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1 Review Framework 

1 Introduction 

1.1 Office for Students (OfS) and the Quality Assurance Agency 

Northumbria internal review processes are driven by the Office for Students (OfS)1 
Conditions of Registration and the Quality Assurance Agency (QAA)2 UK Quality Code, 
Advice and Guidance.  This Review Framework relates to module, programme and periodic 
review and to student feedback questionnaires; this is regularly reviewed by Education 
Committee. 
 

1.2 Module Evaluation 

Module evaluation is carried out by the Lead Module Tutor and should relate to all 
deliveries of the module in an academic year. It is an essential element of review that 
underpins and feeds into annual programme monitoring. 
 

1.3 Annual Programme Monitoring 

Annual programme monitoring is informed by the QAA expectations and practices guidance 
to ensure that students’ learning opportunities enable the intended learning outcomes of 
programmes to be achieved, and to evaluate student attainment of academic standards. It 
should also allow higher education providers to confirm that their portfolio aligns with their 
mission and strategic priorities. It must be carried out annually for all programmes leading 
to a Northumbria Award.  
 

1.4 Periodic Review 

Periodic review is a peer review process to assure the quality and standards of 
programmes within a Department. It covers all taught and research provision over a six-
year cycle. Relevant documentation is available from the Monitoring and Review webpage3. 
Summary periodic review reports are published on the Northumbria website4. 
 

1.5 Professional Statutory Regulatory Bodies (PSRB) 

                                                
1 See: https://www.officeforstudents.org.uk/advice-and-guidance/regulation/conditions-of-

registration/initial-and-general-ongoing-conditions-of-registration/  
2  See: https://www.qaa.ac.uk/quality-code/advice-and-guidance  
3  See: https://www.northumbria.ac.uk/about-us/university-services/academic-

registry/quality-and-teaching-excellence/monitoring-and-review/  
4  See: https://www.northumbria.ac.uk/about-us/university-services/academic-

registry/quality-and-teaching-excellence/monitoring-and-review/periodic-review-reports/  

https://www.officeforstudents.org.uk/advice-and-guidance/regulation/conditions-of-registration/initial-and-general-ongoing-conditions-of-registration/
https://www.officeforstudents.org.uk/advice-and-guidance/regulation/conditions-of-registration/initial-and-general-ongoing-conditions-of-registration/
https://www.qaa.ac.uk/quality-code/advice-and-guidance
https://www.northumbria.ac.uk/about-us/university-services/academic-registry/quality-and-teaching-excellence/monitoring-and-review/
https://www.northumbria.ac.uk/about-us/university-services/academic-registry/quality-and-teaching-excellence/monitoring-and-review/
https://www.northumbria.ac.uk/about-us/university-services/academic-registry/quality-and-teaching-excellence/monitoring-and-review/periodic-review-reports/
https://www.northumbria.ac.uk/about-us/university-services/academic-registry/quality-and-teaching-excellence/monitoring-and-review/periodic-review-reports/
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Northumbria programmes are accredited by a large number of Professional Statutory 
Regulatory Bodies (PSRB). An accredited programme is defined as one which is 
recognised by an accrediting body and may confer membership, chartered status or partial 
exemption. Accreditation may be any process of approval leading to assurance that a 
programme meets the standards required by a particular profession. The procedure for 
reporting on programme accreditation is given in Section 6. Summary information of PSRB 
activity is published on the Northumbria website5  
 

1.6 Student Feedback Questionnaires 

A summary of arrangements for student feedback questionnaires (module and programme) 
is given in Section 7. 
 

1.7 Abbreviations / Acronyms  

A list of abbreviations / acronyms used in the Review Framework is given in appendix 1. 

2 Module Evaluation 

2.1 Purpose of module evaluation 

2.1.1 Module evaluation is an essential element of review that underpins and feeds into annual 
programme monitoring / programme evaluation documents. It is carried out by the Lead 
Module Tutor who is the assigned member of staff with overall responsibility for delivery of 
the module. Module evaluation should be carried out as soon as possible after each 
delivery of the module in an academic year. The purpose is to: 

 evaluate the module, including approaches to learning, teaching and 
assessment and currency of content. 

 ensure that learning outcomes are appropriate, being met and aligned to 
programme learning outcomes. 

 monitor student performance. 

 demonstrate that engagement with student feedback is contributing to 
continuous enhancement.  

 
2.2 Process for module evaluation 

2.2.1 The online module evaluation document (MED) should be completed by the Lead Module 
Tutor within 2 weeks via AQAS after the first sit Programme Assessment Board (PAB).  The 
MED should take into account the outcome of consideration of student performance for the 
module and feedback from:  

 students (module feedback questionnaires; (see Section 7), student staff 
programme committees etc.) 

                                                
5  See https://www.northumbria.ac.uk/about-us/university-services/academic-

registry/quality-and-teaching excellence/professional-statutory-and-regulatory-bodies/  
  

https://www.northumbria.ac.uk/about-us/university-services/academic-registry/quality-and-teaching%20excellence/professional-statutory-and-regulatory-bodies/
https://www.northumbria.ac.uk/about-us/university-services/academic-registry/quality-and-teaching%20excellence/professional-statutory-and-regulatory-bodies/
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 module teaching staff 

 external examiners 

 other external sources, e.g. PSRBs, employers’ forums 

2.2.2 The online module evaluation documents are stored in an electronic storage system, 
Academic Quality Assurance System (AQAS), which is structured to link relevant MEDs to 
programme clusters so that they can be easily accessed for annual programme monitoring 
(see Section 3.5). Documentation used in support of the evaluation may also be stored in 
AQAS.  

2.2.3 The Lead Module Tutor will be responsible for submission of the MED on AQAS. The 
process is as follows: 

2.2.4 MED submission will be monitored by the relevant Faculty Committee/Group, using AQAS 
system reports, to ensure that all relevant modules are evaluated. Faculties may have local 
arrangements in place for a fuller review of modules where required.   

2.2.5 Evaluation of the module should be on-going and may necessitate actions before all 
deliveries are complete, e.g. for module revision via the approvals process or to ensure that 
changed timetabling requirements can be met. 

2.2.6 For validated modules, the University’s role is to oversee the partner’s process and confirm 
that their internal system for reviewing modules is operating satisfactorily in order to feed 
into the programme review.  MEDs for validated modules should not be uploaded to AQAS. 

2.3 How is module evaluation used? 

2.3.1 It will be used by the module teaching team to review module content, assessment and 
deliveries of the module to determine any changes that need to be made. 

2.3.2 It is also a key input to annual programme monitoring (see Section 3) and can be accessed 
from AQAS by relevant programme cluster leaders. 

2.3.3 To capture actions taken as a result of student engagement / feedback and ensure current 
and future students are informed of these actions through a variety of mechanisms 
including eLP and module handbooks. 

3 Annual Programme Monitoring 

3.1 Purpose of annual programme monitoring  

3.1.1 The QAA UK Quality Code for Higher Education defines programme monitoring as an 
essential process to ensure that students’ learning opportunities enable the intended 
learning outcomes of programmes to be achieved. 

