of the information provided and the action plan developed through the year, provide an annual statement on the health of the 
partnership in relation to matters of quality and standards 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
Forms are presented to the Partnerships Quality Assurance Committee by the Account Manager for discussion. Deadlines for submission will 
be advised by the Secretary according to the annual schedule of business. A copy of IPRs will be kept through the PQAC Committee papers 
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Appendix K: Verification of information published by collaborative 
partners 
 
The Account Manager, with the support of Link Coordinators, will undertake an annual review of 
marketing information produced by the partner relating to the University or regarding the courses 
leading to an award of the University in order to verify its accuracy. This will include information 
presented about the University in a language other than English. The completed form will be 
provided to the Associate Director of Academic Partnerships Operations for oversight and reported 
on through the Partnerships Quality Assurance Committee. Where actions are required the form 
should distinguish which titles are affected. 
 

Partner name:  

Website address:  

Date accessed:  

Courses delivered by the partner 
leading to a UoB award: 

 

Check completed by:  

 
Section 1: General principles 
 

Does marketing and publicity material for the above courses clearly 
identify the University as the awarding body through text or appropriate 
use of the logo? 

Yes  No  

Provide details of what needs to be amended, specifying the publication or web URLs as 
appropriate: 
 

Is publicity and marketing material a true representation of the relationship 
with the University and not misleading to the reader? 

Yes  No  

Provide details of what needs to be amended, specifying the publication or web URLs as 
appropriate: 

 

Does text used within publicity and marketing materials make a clear 
distinction between the University of Bedfordshire and the collaborative 
partner institution? 
 
For example:  
• BA (Hons) Architecture (validated by the University of Bedfordshire)’ - 

for validated courses  

 ‘BSc (Hons) Business Administration (University of Bedfordshire 
award)’ - for franchised courses. 

Yes  No  

Provide details of what needs to be amended, specifying the publication or web URLs as 
appropriate: 

 

Do all publicity and marketing materials accurately represent the approval 
status of the partnership or programme, including professional, statutory or 
recognised body (PSRB) accreditation?  
 

Yes  No  
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See 7.5.16 of the Quality Handbook for information regarding approval 
status and marketing 

Provide details of what needs to be amended, specifying the publication or web URLs as 
appropriate: 

 

For Foundation Degrees does all material publicise the approved 
progression routes that exist at the University of Bedfordshire? 

Yes  No  

Provide details of what needs to be amended, specifying the publication or web URLs as 
appropriate: 
 

Is a link to the University of Bedfordshire’s website provided? Yes  No  

Do all materials use appropriate language and, where a language other 
than English is used, is a certified translation included or available? 

Yes  No  

Provide details of what needs to be amended, specifying the publication or web URLs as 
appropriate: 

 

 
Section 2: Accuracy of marketing and publicity materials 
 
Are the following accurately and appropriately represented within publicity and marketing materials? 
If no please attach a screenshot or details of the publication that requires amendment, and add 
details in the recommendations box at the bottom of the form. 
 

University title Yes  No  

Entry criteria Yes  No  

The award title (e.g. BA (Hons)) Yes  No  

Correct course title Yes  No  

Modes of delivery Yes  No  

Fees and additional costs incurred for students Yes  No  

Professional and statutory regulatory body (PSRB) requirements Yes  No  

 
Where the following are included, are they accurately represented? If no please attach a screenshot 
or details of the publication that requires amendment, and add details in the recommendations box 
at the bottom of the form. 
 

Correct level of study, academic credits and structure of the award Yes  No  n/a  

Unit titles Yes  No  n/a  

Methods of assessment Yes  No  n/a  

Progression routes Yes  No  n/a  

Description of relationship between the University and partner Yes  No  n/a  

 
Section 3: UCAS 
 

Do UCAS entry profiles contain accurate and appropriate 
information? 

Yes  No  n/a  

Provide details of what needs to be amended, with web URLs as appropriate: 
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Section 4: Compliance with University of Bedfordshire Marketing Policy (to be completed by 
the Marketing Department) 
 

Are images accurately and appropriately represented within publicity and 
marketing materials? 

Yes  No  

Provide details of what needs to be amended, specifying the publication or web URLs as 
appropriate: 

 
 
 

Does marketing and publicity material comply with the University of 
Bedfordshire’s visual identity with no alteration of the logotype and in 
accordance with the University of Bedfordshire Visual Guidelines?24  

Yes  No  

Provide details of what needs to be amended, specifying the publication or web URLs as 
appropriate: 
 

Please provide any further comments below as necessary: 
 
 
 

 
Section 5: Outcome 
In the case of actions required the University will provide the collaborating partner with ten working 
days’ notice for rectifications. 
 

 
Website verified / Not verified (Please delete as appropriate) 
 

Actions required: 
 

 
 
 

Recommendations: 
 
 
 
 

 

                                                
24

 https://in.beds.ac.uk/MARC/marc/Beds-guidelines_v10.pdf  

https://in.beds.ac.uk/MARC/marc/Beds-guidelines_v10.pdf
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Appendix L: Structure of institutional approval proposal document 
 
The proposal document for institutional approvals will describe what the proposed partner’s current 
processes are, and will use the set of headings and prompt questions outlined below. Where 
supporting documents are requested these should be provided as appendices. 
 
