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Abbreviations
	ADC
	Academic Development Centre



	AQS
	Academic Quality and Standards



	BoS
	Board of Study



	EE
	External Examiner



	ISR
	Internal Subject Review



	LRC
	Learning Resource Centre



	LTA
	Learning, teaching and assessment



	MAB
	Module Assessment Board



	MRDP
	Module Review and Development Plan



	PAB
	Programme Assessment Board



	PSB
	Professional and Statutory Body



	PCF
	Postgraduate Credit Framework



	QA
	Quality Assurance



	QE
	Quality Enhancement



	QEC
	Quality Enhancement Committee



	RACC


	Retention and Completion Committee

	SMG
	Senior/School Management Group



	SSCC
	Staff Student Consultative Committees



	UMS
	Undergraduate Modular Scheme


Definitions
1
The University’s annual review procedures are designed for use with modules and courses (made up from fields) governed by the UMS and PCF. 

2
In operating the annual review processes it’s useful to keep in mind the following University definitions:
· a field is a set of modules leading to an award or part of an award (full, major, half (joint) or minor
· a course may be a full-field or  made up of a combination of fields (joint and major-minor)
· a cohort of students register for a course that leads to an award, the title of which reflects the field(s) that contribute to the course
· a programme is the set of modules taken by an individual student from the choices within the approved set of modules that contribute to the field(s) concerned (eg. option modules, free choice modules etc) 

NOTE: During 2010/2011, the University will be phasing in its data warehousing management information software.  This will have an impact on the way in which the process of data collation and analysis will operate in relation to annual review and development.  Key staff within faculties and departments will undergo training by the University during summer 2010 and it is anticipated that the new system will be fully operational, as detailed within this procedure, in time for faculties to make use of this data for reviewing MRDPs and other performance indicators at their autumn Boards of Study and in their Faculty annual review and development reports produced in March 2011 for QEC.    

Purpose

3
Annual review is the process by which the University considers the effectiveness of modules and fields/courses in meeting their stated aims and learning outcomes and identifying any issues and necessary actions associated with the achievement of standards or the quality of the student experience.  Its specific purposes are:
· to evaluate the student experience of LTA and, wherever possible, to enhance it

· to support staff in maintaining academic standards

· to facilitate quality enhancement by spreading good practice
· to provide the University with information on generic quality issues that can only be considered above the level of individual fields/courses

· to provide a vehicle for implementing the University’s LTA Strategy

· to provide the University with monitoring accountability as one way of supporting it in fulfilling its responsibility for monitoring the quality and standards of academic awards made in its name
4
In developing annual monitoring procedures a number of principles have been adopted.  These are as follows:

· to locate responsibility for quality assurance and enhancement as close as possible to the point of delivery of modules (and fields/courses)
· to ensure that annual monitoring is enhancement led and a forward looking process (with the absolute minimum of historic reporting)
· to link effectively to current University strategic priorities and enhancement goals derived from the Strategic Plan and the LTA Strategy
· to use existing management arrangements for modules and fields/courses
· to provide clear and effective links to the planning cycle and generate single reports which are fit for several purposes (eg. planning submissions, accountability for standards and quality etc)
· to incorporate clear processes of action planning accountability and follow-up of action plans
5
In order to support these principles, particularly in relation to the enhancement-led and forward-looking nature of the annual review and development process, the University recognises that the tools identified here operate in the context of a wider and more organic set of annual review and development tools, particularly for those faculties operating complex modular structures, or those fields which are largely cohort based.
Criteria

6
All credit bearing modules and course/fields are subject to the annual review and development requirements.

Flowchart

7
The following flowchart illustrates the series of events relating to annual review and development.
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Schedule

8
Based on a standard undergraduate academic cycle
	Timescale


	Activity

	End of semester 1/2

	MRDP completed

	31 July


	Confirmation to Head of School that all MRDPs have been completed


	Autumn
	Heads of School reviews module data using the University data warehouse system and ensures that MRDPS do not require adjustment



	Autumn
	Boards of Study – confirmation MRDPs have been completed and evidence of consideration above module level, and against performance indicators


	30 November
	Confirmation to Dean all EE responses completed



	Autumn/Spring
	Minutes of BoS and Faculty Annual Review and Development Report to relevant Faculty committee


	March
	QEC Faculty Annual Review and Development Report



	March
	QEC recommendations reported by AQS to SMG for consideration in the planning process




Process


Annual Review and Development Process
9
The annual review and development procedures for module and fields/courses are largely delegated, with a minimum of essential reporting, and largely comprise forward looking action plans relating to planning and enhancement whilst ensuring the necessary oversight at appropriate levels. 