3.1.2 The process facilitates the monitoring of the University Education Committee Strategic Plan 
KPIs by prompting commentary on student satisfaction, student retention, student 
achievement and student employability. It also invites discussion of the associated enablers 
which can bring about improvement, including curriculum development, assessment and 
feedback, learning opportunity design and delivery, student support, student engagement 
and enhancement. 
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3.1.3 Annual programme monitoring (APM) must be carried out for all programmes leading to a 
Northumbria Award.  APM is an essential process of review to ensure that students’ 
learning opportunities enable the intended learning outcomes of programmes to be 
achieved, and to monitor student attainment of academic standards, whether at NU or 
collaborative partners.  It is an evaluative evidence-based process which should also 
identify good practice and enhancement opportunities to improve the student experience. 

3.2 Annual programme monitoring (APM) overview  

 
 

3.3 Programme clusters  

3.3.1 Related programmes have been grouped together to form programme clusters for the 
purpose of annual programme monitoring, using the following principles: 

 Where there are programme frameworks, all variants / pathways should be 
counted as one programme in a cluster.  The cluster title should include 
“Framework”. 

 Programmes should be reviewed individually where they are standalone 
programmes (i.e. not within a framework). 

 Programme delivery variants (FT, PT, SW, DL, London campus, Amsterdam 
campus) are counted as one programme. 
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 Separate evaluation for each delivery site for both UK and overseas partner 
deliveries. 

 Integrated masters and related honours awards should be combined and 
counted as one programme in a cluster. 

 Linked awards should be combined and counted as one programme in a 
cluster. 

 UG and PG provision may not be combined in one cluster, unless they are part 
of a framework. 

 A collaborative validated programme should not be clustered with other 
programmes unless with academically related validated programmes delivered 
by the same partner institution. 

3.3.2 If there is a clear academic rationale for varying these principles a request should be 
submitted to the Quality and Teaching Excellence (QTE) team. Approved variations will be 
reviewed after one year. 

3.3.3 A Cluster Leader has been assigned to each programme cluster and will be responsible for 
carrying out annual programme monitoring with input from individual programme leaders, 
teaching teams and, where possible, from student representatives. If a programme cluster 
includes collaborative programmes, the NU and partner link co-ordinator must jointly 
complete a Partner Programme Enhancement Plan (PPEP). This is an online form and is 
available via AQAS.  A template for this is available from the Monitoring and Review 
webpage6.   

3.4 Programme Enhancement Plan / Partner Programme Enhancement Plan document(s)  

3.4.1 Annual Programme Monitoring will be carried out by completion of the Programme 
Enhancement Plan (PEP) for home provision and a Partner Programme Enhancement Plan 
(PPEP) for collaborative activity to cover each programme cluster.  These are online forms 
available via AQAS.  The guidance notes to complete A PEP / PPEP template and 
guidance notes on completion are available from AQAS7.   

3.4.2 A schedule of data and other inputs to APM, indicating data timing / source and 
distinguishing between inputs which are tied to the standard academic calendar and those 
which are specific to the programme is given in appendix 2.  This schedule indicates that 
the PEP / PPEP for standard programmes should be completed after the end of the 
academic cycle including referral PABs, however this will differ for Postgraduate Taught 
and non-standard programmes – see table below. 

Month Standard Programmes Postgraduate Taught 
Programmes 

Non-standard 
programmes 

June / July  MEDs to be 
available by final 
working day of 
July 

 Timeline principle: 
 First sit PAB 
 MEDs to be 

available on / by 

                                                
6  See https://www.northumbria.ac.uk/about-us/university-services/academic-

registry/quality-and-teaching-excellence/monitoring-and-review/  
7  See https://one.northumbria.ac.uk/apps/AQAS/SitePages/Home.aspx  

https://www.northumbria.ac.uk/about-us/university-services/academic-registry/quality-and-teaching-excellence/monitoring-and-review/
https://www.northumbria.ac.uk/about-us/university-services/academic-registry/quality-and-teaching-excellence/monitoring-and-review/
https://one.northumbria.ac.uk/apps/AQAS/SitePages/Home.aspx
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Month Standard Programmes Postgraduate Taught 
Programmes 

Non-standard 
programmes 

September  Resit PAB  Dissertation 
submission 

within two weeks 
of the PAB taking 
place 

 1st of the month 
after the PAB, 
APM statistics 
are updated 

 Completed PEP / 
PPEP uploaded 
by the final 
working day of 
the month in 
which the APM 
statistics are 
updated 

 Departmental 
review and 
approval of PEPs 
PPEPs (allow 1 
month) 

 Faculty review & 
approval of PEPs 
/ PPEPs (month 
after 
Departmental 
approval) 

October  1 October APM 
statistics are 
updated 

 Completed PEP / 
PPEP by final 
working day of 
October 

 First sit PAB 
 

 MEDs to be available 
by final working day of 
October 

November  Departmental 
review and 
approval of PEPs 
/ PPEPs 

 1 November APM 
statistics are updated 

 Completed PEP 
uploaded by final 
working day of 
November 

December  Faculty review & 
approval of PEPs 
PPEPs 

 Departmental review 
and approval of PEPs 
/ PPEPs 

January The relevant Faculty Committee/Group completes APM annual report 

  Faculty review & 
approval of PEPs / 
PPEPs and updates 
to annual report 

 

February Faculty annual reports considered by the University Education Committee 

3.4.3 All programmes included in the cluster should be listed on the front page of the PEP / 
PPEP online form with an identifying key which should be used throughout the template to 
attribute any programme specific comments. 

3.4.4 The PEP / PPEP should provide a reflective and critical evaluation of all programmes 
included in the cluster. Consideration should be given to how the student learning 
experience may be improved and strengths and good practice should be identified. It 
should draw on the following sources of evidence: 

 programme statistics. 

 module evaluation. 

 external examiner feedback. 

 student feedback. 

 other external feedback, e.g. PSRB, Employers 

 collaborative partner feedback, where applicable. 

 other programme related evidence (see Section 3.7). 
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3.4.5 Consideration of the above should also relate to the principles outlined in the in the Quality 
Assurance Agency (QAA) UK Quality Code, Advice and Guidance governed by the Office 
for Students (OfS).  This provides the overview of how academic standards are set and 
maintained for HE qualifications in the UK. Northumbria internal review processes are 
driven by the Office for Students (OfS)8 Conditions of Registration and the Quality 
Assurance Agency (QAA)9 UK Quality Code, Advice and Guidance.  This Review 
Framework relates to module, programme and periodic review and to student feedback 
questionnaires; this is regularly reviewed by Education Committee. 

3.4.6 Section F of the online form should include an action plan which addresses significant 
issues, and dissemination of good practice, raised in the PEP / PPEP.  

3.4.7 The name of the Cluster Leader responsible for the completed PEP / PPEP and the name / 
role of the Departmental approver should be given in Section G of the online form. 