Key links for equivalent information about the University of Bedfordshire and UK quality assurance: 

 Our University 

 UK Quality Code for Higher Education (published by the QAA) 

 Academic regulations 

 Quality handbook 
 Academic information (appeals, mitigating circumstances, academic offences, academic 

calendar etc.) 

 Application and admissions  

 Student information  

 Student support  

 Peer assisted learning  

 Centre for Learning Excellence  

 Learning resources  
 

Section heading and prompt questions 

Introduction and rationale: This section should set the scene 

 What is the rationale for the proposed partnership? 

 What engagement has there been with the University in the development of the proposal? 

 Who is the University’s nominated Account Manager and their equivalent at the institution 

Overview of the institution: This section should describe the nature of the institution in terms of 
strategy, mission, experience of delivery, governance and management 

 When was the institution formed, and what is its brief history? 

 What are the institution’s strategic direction, mission and values? How do these align with those 
of the University? This should be supported by submission of the institution’s current strategic 
plan (or equivalent) 

 What is the institution’s corporate structure and how is the institution managed? 

 How is the senior management structure organised? This should be supported by copies of CVs 
from the partner’s management 

 Who manages the academic and administrative functions? 

 Are there any additional governance arrangements? 

 (For UK-based proposed partners only) How does the institution fulfil its Prevent Duty? 

 What policies are in place regarding equalities? (i.e. those protected characteristics covered by 
the Equality Act 2010) 

 What policy is in place to manage health and safety requirements? 

 What committees are in place? This should be supported by the inclusion of a committee 
structure diagram, terms of reference and membership for the committees 

 What subject areas does the partner deliver, and at what level (pre-degree, undergraduate, 
postgraduate, doctoral) 

 What are the institution’s student numbers (broken down by course, gender etc.)?  

 What are the institution’s retention, progression and achievement rates over the past three 
years? 

 What other collaborative relationships does the institution have? 

 What is the structure of the academic year, and how many entry points are offered? 

Management of academic standards: This section should described how the institution’s 
academic standards are currently benchmarked and verified 

 What standards frameworks does the institution use (e.g. the UK Quality Code) and how does it 

https://www.qaa.ac.uk/quality-code
https://www.beds.ac.uk/about-us/our-university/academic-information
https://www.beds.ac.uk/about-us/our-university/quality/handbook
https://www.beds.ac.uk/student-experience/academic-information/
https://www.beds.ac.uk/howtoapply/admissions/admissions-principles-and-policy/
https://www.beds.ac.uk/sid/
https://www.beds.ac.uk/student-support/
https://www.beds.ac.uk/pal/
https://www.beds.ac.uk/cle
https://lrweb.beds.ac.uk/
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implement them? 

 How are academic standards verified, for example through the use of external examiners or 
professional bodies? 

Quality assurance and quality management: This section should describe the institution’s current 
arrangements for quality assurance and management 

 What are the policies and procedures for assuring and managing quality? This should be 
supported by the inclusion of the quality assurance handbook or equivalent 

 Who in the institution holds responsibility for these arrangements? 

 Are there any external reviews or audits of the institution? This should be supported by the 
submission of any relevant recent external quality assurance reports provided to the institution 
(e.g. from another awarding body, the QAA, Pearson edexcel, or from in-country quality 
assurance bodies such as the MQA or from professional bodies) 

 What are the processes for marking and moderating assessed work, and is there any external 
moderation used 

 Is there a formal policy for appealing against assessment decisions, applying for mitigating 
circumstances or dealing with academic offences? This should be supported by copies of those 
policies 

Marketing and publicity: This section should describe the institution’s current processes for 
marketing courses and how publicity materials are generated 

 What is the institutions usual process for marketing courses to new students? 

 Who is responsible for ensuring that information is accurate? 

 How are marketing materials produced in other languages verified? 

Recruitment, admissions and induction: This section should describe how the institution 
currently recruits, admits and inducts new students 

 What are the market conditions like for student recruitment? 

 What is the process used to recruit new students and to verify the information that they provide? 

 How are entry qualifications set (including English language requirements) and are interviews 
required for admission? 

 Who makes admissions decisions and on what basis? 

 How are student records maintained and what information is held? 

 What induction do new students receive on the institution and on their course? 

Feedback from students and other stakeholders: This section should describe the institution’s 
current arrangements for collecting feedback from students on their learning experience, and 
feedback from other stakeholders, such as employers. Do not use this section to describe how 
students are provided with feedback on their assessment 

 How can students provide feedback on their units and course? 

 What system of student representation is used – how are students chosen, what type of 
feedback do they provide, and which committees do they sit on? 

 What improvements to the learning experience or to the curriculum have been made as a result 
of feedback from students? 

 Which other stakeholders provide feedback to the institution and how is this gathered and 
disseminated? (e.g. graduates and employers) 

 What is the process for student complaints? 

Teaching, learning and assessment: This section should describe the current approaches the 
institution takes  

 What types of learning activities are undertaken? 