University structures for management of modules and courses/fields


Modules and the management of modules

10
Each module is the unique responsibility of one managing school (some faculties may not have a school structure but do have clearly identified subject groupings).  Modules have a module leader (and module team) and Schools are responsible for all aspects of staffing and local resources for modules (modules also use central resources such as centrally programmed teaching rooms, LRCs and central services and there also is the opportunity to comment on these aspects of resources in module monitoring and planning).  Review and development of modules is therefore located at school level (or subject level within a school if there are sub-divisions).  Groups of modules within a subject also map onto the responsibilities of external examiners and MABs.


Fields/Courses and the management of fields/courses

11
Regardless of whether fields/courses are made up from modules within a school or from across schools, it is a University requirement that they are managed by a BoS.  Whilst the construction of the BoS will depend upon field/course structures, their core responsibilities for the management, review and development of the fields/courses concerned remain constant. 

12
The relationship between modules and fields/courses can be complex.  The two core features of the University’s modular schemes provide the vehicles for annual review and development of modules and fields/courses as follows:
· Schools, and therefore, Heads of School, are responsible for module review and development for all modules offered by their schools

· BoS are responsible for review and development of fields/courses

Module level


Module Review and Development Plans (MRDPs)

13
All modules that contribute to fields are required to produce an MRDP.  A template for the MRDP is provided in this handbook (see template F1).  The MRDP should be completed by the module team as soon as possible after the first assessments for the module have been completed and student feedback questionnaires have been analysed (eg. normally after semester 1 or 2).  Semesters are given here as an example only - the MRDP should be produced as soon as possible after provisional (or final) assessment results and student feedback are available.  In some instances schools may decide to consider all modules together after semester 2, but care should be taken over the timing (ie. after modules might have been offered) and the volume of work that might result
14
Every MRDP must contain an appropriate action plan.  Whilst these may be partly re-active (ie responses to existing information) they should also be pro-active, for example looking at developments that relate to University and Faculty LTA goals, ideas generated by the module team and the results of dissemination of good practice through staff development.  The MRDP should identify any proposed changes in its action points.  The school/subject team will then be able to monitor the ongoing development of modules in a holistic way.  (See section G for procedures for approval of changes to fields and modules).

External Examiners’ reports

15
External Examiners’ reports, especially in relation to MABs can have an impact on module planning.  However, the timing of receipt of the formal reports does not always fit well with the MRDP process.  Individual modules are often not mentioned in reports.  Where appropriate the MRDP should make reference to external examiners views expressed at the time of assessment board meetings, which are likely to be held around the time that many MRDPs are being prepared.



Student Feedback 

16
Student feedback to inform the MRDP is an essential element of the process. A summary of the module evaluation questionnaire must be appended to the plan, including a summary of qualitative feedback.  Reaction to student feedback is integral to the MRDP.  For further information see section L.
17
Providing feedback to students on actions taken in response to their views is more problematic, as they will often have moved on to new modules by the time it is available.  Publication of feedback to student representatives, and on real and virtual notice boards can be useful.  Module teams should ensure that feedback is provided to students at SSCCs.  Module teams should also consider incorporating a response to previous students views in the next module guide to illustrate how the University values student opinion and to reassure students that they are not wasting their time providing feedback as at the very least it will benefit the next cohort of students. 


Approval of MRDPS

18
Approval of the MRDP is carried out at school/subject level, normally as a result of discussion of plans by school/subject teams (and where BoS map onto subjects, in a BoS).  Schools will have a clear calendar and timetable of deadlines for receipt and consideration of MRDPs.  Heads of School will have formal responsibility for approving MRDPs and also for ensuring that module data on MRDPs is reviewed once reassessment data has been finalised through the University’s data warehousing system.  Confirmation is provided to BoS that MRDPs have been completed, including evidence of consideration above module level.  Guidance FG(i) lists the performance indicators to be considered when evaluating module data.  The faculty may require action based on a faculty level audit of the same data.  

Module Boxes

19
It is a requirement that MRDPs are retained in the relevant module boxes.  Module boxes, and their contents, must be retained for a period of three years.  For further information on the requirements for module boxes - see section D.