3.4.8 The PEP / PPEP should be reviewed and approved within the Department.  The Head of 
Department or Departmental Management Group (or equivalent) should consider and 
nominate reviewers.  Guidance is available on the Monitoring and Review webpage for 
departmental reviewers.  It is then the Cluster Leader’s responsibility to process the 
Department-approved PEP / PPEP on AQAS (see Section 3.5).  

3.5 Academic Quality Assurance System 

3.5.1 An electronic storage system Academic Quality Assurance System (AQAS) supports the 
APM process.  

3.5.2 AQAS enables designated staff to access supporting and upload evidence relevant to a 
given programme cluster. This will include direct access to relevant APM statistical data. A 
programme cluster’s dashboard overview against performance indicators can be accessed 
with a facility to view cluster data at different levels of aggregation, including by individual 
programme (family, route and start month / delivery location). This data is taken from 
various internal and external sources and is updated at the beginning of each calendar 
month. If the data is considered to be inaccurate the reasons should be recorded and 
followed up with SLAS - Approvals and Review. 

3.5.3 For any programme clusters which include programmes with different start dates, the PEP / 
PPEP should capture any inputs which become available during the standard academic 
year (see the schedule of data and other inputs to APM in appendix 2). Programmes which 
complete early in the academic year, e.g. a ‘standard’ Masters programme which runs from 
September 2012 to September 2013, may also be included providing they can be reviewed 
and submitted by Faculty deadlines. 

3.5.4 Some data sets are flagged against set performance indicators. The PEP / PPEP should 
address statistics flagged as outside the expected range. Brief details of the statistical 

                                                
8  See https://www.officeforstudents.org.uk/advice-and-guidance/regulation/conditions-of-

registration/initial-and-general-ongoing-conditions-of-registration/  
9  https://www.qaa.ac.uk/quality-code/advice-and-guidance  

https://www.officeforstudents.org.uk/advice-and-guidance/regulation/conditions-of-registration/initial-and-general-ongoing-conditions-of-registration/
https://www.officeforstudents.org.uk/advice-and-guidance/regulation/conditions-of-registration/initial-and-general-ongoing-conditions-of-registration/
https://www.qaa.ac.uk/quality-code/advice-and-guidance
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tables provided on SQL Report Manager, and performance indicators used, are given in 
appendix 3. 

3.5.5 The Cluster Leader will also be able to access the links to Module Evaluation Documents in 
AQAS relating to all programmes included in the programme cluster; these will have been 
completed by the Lead Module Tutor (see Section 2).  

3.5.6 Definitive arrangements for the clustering of programmes have been determined so that an 
appropriate structure could be established on AQAS. This enables designated staff to 
directly access supporting evidence relevant to their programme cluster. Programme and 
module information on AQAS is drawn from SITS; this has been audited and will be 
updated annually. Staff who experience difficulties in accessing AQAS should contact 
SLAS - Approvals and Review. 

3.5.7 The Cluster Leader will upload the completed PEP / PPEP to AQAS. It will then be 
reviewed and considered within the Faculty. AQAS will enable the submission of completed 
PEPs / PPEPs to be monitored, and for Faculty approval of the completed PEP / PPEP to 
be indicated. Where changes are required the modified PEP / PPEP should subsequently 
be uploaded for approval and this indicated on AQAS. The processes for PEP / PPEP 
submission and approval are illustrated in the following flow charts. 
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3.6 How is the PEP / PPEP used? 

3.6.1 The PEP / PPEP will identify how the provision can be developed and any issues 
addressed. It incorporates an action plan (Section F of the online form), which should be 
updated and considered at relevant semester 2 programme committees. 

3.6.2 The relevant Faculty Committee/Group will provide an annual report on PEPs / PPEPs 
relating to the previous academic year, to the University Education Committee. An example 
of the reporting template is given in appendix 7.4.  

3.6.3 Documentation provided to Periodic Review panels will include PEPs / PPEPs (and 
previous APM reports) relating to all included programmes for the last three years. 

3.6.4 PEPs / PPEPs may be made available to Professional Statutory Regulatory Bodies 
(PSRBs) and potentially for external review by the Office for Students (OfS). 

3.6.5 Any PEP / PPEP which includes a collaborative programme will be reviewed by SLAS - 
Approvals and Review for the preparation of University reports on collaborative provision 
for University Education Committee and Academic Board. These reports will also be 
considered as part of the programme re-approval process. 

3.6.6 Any PEPs / PPEPs relating to programme clusters agreed by variation will be reviewed by 
the relevant Faculty Committee/Group after one year to ensure that all included 
programmes are reviewed in sufficient detail. The Faculty Committee/Group will make 
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appropriate recommendations on this in the annual summary report to SLAS – Approvals 
and Review / University Education Committee. 

3.7 Evidence base 

3.7.1 Faculties must maintain an evidence base of documentation which informs APM and can 
be made available to Periodic Review panels, and potentially for scrutiny by the Office for 
Students (OfS) and Professional Statutory Regulatory Bodies (PSRBs).  The Records 
Retention Schedule outlines guidance on minimum periods for record retention10.  

3.7.2 It is intended to further develop AQAS so that it will enable storage / access for more 
programme related documentation. In the meantime, current methods should continue to 
be used to store this documentation. 

3.7.3 The evidence base should comprise: 

 Programme cluster PEP / PPEP, and related data reports7 

 Module Evaluation Documents (MEDs)7  

 External examiner reports, together with responses to them 

 Programme specifications 

 Programme approval / revision documentation, including operations manual for 
collaborative provision 

 Programme handbooks 

 Student feedback on modules and programmes 

 Employer feedback 

 Details of responses at programme level submitted to students on student 
feedback 

 Minutes of student staff programme committee meetings 

 Any relevant PSRB accreditation reports, together with responses to them 

 Module handbooks / guides, together with assessment details 

 Completed partner evaluation for PEPs / PPEPs 

 Other programme related documentation (e.g. Faculty Student Learning & 
Experience Plan, programme / framework contextual information) 

 
3.8 Frequently Asked Questions 

3.8.1 FAQs on APM can be accessed from the Monitoring and Review webpage6  

4 Periodic Review  

4.1 Introduction 

4.1.1 The approach to Periodic Review (PR) takes into account the guidance by UK Quality Code 
for Higher Education and incorporates judgements into our internal processes to provide 
measurable outcomes.  These judgements mirrored those from the previous HEFCE Higher 
Education Review process, which has now been replaced by the new HEFCE quality 

                                                
10 See https://www.northumbria.ac.uk/about-us/leadership-governance/vice-chancellors-

office/legal-services-team/records-management/records-retention-schedule/ 

https://www.northumbria.ac.uk/about-us/leadership-governance/vice-chancellors-office/legal-services-team/records-management/records-retention-schedule/
https://www.northumbria.ac.uk/about-us/leadership-governance/vice-chancellors-office/legal-services-team/records-management/records-retention-schedule/
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assurance model.  This model clearly indicates that Periodic Review is a key part of the 
quality assurance process, judgements have therefore been retained as they provide a 
clear indication of compliance with requirements. 