 How does the institution use technology-enhanced learning, for example virtual learning 
environments such as Blackboard or Moodle? 

 What types of assessment are used and how are students prepared for this? 

Academic and pastoral support: This section should describe how the institution currently 
provides academic and pastoral support to students 

 How is feedback provided to students on their academic assessments? 

 Are academic tutors allocated to students and what support is provided to students who are 
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having difficulty understanding their academic work? 

 Are opportunities offered to undertake work experience or internships, or are business people 
invited to the institution to talk to students? 

 What services are in place to help students with study skills such as academic writing and 
referencing? 

 What opportunities are there for students who need additional support with English language? 

 What pastoral support services are available, such as careers advice and welfare services? 

Staff resource, development and scholarly activity: This section should describe the institution’s 
approach to staffing and staff development 

 What is the institution’s staffing profile, in terms of academic and administrative staff, full/part 
time split, qualification range etc?  

 What are the arrangements for the recruitment and induction of new members of staff? 

 What staff development opportunities are available for both academic and administrative staff, 
and how are development needs identified?  

 What opportunities do academic staff have to undertake research or scholarly activities, and 
what percentage of staff are research active? 

 How does this research or scholarly activity underpin the subjects delivered at the institution? 

Learning resources: This section should describe the institution’s physical resources that support 
the learning experience 

 What is the size and scope of the library resources, including hard copy books and access to e-
books/journals? 

 What is the size and scope of computing equipment?  

 Does the institution have any other specialist equipment for students to use in their studies? 

 Are there any restrictions to using the library or computing/specialist equipment (in terms of 
opening times, Wi-Fi availability etc.)? 

 Will additional resources need to be purchased to support the delivery of additional courses? 

 Are there spaces available for quiet study or group work and how are these booked? 

 How are improvements/replacements to resources managed? 

Conclusion: This section should confirm why the proposed partnership will be successful. It should 
also describe any additional support the institution requires from the University to support or 
enhance its participation in the proposed partnership or to build capacity 
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Appendix M: Structure of institutional review self-evaluation document 
 
The self-evaluation document for institutional reviews will describe the processes that govern the 
University’s courses, and will use the set of headings and prompt questions outlined below. Where 
supporting documents are requested these should be provided as appendices. 
 
Key links for equivalent information about the University of Bedfordshire and UK quality assurance: 

 Our University 

 UK Quality Code for Higher Education (published by the QAA) 

 Academic regulations 

 Quality handbook 
 Academic information (appeals, mitigating circumstances, academic offences, academic 

calendar etc.) 

 Application and admissions  

 Student information  

 Student support  

 Peer assisted learning  

 Centre for Learning Excellence  

 Learning resources  
 
Section heading and prompt questions 

Overview of the institution: This section should describe the nature of the partner in terms of strategy, 
mission, experience of delivery, governance and management. Where necessary it should provide a 
commentary regarding any changes since the previous institutional approval/review 

 When was the partner formed, and what is its brief history? 

 What are the partner’s strategic direction, mission and values? How do these align with those of the 
University? This should be supported by submission of the partner’s current strategic plan (or equivalent) 

 What is the partner’s corporate structure and how is it managed? 

 How is the senior management structure organised? This should be supported by copies of CVs from the 
partner’s management 

 Who manages the academic and administrative functions? 

 Are there any additional governance arrangements? 

 What committees are in place? This should be supported by the inclusion of a committee structure 
diagram, terms of reference and membership for the committees 

 Where FE provision is also delivered by the partner, are there separate structures and policies in place to 
distinguish between this and HE? 

 What other collaborative relationships does the partner have? 

 What is the structure of the academic year, and how many entry points are offered? 

 Does the relationship with the University or any of the University’s courses require local registration or 
approval, and what form does this take?  

 Does the local registration or approval mean that updates to the courses are restricted in any way? 

Relationship with the University: This section should describe the history of the relationship with the 
University of Bedfordshire 

 How and when did the relationship begin? 

 Who are the Account Manager and Link Coordinator(s), and any regular other points of liaison, and has 
the liaison been effective? 

 How has the range of courses delivered by the partner changed over that time (i.e. what courses have 
been approved for delivery, and what courses have been suspended or closed) and why have these 
changes been made? 

 Is there an operations manual in place that accurately reflects the relationship, and has the partner been 
involved in its production / maintenance? 

 What are the areas of delegated responsibility held by the partner? This should make reference to the 
Operations Manual and contract 

Management of academic standards: This section should described how the academic standards of the 
University’s courses are benchmarked and verified following the initial approval of the course 

 Is there an understanding at the partner about the requirements of the UK Quality Code?  

https://www.qaa.ac.uk/quality-code
https://www.beds.ac.uk/about-us/our-university/academic-information
https://www.beds.ac.uk/about-us/our-university/quality/handbook
https://www.beds.ac.uk/student-experience/academic-information/
https://www.beds.ac.uk/howtoapply/admissions/admissions-principles-and-policy/
https://www.beds.ac.uk/sid/
https://www.beds.ac.uk/student-support/
https://www.beds.ac.uk/pal/
https://www.beds.ac.uk/cle
https://lrweb.beds.ac.uk/
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 Where responsibilities are delegated to the partner (as referenced in the Operations Manual) how do they 
assure that the indicators of good practice in the UK Quality Code are followed? 