Field/Courses level



Boards of Study 
20
All fields/courses are required to maintain a review and development plan which is monitored at faculty level.  The plan is embedded in Board of Study agendas, papers and minutes and does not take the form of a separate report. For the standard BoS agenda items see template F2.
21
All fields/courses have BoS that are the committees that provide a focus for management and development of a field/course or a related group of fields/courses.  Where fields/courses are delivered in a different way, the same agenda items must be used in the most appropriate way for the particular delivery pattern concerned.  The standard items do not preclude any other BoS agenda items.
22
The field/course review and development procedure is primarily a forward-looking process.  However, it is based on analysis of past performance and reflection on course performance.  The effectiveness of the process depends on clear agenda setting, accurate minutes (including action notes, responsibilities, timescales and accountability) and follow-up of action plans in the next committee agenda and papers.  In summary, there should be a clear audit trail in committee papers of issues considered in the standard agenda items and their follow-up. 

23
Enhancement is built into field/course review and development because it focuses on future actions.  However, because enhancement is not simply a reactive process, BoS are required to respond in two important areas:
· new ideas and initiatives developed by the field/course team, including information gained from staff development and dissemination of good practice
· LTA goals as determined annually by the University and/or faculty

Learning, Teaching & Assessment Strategy (LTA)
24
The University’s LTA Strategy is available from the ADC website or by clicking here:  Learning, Teaching and Assessment Strategy and should be considered in schools (or equivalent) and Boards of Study.  During the year the ADC will work with faculties to offer a wide range of support and developmental activities to support them in their implementation of the 11 goals contained within the strategy.  Faculties may have particular goals of their own which they may wish to additionally consider, however it is an expectation that any additional goals will have been approved by the relevant faculty committee and/or the Faculty Management Group.  
External Examiners’ reports

25
As soon as external examiner reports are available they are circulated for consideration in schools (or equivalent) and BoS (depending on the local structures).  External examiners’ reports, especially with respect to PABs should be included in the review and development process.  It is recognised that the primary responsibility for reporting lies with Heads of School, but because of complexities of some modular structures, faculties need to ensure that responses are co-ordinated where fields/courses span schools.

26
Regardless of where discussion of the report takes place, Heads of School have the responsibility for ensuring that reports for groups of modules are considered and that a response is prepared and sent to every external examiner.  Responses to external examiners reports should be sent by 30 November for courses operating in the normal annual academic cycle.  This should be confirmed to the Faculty Dean.  Where courses operate outside the normal annual cycle a response should be sent to an external examiner within two months of receipt of the report by the University.



Student Feedback

27
All BoS are required to have SSCCs that report to them (with formal minutes).  Guidance on SSCCs can be found in section L.  At least two SSCCs should be held each year (normally in semesters 1 and 2) and must be scheduled to report to their parent BoS.  Discussion and actions should be clearly recorded and followed up. 

28
The University requires that BoS include student representatives from SSCCs.  BoS should take active steps to support student representatives in providing feedback.

Approval

29
Accountability is by receipt of BoS minutes by faculty level committees (Faculty Boards or sub-committees with delegated responsibility for matters relating to quality, standards, teaching, learning, assessment and the student experience).  These committees should ensure that the standard agenda items have been addressed and appropriate actions have been proposed.  They should also monitor BoS.
30
Faculty Board’s have ultimate responsibility for the annual review and development processes; however, this should not adversely affect the timing of sub-committee meetings being scheduled during the academic year.  For example, where Boards of Study held in Semester 1 meet after the Faculty Board for Semester 1, reports should be submitted to the next scheduled Faculty Board (ie. Semester 2). 
31
Heads of School will be required to confirm annually to the Dean (or Dean’s nominee) by the end of November that external examiners reports have been considered and responded to.

Faculty Level
Module and field/course data

32
Faculties will be able to access data about modules and courses through the University’s data warehousing system.  Guidance FG(i) lists the performance indicators to be considered when evaluating data.  Faculties will use the data to audit whether appropriate action plans are in place for modules and fields/courses where evidence from the data warehousing system (or elsewhere) indicates that quality and standards might be at risk.  The data warehousing system also provides data for previous years and allows trends to be tracked by module teams, BoS and faculties.