4.1.2 As well as embedding the Corporate Strategy and Strategic plans, it reflects University re-
structuring with a focus on Departments and optimises utilisation of the Academic Quality 
Assurance System (AQAS).  The method is built on an equitable unit of review which is 
efficient and effective for both the University and Faculties.  The revised approach 
recognises the importance of the student experience and has been informed by evaluations 
of the 2009-2014 cycle of reviews; a revised method was introduced for the 2014-2020 
cycle.  SLAS - Approvals and Review provides guidance information in advance of each 
Periodic Review to the subject area. 

4.2 Aims of Periodic Review 

4.2.1 Periodic Review will assure the University that: 

 quality assurance and enhancement principles, policies and procedures are 
being managed in line with Northumbria University’s Quality Framework, the 
Corporate Strategy and Strategic Plans; 

 high quality, contemporary, relevant and inclusive learning opportunities are 
provided to enable the students to achieve the University’s awards; 

 student engagement is embedded in the development, design, approval and 
monitoring of programmes. 

 student engagement and enhancement of the student experience features as a 
key element of the continuous improvement cycle; 

 information provided for the general public, students and those with 
responsibility for academic standards and quality is fit for purpose, accessible 
and trustworthy. 

4.2.2 In brief, it is a process which: 

 Operates under delegated authority from Academic Board 

 Aligns with NU’s Corporate Strategy, Strategic Plans, KPIs and SPIs 

 Upholds QAA principles of externality 

 Embeds a student centric approach 

 Employs a thematic element informed by identified NU themes 

 Is an objective and rigorous peer review process, its decisions being arrived at 
by a panel with appropriate expertise to carry out the task 

 Is evidence based, underpinned by the Academic Quality Assurance System 
(AQAS) 

 Is enhancement focused 

 Assures compliance by the Quality Assurance Agency advice and guidance 
and related expectations and practices 

4.2.3 Periodic review is not a process of validation or re-validation; Northumbria programmes 
(excluding collaborative programmes) are re-validated when required and not on a fixed 
cycle. 

4.2.4 A schedule of Periodic Reviews for the period 2014-2020, together with relevant 
documentation, is available from the Monitoring and Review webpage6. 
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4.3 Scope of Periodic Review 

4.3.1 The Department: 

 The unit for Periodic Review is the Department but in some Departments, the 
student numbers and / or the coverage in terms of subjects will necessitate a 
further breakdown.  Postgraduate Research (PGR) provision will be reviewed 
as a separate unit rather than integrating into Departmental reviews. 

4.3.2 Education Provision with Others (EPWO) provision: 

 As EPWO programmes are approved for a fixed period of time and subject to 
regular re-approval, the primary form of Periodic Review of these programmes 
is in their re-approval, and it is there that the detailed scrutiny of the data for 
these programmes will take place. However, in many cases, the EPWO 
provision is closely integrated with the home provision so that discussion of 
aspects of the EPWO programmes may be entirely appropriate as part of the 
review. 

4.3.3 Teaching in and teaching out:  

 Consideration is necessary if there are sets of modules, clearly part of the 
academic area under review but taught on programmes outside the 
Department (modules taught-out), and / or modules clearly from outside the 
Department which contribute to the Department’s programmes (modules 
taught-in). The scope of the review will be agreed at a preparatory meeting but 
the focus of review is primarily on the programmes within the Department and 
the student experience of these and so taught-in modules are likely to be 
included, particularly within the review data sets. 

4.3.4 New and phasing-out programmes: 

 Approved programmes which have not yet recruited will be included in the 
review from the point of view of illustrating subject development and currency 
of curriculum. Clearly, there will not be management information relating to 
such programmes but approval reports etc. may be included as evidence. 
Programmes which have closed and which no longer have enrolled students 
need not be included. Programmes which are due to close but which do still 
have enrolled students should be included, since good practice is relevant 
even in (perhaps particularly in) these circumstances. 

 
4.4 Periodic review process  

4.4.1 Formal preparation for Periodic Review will start approximately 6 months before the 
scheduled review although the process of ensuring that the evidence is in place and 
documentation is up to date should be ongoing. A preparatory meeting between SLAS – 
Approvals and Review, the Head of Department and representatives of the Department will 
agree on the programmes to be covered in the review, size of panel, dates for submission 
of documentation and dates of the review.  A Department Programme Information template 
should be completed to inform discussions and possible sampling of programmes.  This 
meeting should take place approximately 6 months before the review event. This meeting 
should also determine how students are to be enabled to provide a written submission (see 
appendix 5). 
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4.4.2 A digest of information on key performance indicators derived from relevant APM data sets 
showing trends over the last 2 / 3 years will be provided by the Planning Department, 
approximately 4 months before the date of the review; key sections of the self-evaluation 
document (SED) will reflect upon this data.  

4.4.3 A Department self-evaluation document (SED) will be submitted 6 weeks before the review, 
using the SED template which is available from the Internal Review webpage. Participation 
in the production of the SED should extend to all staff in the Department, and as far as 
possible, students or their representatives. Note that the SED should cover all programmes 
in the Department. 

4.4.4 A Student Written Submission (SWS; see appendix 5 for the process of producing this) 
should be considered alongside the SED. The meeting to produce the SWS should be open 
to all students in the Department and it should be made available to them all, not only those 
who are likely to be meeting with review panel members. The relevant template and 
associated guidance for students is available from the Internal Review webpage. 

Other documentation to be available to the members of the review panel at this stage will 
include: 

 The completed Department programme information template.  

 Programme specifications for the major programmes covered (this will be the 
sample programmes, if it has been decided that sampling is necessary). 

 The digest of information on key performance indicators. 

 Annual programme monitoring reports / programme evaluation documents for 
the last three years (for the sample of programmes, where sampling has been 
agreed); approval reports for any new programmes included that do not yet 
have PEP / PPEP reports. 

 External examiners' reports for the last three years (for the sample of 
programmes, where sampling has been agreed). 

 Learning, Teaching and Student Experience Plans. 

 A short guide to the academic structure of the University and other contextual 
information. 

 The panel will also have access by request to other documentation maintained 
in the evidence base for annual programme monitoring (see Section 3.7). The 
panel might reasonably expect this information to be available on demand, but 
will try to give the Department reasonable notice of specific information 
requirements. Where sampling has been agreed, documentation can still be 
requested for programmes outside of the sample. 

4.4.5 The Chair of the review panel will convene a panel meeting (involving externals by email) 
on receipt of the documentation to agree on allocation of tasks and on the meetings that will 
be required. 

4.4.6 Periodic review will normally take place over 2 days. A typical agenda is available from the 
Internal Review webpage but can be varied as agreed by panel and Department staff. The 
following meetings are normally involved: 

 Meeting with current students (normally student reps; from the sampled 
programmes, where sampling has been agreed). 