 How are external examiner reports shared with the partner, and how are they able to contribute to the 
response made by the University? 

 How are actions for the partner arising out of quality mechanisms communicated and tracked for 
resolution? 

 How are students able to access external examiner reports and discuss their contents with staff? 

 Have the external examiner reports highlighted any areas of concern related to the delivery of University 
courses by the partner? If so, what were the issues and how were they resolved? 

 Where courses are validated by the University, what use of external benchmarks does the partner use 
when making modifications to the course? 

Quality assurance and quality management: This section should describe the partner’s arrangements for 
the quality assurance and management of the University’s courses and whether there have been any changes 
since the previous institutional approval/review. Where the partner’s processes are used these should be 
described in detail and reference given as to how/where this delegation was approved 

 Is there an understanding at the partner about the requirements of the UK Quality Code?  

 What is the process used for students to make academic appeals? 

 What is the nature of any appeals upheld and what is being done to address any wider issues this has 
raised? 

 What process is used to approve mitigating circumstances requests from students? 

 Under what formal process are academic offences managed? 

 How has regular monitoring of the course been carried out? (i.e. through course journals or minuted 
fortnightly course team meetings) 

 How has the University been alerted to any issues raised in these fora? 

 What are the process used for completing unit and course enhancement plans, and how has the partner 
provide input to this process if they are not responsible? 

 Where the courses are validated by the University what is the process used for making minor and major 
modifications to the content? 

 Have any external reviews or audits taken place, and if so what have the results been? This should be 
supported by the submission of any associated reports provided (e.g. from another awarding body, the 
QAA, Pearson edexcel, or from in-country quality assurance bodies or from professional bodies) 

Staff resource, development and scholarly activity: This section should describe the partner’s approach to 
staffing and staff development 

 What is the institution’s staffing profile, in terms of academic and administrative staff, full/part time split, 
qualification range etc?  

 What are the arrangements for the recruitment and induction of new members of staff? 

 What processes are in place for the peer observation of teaching? 

 What staff development opportunities are available for both academic and administrative staff, and how 
are development needs identified?  

 What staff development opportunities at/from the University have been taken up? 

 What opportunities do academic staff have to undertake research or scholarly activities, and what 
percentage of staff are research active? 

 How does this research or scholarly activity underpin the subjects delivered at the institution? 

Learning resources: This section should describe the institution’s physical resources that support the 
learning experience of students on the University’s courses 

 Are the library resources, including hard copy books and access to e-books/journals, in place in sufficient 
quantities for the number of students on the course? 

 Where updates have been made to reading lists have the titles been chosen in consultation with the 
partner and have the texts been acquired? 

 Is access to library resources through the University, through the partner, or in combination? 

 Is there sufficient computing equipment in place for the number of students on the course? 

 Are there any restrictions to using the library or computing/specialist equipment (in terms of opening times, 
Wi-Fi availability etc.)? 

 Are there spaces available for quiet study or group work and how are these booked? 

 How are improvements/replacements to resources managed? 

Marketing and publicity: This section should describe how the University’s courses are marketed, and how 
publicity materials are generated 

 Is there an understanding at the partner about the requirements of the CMA requirements?  
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 What types of marketing are used and how effective are they? 

 What is the usual lead time between beginning a marketing campaign and the start of delivery? 

 Who is responsible for ensuring that information is accurate? 

 How are marketing materials produced in other languages verified by the partner and by the University? 

 Have there been any concerns raised about the accuracy of information published? 

Recruitment, admissions and induction: This section should describe how the partner recruits, admits and 
inducts new students on to University courses 

 What are the student numbers and retention, progression and achievement rates on the University’s 
courses at the partner over the last three years? 

 Have recruitment figures matched expectations? 

 Does the market for the courses remain buoyant and is there any local competition? 

 What is the process used to recruit new students and to verify the information that they provide? 

 Who makes admissions decisions and on what basis? How is this process administered? 

 How are student records maintained and what information is held? 

 What induction do new students receive on the partner, on the University and on their course? 

Feedback from students and other stakeholders: This section should describe the partner’s arrangements 
for collecting feedback from students on the University’s courses on their learning experience, and feedback 
from other stakeholders, such as employers. Do not use this section to describe how students are provided 
with feedback on their assessment 

 How are students able to provide feedback on their units and course? 

 Where the Bedfordshire Unit Survey (BUS) is not used where was this deviation approved and how has 
the in-house survey been mapped against BUS to confirm equivalency? This should be supported a copy 
of the mapping 

 What system of student representation is used – how are students chosen, what type of feedback do they 
provide, and which committees do they sit on? 

 How is the University made aware of feedback from students at unit and course level? 

 Are any other surveys utilised, e.g. NSS or iGrad, and what have their results shown? 

 What examples can you provide of changes made as a result of feedback from students? 

 How are students informed of the action taken in response to their feedback? 