NOTE: During 2010/2011, the University will be phasing in its data warehousing management information software.  This will have an impact on the way in which the process of data collation and analysis will operate in relation to annual review and development.  Key staff within faculties and departments will undergo training by the University during summer 2010 and it is anticipated that the new system will be fully operational, as detailed within this procedure, in time for faculties to make use of this data for reviewing MRDPs and other performance indicators at their autumn Boards of Study and in their Faculty annual review and development reports produced in March 2011 for QEC.    
Approval

33
A senior faculty committee (Faculty Board or one of its sub committees) receives BoS minutes and considers matters referred to it on behalf of fields/courses and has ultimate accountability for ensuring that the relevant actions plans are in place at field and module level.  This committee then generates the action at the appropriate level and follows these up through minutes and papers.  Although Faculty Board’s have ultimate responsibility for the annual review and development processes, this should not adversely affect the timing of sub-committee meetings being scheduled during the academic year.  For example, where Boards of Study held in Semester 1 meet after the Faculty Board for Semester 1, reports should be submitted to the next scheduled Faculty Board (ie. Semester 2). 
34
Faculties should ensure that the appropriate feedback on how action plans are being progressed at faculty and University level is provided to the relevant sub-committees. 

Faculty Annual Review and Development Report

35
Once a year a senior member of faculty staff (normally member of the Faculty Management Group) produces an analysis of QA/QE matters extracted from the faculty committee papers (and informed where appropriate by external examiners reports).  This report is approved by the faculty and is used for all reporting purposes, for example as part of the annual planning submission and formal reports to QEC.  The report will contain a follow-up to key actions set the previous year and responses to LTA goals set by the University and strategic plan priorities.  For the Faculty Annual Review and Development Report template see template F3.
Feedback

36
It is essential that the annual review and development procedures incorporate feedback. In general feedback is built into the process, but the following represent key elements.

· Feedback on MRDPs by schools to module teams is automatic and inbuilt (because module teams will be involved in approval of all the plans in their subject area and should know that Heads of School have “signed off” the plans)
· It is good practice for BoS to receive the minutes (or extracts of the minutes) of their parent Faculty Board sub-committee
· The Faculty Annual Review and Development Report /planning submission on QE/QA should be fed back to Boards of Study for discussion
· Faculties will receive feedback on the summary report produced from both the planning process and from QEC (the latter normally by receipt of QEC minutes in the appropriate faculty committee)

Annual Review and Development Procedures for Collaborative Provision

37
All collaborative courses have a designated management point, usually a school, but possibly across several schools.  The liaison document for the partnership will include management arrangements and committee structures. 

38
The same annual review and development arrangements will be utilised for collaborative courses as for in-house ones.  MRDPs will be approved by the responsible University Head of School and BoS minutes will be reported to the relevant faculty Board as for any other BoS.  Minutes of BoS of “validated” courses will be reported directly to the University faculty.  The detailed arrangements for franchised provision will be documented in the liaison document and may require tiers of MRDPs and sub-BoS where there are several partners.  Comparability across partners will be a key consideration, but normally one overarching MRDP plan for each module should be approved by a Head of School and one overarching set of BoS minutes should be considered by the faculty (ie. matters of detailed comparability across partners should be handled at BoS level and below).
39
If Heads of School wish to discuss alternative arrangements for the management of annual review and development with collaborative partners, these can be discussed on a case-by-case basis with the Head of Quality & Standards and Examinations. 


Relationship of Annual Review and Development and the Planning process 

40
Information generated for Faculty Annual Review and Development Reports should provide relevant information for the planning process.  In addition any recommendations generated by QEC on consideration of Faculty Plans will be passed by AQS to SMG for the planning process.

Relationship of Annual Review and Development to Approval of Change and Updating of Key Documents 



Module Descriptors 
41
Proposals for changes to “definitive” parts of modules should be included in MRDPs and approved at school/subject level before going through BoS/faculty formal approval processes.  See section G for further information on the procedures for making changes to modules.
Module Guides  
42
The University has formally agreed that module guides must be updated annually.  Module teams must ensure that the most current version of the definitive module descriptor is always included as the front section of the module guide.  Updating of indicative parts of modules must occur annually in the module guide.  For further information on making changes to modules see section G. 
Fields/courses

43
BoS minutes should incorporate details of proposals for changes to fields/courses (ie. that will result in changes to programme specifications).  Any additional information required about a proposed change should be appended to the minutes for consideration and formal approval by the parent faculty committee.  See section G for further information on the procedures for making changes to fields/courses.
Academic Quality and Standards Handbook 
2010-2011
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