 Meeting with recent graduates, employers, placement providers and / or PSRB 
representatives. 
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 Meeting with staff to explore strategic issues relevant to the department profile 
and development and discuss / clarify any issues which have emerged during 
preliminary / preparation stages of the review. 

 Meeting with staff to consider: 

 educational aims, curriculum and subject development 

 quality of learning opportunities and academic standards 

 programme management information 

 meeting institutional KPIs and SPIs 

 student support 

 learning resources 

 student engagement & enhancement 

 public information provided for students and other stakeholders 

 Final clarification meeting with staff to identify and discuss any outstanding 
issues 

 
The panel can vary this pattern according to the nature of the provision. The panel chair will 
agree with the Department team which staff should attend which meeting (staff from outside 
of the Department may be included where relevant). The panel Chair will agree with the 
relevant Faculty Committee /Group Chair and the Department team which meetings senior 
staff should attend. The Deputy Vice-Chancellor (DVC) and Deputy Academic Registrar will 
be invited to attend the first and last meetings. 

4.4.7 A Periodic Review will not involve any observation of teaching. However, a review panel will 
wish to assure itself that peer support is in place in accordance with the agreed University 
Scheme. 

4.4.8 Panel chairs and panel members are asked not to overlap with external examiners in the 
judgements of standards achieved. Reviewers should be satisfied that an effective process 
of external moderation has taken place; they are not asked to confirm the academic 
judgement of external examiners. Students’ work will not normally be seen, except where 
this illustrates some enhancement activity. 

4.4.9 The panel will want to conduct the review with reference to the template on which it is 
asked to report, available from the internal review webpage. This maps closely to the 
required structure for the SED. The report template includes a summary section for 
publication of a summary of action taken to address recommendations. 

4.4.10 The panel will draw up a preliminary report within 3 weeks of the review. The Department 
team will have an opportunity to respond to this report before it is finalised. The final review 
report will be completed within 8 weeks of the review. 

4.4.11 The review report will be submitted to the University Education Committee which will 
determine follow-up action with reference to the panel’s recommendations. The Department 
will then provide an action plan to address issues raised in the report for approval by the 
relevant Faculty Committee/Group and then sub-group of Education Committee. An update 
will be provided to the University Education Committee one year after the review event. 

4.4.12 Should the Periodic Review report contain a 'requires improvement to meet UK and NU 
expectations' judgement, the Periodic Review panel will identify weaknesses or risks that 
need to be addressed. 
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The Department will be asked to produce a detailed action plan to address the review 
findings, which will be approved by the Education Committee.  The actions will require to be 
completed within one year of the publication of the review report. 
 
The Deputy Faculty Pro-Vice Chancellor and their Director of Quality will support the 
Department in implementing and monitoring the action plan with input from student 
representatives.  Progress reports will be provided to the relevant Faculty 
Committee/Group.  Should reports be received on time and demonstrate that progress has 
been made in dealing with the review findings, a sub-group of the Education Committee 
(two academic members, independent of the Department / Faculty being reviewed plus a 
Students’ Union Sabbatical Officer) will review the completed action plan and evidence of 
achievement (‘Stage 2 review’).  They will recommend to the University Education 
Committee whether or not the judgement could be changed to 'meets UK and NU 
expectations'. 
 
Should the University Education Committee decide not to change the judgement, either 
because of insufficient progress or because it does not agree with a recommendation to 
change the judgement, the Department will be required to take part in the next level of 
follow-up i.e.: that for a 'does not meet UK or NU expectations' judgement (see Section 
4.4.14). 

4.4.13 In the case of a review identifying ‘not met’ judgements or a failure to retrieve a ‘requires 
improvement judgement, the University Education Committee will require a further review to 
be undertaken.  

This may be of all or part of the provision, depending on the number of ‘not met’ 
judgements and severity of the weaknesses / risks identified by the panel and highlighted in 
the review report. The process of completing the initial report and submitting to the 
Education Committee will be accelerated (achieved within 4 weeks) so that the University 
Education Committee can speedily identify both the nature of the review and when it should 
take place (no longer than a year after the original review). 
 
The University Education Committee will approve the panel composition. Normally, with the 
exception of the Chair, the original panel members will be retained, subject to their 
availability.  Should the provision still not achieve ‘meets UK and NU expectations in any 
category’ this will be reported to Academic Portfolio Group (APG). Given that non-
compliance with quality processes has been evidenced, confirmed and not rectified, APG 
will need to consider whether to withdraw the provision / problem programmes. APG’s 
decision and the final outcome would be reported to Academic Board. 
 

4.5 The review panel 

4.5.1 The review panel will be approved by Student, Library and Academic Services. The 
minimum composition will be: 

 A Chair from an independent Faculty - the Panel Chair. 

 A Deputy Chair, a member of SLAS, a University Director of Learning and 
Teaching or equivalent. 

 An Internal Reviewer with some subject knowledge of the Department under 
Review - referred to as the Faculty Internal Reviewer (Note: although this 
member of the Panel can in some circumstances come from outside the 
Faculty). 
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 Another Internal Reviewer from outside the Faculty - the Non-Faculty Internal 
Reviewer. 

 A subject specialist from outside the University - the External Reviewer. 

 A Students’ Union nominee – the SU Reviewer (Note: normally the President 
or a Vice-President, who has not been a student in the Faculty which owns the 
Department being reviewed). 

 
The review will be facilitated by SLAS – Approvals and Review team. 

4.5.2 The internal panel member with some subject knowledge will usually be from the same 
Faculty as the Department under review, and his or her knowledge of the Department and 
its practices will facilitate the workings of the panel.  

4.5.3 The size of the panel may be increased based on decision at the time of the preparatory 
meeting. If the provision is large and / or complex a second external specialist may be 
added. PSRB representatives may be added to the team, if appropriate. 

4.5.4 Internal panel members will be drawn from a register of staff approved by University 
Education Committee. Faculties make nominations to this register to include: 

 Experience of internal or external review, validation or approval.  

 Experience of PSRB, Ofsted or professional association activity. 

 External examining experience. 

 Involvement with Advance HE work. 

4.5.5 External panel members will be nominated and submitted to SLAS - Approvals and Review 
who will arrange for the Faculty approval. They will not normally have been external 
examiners, for the provision being reviewed, within the last five years. 

4.5.6 The Students’ Union nominee is included as a full panel member to provide a student voice 
in the review process. The Students’ Union will indicate at the start of the year which of its 
Sabbatical Officers will undertake this responsibility and SLAS – Approvals and Review will 
provide training.  

4.5.7 Internal and external reviewer nomination forms can be found on the Monitoring and 
Review webpage6. 

4.6 Timetable and responsibilities for Periodic Review 

Date  Activity Responsibility 

Approx 6 months 
before review 

Faculty provides completed Department 
programme information template.  
Preparatory meeting between Approvals 
and Review, Faculty Committee/Group 
Chair and Department staff to determine 
scope of review. 