 Which other stakeholders provide feedback to the institution and how is this gathered and disseminated? 
(e.g. graduates and employers)What is the process for student complaints? 

Teaching and assessment practices: This section should describe the process associated with the 
assessment of students on the University’s courses. Where there are approved deviations from those 
described in the Quality Handbook confirmation should be provided as to how this approval was granted and 
information provided as to how the processes are consonant 

 What use is made of the VLE in delivering the University’s courses, and is this through BREO or through 
the partner’s own system? 

 If the partner’s VLE is used how are University staff able to ensure accuracy of content? 

 How have formal updates to the courses or local contextualisation been implemented? 

 How are assessments set and approved (including resit assessment), and who is responsible for this? 
How have any issues of the timing of setting/approval been dealt with?  

 Where Turnitin is not used to submit work (this should only be by exception) how is it guaranteed that the 
work submitted has been completed by the correct student? 

 How is the security of assessment/examination papers guaranteed? 

 Who is responsible for the marking and moderation process and for providing feedback to students, and 
has this changed since the original approval? 

 What is the normal turnaround time for feedback and, where there are delays, how are these notified to 
students and managed? 

 Where feedback is provided by University staff how do partner staff know what is said in order to provide 
additional on-the-ground support? 

 Are there any arrangements in place for examination boards that are outside of normal University 
process? 

Academic and pastoral support: This section should describe how the partner provides academic support 
and pastoral guidance to students on the University’s courses 

 How is feedback provided to students on their academic assessments and does it meet the University’s 
requirements for format, content and timing? 

 Are academic tutors allocated to students and what support is provided to students who are having 
difficulty understanding their academic work? 
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 Are opportunities offered to undertake work experience or internships, or are industry representatives 
invited to the institution to talk to students? 

 What services are in place to help students with study skills such as academic writing and referencing? 

 What opportunities are there for students who need additional support with English language? 

 What pastoral support services are available, such as careers advice and welfare services? 

 Are there any peer learning schemes in place? 

 How are students with physical or learning difficulties identified and supported? 

Conclusion: This section should confirm why the partnership has been successful and why the partner 
wishes it to continue. It should also identify any strengths or weaknesses of the partnership, describing how 
weaknesses are being or will be addressed 
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Appendix N: Responsibilities grid: franchised provision 
 

Partner name  

Partner type 
Further Education College / UK based Alternative Provider25 / Overseas provider / Accredited overseas provider (delete as 
applicable) 

Account Manager  

Courses titles 
covered 

 

  

  

 

Institutional and course approval, 
modification and review 

Standard responsibility (do not amend this column) 

Approved variation to standard 
responsibility, and where/when 
this was approved (e.g. 
committee minute number) 

Institutional approval and review UoB 

Standard responsibility cannot 
change 

Course design and development UoB 

Course or franchise approval and periodic 
review26 

UoB. For periodic review partners should be informed of the aim of 
the process, particularly for course re-approval. They should be 
invited to put forward changes or confirm that the courses remain 
the same  

Proposal for modifications to courses or 
units 

Joint 

                                                
25

 A term for providers of higher education that are not funded by regular government grants. They can be for-profit or not-for-profit, and of any corporate form 
26

 All partner provision (except Majan UG validated courses) are included within scope of subject area periodic reviews 
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Approval of modifications to courses or 
units 

UoB 

Unit and course enhancement plans UoB 

Annual monitoring UoB (unless provision with accredited partner, see QH3) 

Academic Regulations UoB 

 

Course set up, marketing and delivery Standard responsibility (do not amend this column) 

Approved variation to standard 
responsibility, and where/when 
this was approved (e.g. 
committee minute number) 

Setting of academic calendar for delivery of 
teaching 

UoB. TQSC approve subsequent changes to the calendar Standard responsibility cannot 
change 

Setting assessment submission dates UoB 

Setting of entry requirements, including 
English language 

UoB. Academic Board may grant an exceptional  amendment to 
standard entry requirements  

Confirm what the approved 
changes are to the standard entry 
requirements (if any), or state N/A 

Timetabling of examinations UoB 

Standard responsibility cannot 
change 

Production of CIFs and course handbooks UoB 

Production of UIFs UoB 

Production of learning materials UoB 

Hosting learning materials UoB through BREO 

Production of publicity materials Partner 

Initial approval and regular audit of publicity 
materials, including where not in English 

UoB 

Selection of teaching staff Partner 

Approval of teaching staff UoB 

Contracting of teaching staff Partner 

Delivery of teaching Partner 
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Managing relationships with other 
organisations such as placement providers 

Partner 

 

Recruitment to registration Standard responsibility (do not amend this column) 

Approved variation to standard 
responsibility, and where/when 
this was approved (e.g. 
committee minute number) 

Student recruitment Partner 
Standard responsibility cannot 
change 

Admissions policy 
UoB. Academic Board may grant approval for FECs to use their own 
admissions policy for FT students only 

Confirm what the approved 
changes are to the Admissions 
Policy (if any), or state N/A 

Student admissions, shortlisting Partner 

Standard responsibility cannot 
change 

Student admissions, making the admissions 
decision 

UoB 

Recognition of prior learning (experiential 
and certificated) 

UoB 

Issuing of offer letters UoB 

Registering students to SITS 
UoB, with partner providing all required student information within six 
weeks of cohort start date 

Student induction 
Partner, with UoB involvement from link coordinator or other member 
of academic team 

 

Learning resources and student support Standard responsibility (do not amend this column) 

Approved variation to standard 
responsibility, and where/when 
this was approved (e.g. 
committee minute number) 

Provision of learning resources (including 
library resources) 

Partner. The Director of LRSE may grant partners exceptional 
access to additional online resources, dependent on licensing 
restrictions 

Confirm what additional access to 
learning resources has been 
approved (if any), or state N/A 
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Provision of student support services 
In person service by partner, with UoB remote services accessible 
through SiD online. The Registrar may grant partner students 
exceptional access to additional in-person support services 

Confirm what additional access to 
in-person support services 
approved has been approved (if 
any), or state N/A 

Unit surveys 
UoB through BUS. TQSC may approve students to undertake an 
alternative unit level survey to BUS 

Confirm what the approved 
alternative is to BUS (if any), or 
state N/A 

Student representation at course level 
Partner, with at least one student elected as representative by their 
peers per cohort, per course, per level 

Standard responsibility cannot 
change 

Course team meetings with student 
representation 

Partner (formally minuted team meetings , or UoB course journal 
template completed) 

Student complaints Partner, with recourse to UoB at stage 2 

Withdrawals Partner, with notification to UoB to update the SITS record 

 

Assessment Standard responsibility (do not amend this column) 

Approved variation to standard 
responsibility, and where/when 
this was approved (e.g. 
committee minute number) 

Setting of summative assessments UoB 

Standard responsibility cannot 
change 

Submission of summative assessments UoB, with submission through EMA 

First marking UoB 

Moderation or second marking UoB 

Feedback to students on their work UoB 

Academic concerns 
EITHER: Partner, by designated tutor (name to be confirmed in 
procedure manual and updated thereafter) 
OR: UoB 

Confirm whether the approved 
arrangements are for the partner 
(and name the designated tutor) or 
UoB to be responsible 

Academic offences UoB 
Standard responsibility cannot 
change 
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Academic appeals 
UoB (unless accredited partner). Academic Board may exceptionally 
approve a variation to stage one of the Appeals Policy  

Confirm what the approved 
variation is to the Appeals Policy (if 
any), or state N/A 

Mitigating circumstances policy 
UoB. TQSC may exceptionally approve a variation on confirmation 
of equivalency 

Confirm what the approved 
arrangements are (if any), or state 
N/A 

Mitigating circumstances operation 
EITHER: Partner, by designated individual(s) (name(s) to be 
confirmed in procedure manual and updated thereafter) 
OR: UoB 

Confirm whether the approved 
arrangements are for the partner 
(and name the designated 
individual) or UoB to be 
responsible 

Nomination and contracting of external 
examiners 

UoB27 

Standard responsibility cannot 
change 

Receipt of external examiner reports UoB, with copy shared with partner 

Responding to external examiner reports 
UoB (unless validated provision at accredited partner), with copy 
shared with partner 

Exam Boards (portfolio and scheme) UoB, with attendance by partner representatives 

Production of award certificates and 
transcripts 

UoB 

 

Returns and funding Responsibility 
Confirmed responsibility, according to partner type and delivery 
mode 

Responsibility for data returns 

FEC FT students: partner 
FEC PT students: UoB 
UK other partners: partner 
Overseas partners: n/a 

Confirm which of these scenarios is appropriate for this partner 

Responsibility for student access to 
Government funding (UK partners only) 

FEC FT students: partner 
FEC PT students: UoB 
UK other partners: partner 
Overseas partners: n/a 

Confirm which of these scenarios is appropriate for this partner 

                                                
27

 Accredited partners must confirm their satisfaction with the nominee before submission to EEC 
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Appendix O: Responsibilities grid: validated provision 
 

Partner name  

Partner type 
Further Education College / UK based Alternative Provider28 / Overseas provider / Accredited overseas provider (delete as 
applicable) 

Account Manager  

Courses titles 
covered 

 

  

  

 

Institutional and course approval, 
modification and review 

Standard responsibility (do not amend this column) 

Approved variation to standard 
responsibility, and where/when 
this was approved (e.g. 
committee minute number) 

Institutional approval and review UoB 

Standard responsibility cannot 
change 

Course design and development Partner 

Course or franchise approval and periodic 
review29 

UoB. For periodic review partners should be informed of the aim of 
the process, particularly for course re-approval. They should be 
invited to put forward changes or confirm that the courses remain 
the same  

Proposal for modifications to courses or 
units 

Joint 

                                                
28

 A term for providers of higher education that are not funded by regular government grants. They can be for-profit or not-for-profit, and of any corporate form 
29

 All partner provision (except Majan UG validated courses) are included within scope of subject area periodic reviews 
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Approval of modifications to courses or 
units 

UoB 

Unit and course enhancement plans Partner, using UoB template 

Annual monitoring UoB (unless provision with accredited partner, see QH3) 