Faculty Registrar, Faculty 
Committee/Group, Director of 
Learning and Teaching or 
equivalent, Head of Department, 
Programme Directors, SLAS – 
Approvals and Review 
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Date  Activity Responsibility 

Approx 4 months 
before review 

External panel member(s) nominated by 
Faculty and approved by SLAS. 
Internal panel members appointed from 
Register. Students’ Union panel member 
agreed. 
Digest of information on key performance 
indicators to inform SED provided by 
Planning. 
Meeting of Panel Chair, Approvals and 
Review and Department staff to agree on 
any sampling of programmes. 

Relevant Faculty/Group Chair, 
SLAS 

 
SLAS, SU 

 
 

Planning 
 
 

SLAS 

Approx 3 months 
before review 

Faculty to organise SWS; meeting to be 
facilitated by SU / SLAS – Approvals and 
Review 

SLAS – Approvals and Review / 
SU 

6 weeks before 
review 

SED submitted and distributed to panel 
with SWS and other documentation. 

Relevant Faculty 
Committee/Group Chair / SLAS – 
Approvals and Review 

Period between 
submission of 
SED and review 

Panel chair agrees distribution of 
workload with panel. Panel agree on any 
departures from standard pattern of 
meetings for review. 
Meetings scheduled - employers and 
students invited etc. 
Panel members call for additional 
information from Faculty, as required. 

Panel chair 
 

Faculty Registrar / Department 
staff 
SLAS – Approvals and Review to 
support 

Review (normally 
2 days) 

Meetings held with Department staff, 
students, employers etc. 
Panel meet to agree preliminary findings. 

Review panel, SLAS – Approvals 
and Review to support 

3 weeks after 
review 

Preliminary report using template sent to 
Department staff for response. 

Panel Chair 

5 weeks after 
review 

Response from Department staff 
returned to panel. 

Department staff / Faculty 
Executive Dean / relevant Faculty 
Committee/Group Chair 

8 weeks after 
review 

Final report sent to Education 
Committee. 

Panel Chair 

Approx 14 weeks 
after review 

Department action plan submitted to the 
relevant Faculty Committee/Group then 
University Education Committee  

 

Department team / relevant 
Faculty Committee/Group 

Up to 1 year after 
Review 

Chosen exemplary practice 
disseminated.  
Actions from review monitored by the 
relevant Faculty Committee/Group / 
Education Committee. Education 
Committee final sign off of action plan 
after one year. 

Relevant Faculty 
Committee/Group Chair / 
Education Committee 
Department team 
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5 Professional Statutory Regulatory Body (PSRB) 
Accreditation 

5.1 Introduction 

5.1.1 Professional, Statutory and Regulatory Bodies (PSRBs) are a very diverse group of 
professional and employer bodies, regulators and those with statutory authority over a 
profession or group of professionals. PSRBs set the standards for, and regulate entry into, 
particular profession(s) and are authorised to accredit, approve or recognise specific 
programmes leading to the relevant professional qualification(s), for which they may have a 
statutory or regulatory responsibility.  

5.1.2 Northumbria programmes are accredited by a large number of PSRBs. An accredited 
programme is defined as one which is recognised by an accrediting body and may confer 
membership, chartered status or partial exemption. Accreditation may be any process of 
approval leading to assurance that a programme meets the standards required by a 
particular profession. This is an important aspect of NU provision, given the impact on 
student employment prospects. In some cases, it provides a licence to practice.  

5.1.3 External review will use PSRB accreditation reports as part of the evidence base. 

5.1.4 The following process for Faculty and University oversight of this activity will ensure that it 
is accurately reported internally and externally. This is particularly important for information 
on accreditation which contributes to Key Information Sets (KIS) published on the Unistats 
website, i.e. for UG programmes with HESA recognised accreditation11. 

5.2 Procedures for reporting programme accreditation 

5.2.1 A range of methods and approaches are used to determine accreditation as specified by 
the particular PSRB. For the purpose of this procedure, any activity which has an impact on 
programme accreditation is described as a PSRB event. 

5.2.2 When formal notification of the outcome of a PSRB event is received Faculties should 
complete the Reporting Proforma PSRB112, and present it with the supporting 
documentation (e.g. the PSRB’s letter, certificate or report confirming accreditation of the 
Northumbria programme), to the relevant Faculty Committee/Group 

5.2.3 As well as informing University Education Committee of the outcome of the PSRB event, 
this will provide an opportunity for relevant Faculty Committee/Group approving proposals 
from discipline staff to address any issues arising and to ensure that accurate information 
on the accreditation is provided to Quality and Teaching Excellence for the preparation of 
internal and external returns and for reporting to University Education Committee. 

                                                
11  A list of PSRBs recognised by HESA for KIS can be found at: 

https://www.hesa.ac.uk/index.php?option=com_studrec&task=show_file&mnl=16061&h
ref=accreditation_list.html 

12 Reporting Proforma PSRB1 available by request from the PSRB Team   

https://www.hesa.ac.uk/index.php?option=com_studrec&task=show_file&mnl=16061&href=accreditation_list.html
https://www.hesa.ac.uk/index.php?option=com_studrec&task=show_file&mnl=16061&href=accreditation_list.html
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5.2.4 The relevant Faculty Committee/Group then escalate the PSRB event details (using 
PSRB1 form) to University Education Committee, for them to note. 

5.3 Actions for Faculties 

SITS (CPA) pages to be updated with relevant data from the PSRB1 form13.  
Update Faculty / course webpages. 
 
The relevant Faculty Committee/Group approved PSRB1, together with a copy of 
supporting documentation from the appropriate PSRB confirming the accreditation details, 
to be forwarded to SLAS - PSRB. 
 

5.4 Actions for Quality and Teaching Excellence 

Update & maintain the definitive [digital] University file on PSRB accreditation. 
Provide Education Committee with reports of PSRB activity, based on information held on 
SITS. 
 
Update and maintain University web pages (internal and external). 
Manage annual checking / auditing process. 
 

5.5 Documentation 

5.5.1 Full documentation relating to a PSRB accreditation / recognition event should be retained 
within the Faculty and will form part of the evidence base for internal Periodic Review, and 
may be required for external review which will be carried out by the QAA.  The Records 
Retention Schedule outlines guidance on minimum periods for record retention10. 

5.5.2 Summary information on accreditation and links to documentation relating to this process is 
available via the Staff Intranet14.  

                                                
13  Occasionally, there are agreements for which a simple Start Date or Renewal Date are 

either unknown or could not reflect the arrangement.  However, as the only details 
accepted by SITS CPA date boxes follow the format, DD/MM/YYYY in such 
circumstances the following dates should be input to the CPA page entered i.e. 
Unknown Start Date: 01/01/1900 / Unknown or not appropriate to add a renewal date: 
01/01/2999.  This will allow for Date boxes to be completed on the CPA pages for 
every agreement. 

14  See: https://one.northumbria.ac.uk/service/ar/qsl/Pages/PSRBs.aspx  

https://one.northumbria.ac.uk/service/ar/qsl/Pages/PSRBs.aspx
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6 Student feedback questionnaires 

6.1 Introduction 

6.1.1 Student feedback questionnaires are used to obtain module and programme feedback from 
students. It is expected that student feedback will be collected and responded to promptly. 
This will be monitored by Annual Programme Monitoring and at Periodic Review. 

6.2 Programme feedback  

6.2.1 Most final year undergraduate students are externally surveyed by Ipsos MORI for the 
National Student Survey (NSS). The survey is carried out early in the calendar year and 
results published in the following August on the Unistats website15. Satisfaction scores (by 
category of question) are incorporated in APM statistics (see Section 3.5).  

6.2.2 All other undergraduate and postgraduate students (including those at partner institutions) 
are surveyed at programme level towards the end of the academic year via an online 
survey. Survey results are extracted to the Data Warehouse and disseminated via SQL 
Report Manager. Satisfaction scores, by category of question, are also incorporated in APM 
statistics (see Section 3.5). 

6.2.3 Faculties may have local arrangements in place for collecting more detailed student 
evaluation to meet programme specific requirements and delivery patterns. 

6.3 Module feedback questionnaire 

6.3.1 This questionnaire is administered online towards the end of each module delivery. It is the 
responsibility of the Lead Module Tutor to ensure that adequate feedback from students is 
collected for the module. 

6.3.2 Results of the compulsory question and response to any issues raised should be reported 
in the module evaluation document and results retained by the Lead Module Tutor. 

6.4 Teaching feedback questionnaire 

6.4.1 This questionnaire is used by staff for their own information for teaching enhancement 
purposes. Results from it are confidential to the lecturer concerned and will not feed into the 
review process. To avoid excessive 'questionnaire fatigue' amongst students, lecturers will 
normally use this questionnaire only once per year, perhaps to provide evidence for use in 
their appraisal.  

                                                
15  See https://www.officeforstudents.org.uk/advice-and-guidance/student-

information-and-data/national-student-survey-nss/get-the-nss-data/  

https://www.officeforstudents.org.uk/advice-and-guidance/student-information-and-data/national-student-survey-nss/get-the-nss-data/
https://www.officeforstudents.org.uk/advice-and-guidance/student-information-and-data/national-student-survey-nss/get-the-nss-data/
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7 Appendices 

7.1 Appendix 1 – Abbreviations / Acronyms 

Acronym Full Name 

APM Annual Programme Monitoring 

Approvals 
and Review 

Approvals and Review (Section of Student, Library and Academic Services 
(SLAS)) 

AQAS Academic Quality Assurance System 

ARTA Assessment Regulations for Taught Awards 

Department The area of academic study for Periodic Review  

DVC Deputy Vice-Chancellor 

eLP eLearning Portal  

HEFCE Higher Education Funding Council for England 

KIS Key Information Sets 

NSS National Student Survey 

MED Module Evaluation Document 

OfS Office for Students 

QAA Quality Assurance Agency 

QTE Quality and Teaching Excellence (Section of Student, Library and 
Academic Services) 

PAB Programme Assessment Board 

PEP Programme Enhancement Plan 

PPEP Partner Programme Enhancement Plan 

PSRB Professional, Statutory and Regulatory Bodies (PSRBs) are a very diverse 
group of professional and employer bodies, regulators and those with 
statutory authority over a profession or group of professionals. PSRBs 
engage with higher education as regulators. 
 
(PSRB is also a Section of Student, Library and Academic Services 
(SLAS)) 

PTES Postgraduate Taught Experience Survey 

SED Self Evaluation Document 

SITS Student Records System 

SWS Student Written Submission 

SU Students’ Union 

SLAS Student, Library and Academic Services 

UDLT University Director of Learning and Teaching 
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7.2 Appendix 2 – Schedule of inputs of Annual Programme Monitoring for programmes starting in September16 

Date  Input Comments 

Oct / Nov  Enrolment statistics17 SQL Report Manager18 (APM tables 1-4): enrolment data for programmes with different start dates is 
made available early in the academic cycle (data is updated on 1st day of each month). 

Nov / Dec Student feedback  Normally one programme or student staff programme committee per semester. 

May 
Programme level student survey 
results 

Available to all UG students on taught programmes not included in NSS and all PGT students. 
 

July-Sep 

Module Evaluation Document 
(MED)17 

Completed by Lead Module Tutor and uploaded to AQAS to be accessed by relevant Cluster 
Leaders. 

External examiner feedback  External examiners required to submit annual report by end of July. 

National Student Survey (NSS) 
results 

NSS results published on the Office for Students (OFS) site19 
NSS results at lower publication threshold and qualitative feedback provided directly to Faculties20. 

Programme level student survey 
results 

SQL Report Manager (APM table 10)18: satisfaction scores by category of question.  

Employment statistics17 SQL Report Manager (APM table 9)18: relates to DLHE survey, where available (previous final year 
cohort surveyed 6 months after graduation)18. 

Oct Progression & Award statistics16 

Programme Enhancement Plan 
(PEP) / Partner Programme 

SQL Report Manager (APM tables 6-8)18: available after completion of academic cycle including 
referral PABs.  
PEP / PPEP completed by Cluster Leader for defined programme cluster and uploaded to AQAS to 
be accessed by Head of Department and relevant Faculty Committee/Group. 

                                                
16  timing of inputs in shaded rows will vary for programmes with other start dates; those in un-shaded rows are tied to the 

standard academic calendar. 
17  available to Cluster Leader via AQAS - https://one.northumbria.ac.uk/apps/AQAS/SitePages/Home.aspx.  
18  See http://gloucesterroad/Reports/browse/Academic%20Quality%20Assurance%20System%20Reports  
19  See https://www.officeforstudents.org.uk/advice-and-guidance/student-information-and-data/national-student-survey-nss/get-the-nss-

data/ 
20 See https://collaboration.northumbria.ac.uk/projects/NSS/pages/Welcome.aspx 
 

https://one.northumbria.ac.uk/apps/AQAS/SitePages/Home.aspx
http://gloucesterroad/Reports/browse/Academic%20Quality%20Assurance%20System%20Reports
https://www.officeforstudents.org.uk/advice-and-guidance/student-information-and-data/national-student-survey-nss/get-the-nss-data/
https://www.officeforstudents.org.uk/advice-and-guidance/student-information-and-data/national-student-survey-nss/get-the-nss-data/
https://collaboration.northumbria.ac.uk/projects/NSS/pages/Welcome.aspx
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Date  Input Comments 

Evaluation Plan (PPEP) 
completed (end of month) 

Nov 
Department review of completed 
PEPs / PPEPs 

Heads of Department review / approve completed PEPs / PPEPs. 

Dec 
Faculty review of completed PEPs 
/ PPEPs 

Relevant Faculty Committee/Group reviews / approves completed PEPs / PPEPs. 