Academic Regulations UoB 

 

Course set up, marketing and delivery Standard responsibility (do not amend this column) 

Approved variation to standard 
responsibility, and where/when 
this was approved (e.g. 
committee minute number) 

Setting of academic calendar for delivery of 
teaching 

Partner, but approved by UoB at course approval to ensure 
alignment with key dates such as Exam Boards. TQSC approve 
subsequent changes to the calendar Standard responsibility cannot 

change 

Setting assessment submission dates 
Partner, but approved by UoB to ensure alignment with key dates 
such as Exam Boards 

Setting of entry requirements, including 
English language 

Partner, but meeting UoB requirements at a minimum. Academic 
Board may grant an exceptional  amendment to standard entry 
requirements  

Confirm what the approved 
changes are to the standard entry 
requirements (if any), or state N/A 

Timetabling of examinations 
Partner, in accordance with UoB delivery schedule, assessment 
schedule approved by UoB at course approval 

Standard responsibility cannot 
change 

Production of CIFs and course handbooks 
Partner, using own or UoB template but containing same types of 
information 

Production of UIFs Partner, using own or UoB template 

Production of learning materials Partner 

Hosting learning materials Partner, with UoB staff granted access 

Production of publicity materials Partner 

Initial approval and regular audit of publicity 
materials, including where not in English 

UoB 

Selection of teaching staff Partner 
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Approval of teaching staff UoB 

Contracting of teaching staff Partner 

Delivery of teaching Partner 

Managing relationships with other 
organisations such as placement providers 

Partner 

 

Recruitment to registration Standard responsibility (do not amend this column) 

Approved variation to standard 
responsibility, and where/when 
this was approved (e.g. 
committee minute number) 

Student recruitment Partner 
Standard responsibility cannot 
change 

Admissions policy 
UoB. Academic Board may grant approval for FECs to use their own 
admissions policy for FT students only 

Confirm what the approved 
changes are to the Admissions 
Policy (if any), or state N/A 

Student admissions, shortlisting Partner 
Standard responsibility cannot 
change Student admissions, making the admissions 

decision 
UoB 

Recognition of prior learning (experiential 
and certificated) 

Partner, but approved by UoB at course approval to ensure 
alignment with UoB RPL policy. Subsequent variations approved 
through TQSC 

Confirm that partner’s RPL policy 
has been approved for use 

Issuing of offer letters UoB 

Standard responsibility cannot 
change 

Registering students to SITS 
UoB, with partner providing all required student information within six 
weeks of cohort start date 

Student induction 
Partner, with UoB involvement from link coordinator or other member 
of academic team 
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Learning resources and student support Standard responsibility (do not amend this column) 

Approved variation to standard 
responsibility, and where/when 
this was approved (e.g. 
committee minute number) 

Provision of learning resources (including 
library resources) 

Partner. The Director of LRSE may grant partners exceptional 
access to additional online resources, dependent on licensing 
restrictions 

Confirm what additional access to 
learning resources has been 
approved (if any), or state N/A 

Provision of student support services 
In person service by partner, with UoB remote services accessible 
through SiD online. The Registrar may grant partner students 
exceptional access to additional in-person support services 

Confirm what additional access to 
in-person support services 
approved has been approved (if 
any), or state N/A 

Unit surveys 
UoB through BUS. TQSC may approve students to undertake an 
alternative unit level survey to BUS 

Confirm what the approved 
alternative is to BUS (if any), or 
state N/A 

Student representation at course level 
Partner, with at least one student elected as representative by their 
peers per cohort, per course, per level 

Standard responsibility cannot 
change 

Course team meetings with student 
representation 

Partner (formally minuted team meetings , or UoB course journal 
template completed) 

Student complaints Partner, with recourse to UoB at stage 2 

Withdrawals Partner, with notification to UoB to update the SITS record 

 

Assessment Standard responsibility 
Approved variation to 
responsibility/policy (or N/A) 
Minute number of approval 

Setting of summative assessments Confirmed by TQSC – proposal to be submitted by faculty 
Confirm what the approved 
arrangements are 

Submission of summative assessments Confirmed by TQSC – proposal to be submitted by faculty 
Confirm what the approved 
arrangements are 

First marking Confirmed by TQSC – proposal to be submitted by faculty 
Confirm what the approved 
arrangements are 
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Moderation or second marking Confirmed by TQSC – proposal to be submitted by faculty 
Confirm what the approved 
arrangements are 

Feedback to students on their work Confirmed by TQSC – proposal to be submitted by faculty 
Confirm what the approved 
arrangements are 

Academic concerns 
EITHER: Partner, by designated tutor (name to be confirmed in 
procedure manual and updated thereafter) 
OR: UoB 

Confirm whether the approved 
arrangements are for the partner 
(and name the designated tutor) or 
UoB to be responsible 

Academic offences UoB 
Standard responsibility cannot 
change 

Academic appeals 
UoB (unless accredited partner). Academic Board may exceptionally 
approve a variation to stage one of the Appeals Policy  

Confirm what the approved 
variation is to the Appeals Policy (if 
any) 

Mitigating circumstances policy Partner, providing that TQSC has approved the policy as equivalent 
Confirm what the approved 
arrangements are 

Mitigating circumstances operation Partner 

Standard responsibility cannot 
change 

Nomination and contracting of external 
examiners 

UoB30 

Receipt of external examiner reports UoB, with copy shared with partner 

Responding to external examiner reports 
UoB (unless validated provision at accredited partner), with copy 
shared with partner 

Exam Boards (portfolio and scheme) UoB, with attendance by partner representatives 

Production of award certificates and 
transcripts 

Partner 

 
 

Returns and funding Responsibility 
Confirmed responsibility, according to partner type and delivery 
mode 

                                                
30

 Accredited partners must confirm their satisfaction with the nominee before submission to EEC 
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Responsibility for data returns 

FEC FT students: partner 
FEC PT students: UoB 
UK other partners: partner 
Overseas partners: n/a 

Confirm which of these scenarios is appropriate for this partner 

Responsibility for student access to 
Government funding (UK partners only) 

FEC FT students: partner 
FEC PT students: UoB 
UK other partners: partner 
Overseas partners: n/a 

Confirm which of these scenarios is appropriate for this partner 
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Appendix P: Site visit report: change to or extension of partner 
premises 
 
Faculties should only complete this report form to seek approval for a change in (or extension to) a 
partner delivery site for the delivery of a pre-existing University course. Faculties should liaise with the 
Academic Events Manager in completing the information about timed assessments. 
 

Name of proposing department:  

Date of visit(s):  

Name of partner:  

Current address: 
 
 
 

Proposed address:  

Change or extension to delivery 
location 

Change Extension 

 
 

Name of course(s) to be 
delivered 

Course coordinator name 
Delivery 
mode 
(FT/PT) 

Entry points 

    

    

    

 

Describe the learning environment (IT facilities, study space etc.) available to students at 
the new delivery site, and confirm that facilities are sufficient to cater for the anticipated 
cohort size(s) 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Describe the learning resources available to students at the new delivery site and how this 
complements any access to University resources, and confirm that resources are in place in 
sufficient numbers to cater for the anticipated cohort size(s) 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Describe what student support facilities are available to students at the new delivery site 
and how they complement any access to University facilities 
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Operation of timed assessments 

Examinations or CBTs are 
included in the following units 

 

Describe what space and/or 
computing equipment is available 
for these to take place, and 
whether this is suitable for the 
anticipated cohort size(s) 

 

 
 
Confirmations 
 
I confirm that the delivery of teaching to students enrolled on the courses listed above for delivery at 
the named study centre will only be undertaken by appropriately qualified members of staff employed 
by the University of Bedfordshire. 
 

Name of visitor  
Date: 
 

Signature, confirming the accuracy 
and completeness of the information 
provided 

  

Name of Head of School / 
Department 

 

Date: 
 

Signature, confirming that the 
proposed change or extension of 
premises provides suitable learning 
opportunities for students 

 

 
This form should be sent with the course level change form and revised CIF to the Executive 
Dean of Academic Partnerships for approval, and then to the Quality Officer (Data and Records), 
Quality and Standards to finalise the process. 
 

Executive Dean of Academic 
Partnerships confirming that the 
contract with the partner has been 
(or does not need to be) amended to 
include the proposed changes 

 
Date: 
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Appendix Q: Faculty evaluation of a partner undergoing institutional 
review 
 
Faculties with provision delivered by a partner undergoing review are required to provide an 
evaluation of the relationship, drawing on evidence from the University’s monitoring processes.  

Faculty  

Partner name  

Report completed by  

 

Courses delivered by / at 
partner 

Franchise / 
Validation / 
Study Centre 

Start date Name of Link Coordinator 

    

    

 
Evaluation (please delete any explanatory text before submission) 
 
1. Faculty Monitoring Reports 

Please provide data, analysis and evaluation; summaries of external examiner feedback and 
actions; and any items within the Faculty action plan from the most recent Faculty Monitoring 
Report in relation to the partnership 

2. UG/PG institutional report on student performance 

Please provide details if the partner has been identified as having poor continuation data, and 
what action the Faculty is taking with the partner to address this 

3. Link Coordinator visits 

Please confirm that the required number of visits by link coordinators (minimum of two per 
academic year have taken place and provide details of any issues or good practice raised 
through their visit logs, and what action(s) has been taken to address them as appropriate. 
Particular attention should be paid to any issues raised that may have had an effect on quality 
and/or standards 

4. Issues raised through University committees (TQSC and Academic Board) 

Please provide details of any occasions where activity at the partner has been brought to the 
attention of TQSC or Academic Board (requests in respect of course approvals, e.g. variations to 
Regulations) need not be included 

5. Exception requests 

Please provide details of any TQSC exception requests that have been made in respect of the 
partner since the last institutional review and confirmation of the status of the requests 

 
Follow up to scrutiny meeting 
 
Include details here of any confirmations required of the Faculty following the stage one internal 
scrutiny meeting, and identify any matters for particular consideration by the panel as part of the 
stage two review event 