Jan 
Relevant Faculty/Group completes 
annual report on APM 

Using reporting template in Review Framework, appendix 3, for consideration by the University 
Education Committee in February. 

Feb 
PEPs / PPEPs relating to 
collaborative programmes 

Must be available to Approvals and Review by end February for preparation of University-wide 
reports for University Education Committee / Academic Board. 



 

 

 

25 Review Framework 

7.3 Appendix 3 – SQL Report Manager APM statistical tables and traffic lights 

The following APM statistical tables are available from SQL Report Manager.  They are grouped into reports related to Application, Enrolment, 
Progression, Awards and Employment / Feedback.  Further details can be accessed from the information icon at the top right hand corner of 
each report. 
 

APM Table Data year Content Traffic Light 

APM1: 
Applications 
Stage 1 

Review year Shows pre-clearing applications for current and previous year (accepts, 
declines, rejects, others) and number / percentage of acceptances gained 
through clearing. 

Measures students accepted 
through clearing % movement 
between years. 

APM2: 
Applications 
to 
Enrolments 
Stage 1 

Review year Shows the number of applicants who enrol on stage 1 of the programme and 
other stage 1 enrols (e.g. repeating or transferring students). Total enrolments to 
stage 1 are then shown against target.  
The first ratio shows total applications to enrolments, the second shows total 
applications to target. 

Measures application to 
enrolment ratio % movement 
between years. 

APM3: Entry 
Points Stage 
1 

Review year Table 1 shows average actual and target tariff points for the programme. 
Table 2 compares NU to subject sector average. 

Measures average tariff point % 
movement between years.  

APM4: 
Enrolments 
to Target 

Review year Enrolments and targets are shown for each stage split into Home / EU and 
International students.  

Measures variance between 
total enrolment and target. 

APM 5: 
Widening 
Participation 

Review year 
minus 1 
(updated in 
November) 

Widening access funding: students from low-participation neighbourhoods, 
defined by postcode. 
Improving Retention funding: students with low entry qualifications or studying 
PT for 1st degree. 

No traffic light.  

APM6: 
Progression 

Review year Number of students progressing by status, stage and year. Left column shows 
number enrolling at the start of year; right column shows progression status at 
year end. 

Measures % of enrolled 
students who completed, 
progressed or transferred 
internally for the selected year.  
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APM Table Data year Content Traffic Light 

APM7: Pass 
Rates 

Review year Table 1 shows number of passes, fails, and non-completions in the final year of 
programme.  
Table 2 shows number / percentage gaining intended / higher award, lower 
award or no award. 

Measures % of students who 
have passed.  

APM8: 
Classification 

Review year Table 1 shows the number / percentage of award classifications and sector 
average in subject. Table 2 / 3 shows classification for Foundation degree and 
Postgraduate awards. Both tables show Home / EU and International split. 

Measures difference between 
NU and sector by subject in 
good degrees, i.e. 1st and 2:1 
(Hons degree only). 

APM9: 
Employment 

Review year 
minus 1 

Destinations of students completing DLHE survey 6 months after graduation, 
where available. 
Shows proportion of graduating students in employment, studying, or other. 
Sector comparison for subject also given. 

Measures difference in total 
employed between NU and 
sector by subject.  

APM10: 
Student 
Feedback 

Review year Shows satisfaction rates, by category of question, from NUSSS and NSS. NSS 
results are compared to the sector by subject. 

Measures difference between 
NU and sector by subject on 
‘Overall Satisfaction’ question.  
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7.4 Appendix 4 – Report to Education Committee on Annual Programme Monitoring 
(APM) for 2017/18 

Report to Education Committee on Annual Programme Monitoring (APM) for 2017/8 

The relevant  Faculty Committee/Group is responsible for ensuring that annual programme 
monitoring is carried out in a timely manner for all taught programmes owned by the Faculty 
and that Programme Enhancement Plans (PEPs) (for both home and partnership programmes) 
have been completed to a satisfactory standard for each cluster. The procedure is described in 
the relevant section of the Review framework. 
The relevant Faculty Committee/Group is required to provide an annual summary report of this 
process to Education Committee (EC), using this template. The report will relate to all PEP 
reports completed at any stage in the preceding year.  This report should then be submitted 
to Approvals and Review view email to as.approvalsandreview@northumbria.ac.uk by the last week of 
February for consideration by the March Education Committee. The report should be a 
maximum of 3 sides. 

Faculty  

 

Any enhancements or good practice raised by APM for the Faculty 

 
 

 

Any challenges and/or recurring issues raised by APM where the Faculty requires additional 
support (i.e., which cannot be resolved within Faculty or Department). 

 
 

 

Any feedback on APM process and recommendation/s to Education Committee for 
improvement for home delivery (Please note that Education Committee is already considering 
redevelopment of review processes) 

 
 

 

Any feedback on APM process and recommendation/s to Education Committee for 
improvement for partner delivery (Please note that Education Committee is already 
considering redevelopment of review processes) 

 
 

 

Faculty exemplars 
Please identify three specific PEPs for your Faculty (home, partnership and London – where 
applicable) to be used as a representative exemplar for future developments 

Faculty Home PEP exemplar (cluster/title) 
 

 

Faculty Partnership exemplar (cluster/title)  

Faculty London-based PEP exemplar 
(cluster/title) 

 

Faculty Confirmation that PEPs have been completed to a satisfactory standard 

Faculty Director Portfolio 
Development, Review and Approval 

 
D
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Faculty Director of Collaborative 
Ventures 
(to confirm Partnership completion) 
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Faculty London-based Director 
(to confirm London-based programme 
reviews) 

   

Senior Academic Accreditation Lead 
(Assurance of Learning sign off, BL 
only) 

   

Relevant Faculty Committee/Group 
Chair 
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7.5 Appendix 5 - Student written submission (SWS) for Periodic Review  

A student written submission (SWS) is one of the inputs into the Periodic Review 
process. It is prepared independently of staff of the Department, at an open meeting 
with students from all programmes included in the review. 
 
It should not be assumed that the submission will be formally representative of the 
student body as a whole; the report will constitute ‘a’ student voice, ‘not the’ student 
voice, and the review process will not necessarily seek to corroborate, with reference 
to other sources of evidence, comments made in the SWS.  
 
The review panel, and the Department, will be expected to value critical comments 
made in a constructive spirit, and to acknowledge the contribution that such 
comments can make to the developmental aspects of the review process:  
 

 A SWS meeting will be arranged by SLAS - Approvals and Review in 
consultation with the Students’ Union and the Faculty, and will be 
promoted within the Faculty. 

 Where a physical meeting is not possible, flexibility will be shown in using 
alternative and / or electronic means in agreement with the Students’ 
Union to best collate student view from across all provision in scope. 

 The meeting will be chaired by the Students’ Union representative on the 
review panel wherever possible, supported by a member of staff SLAS – 
Approvals and Review, and attended by as many students from 
programmes covered by the review as is practicable. Notes of the 
meeting will be taken by a member of staff from SLAS – Approvals and 
Review. (Note: that this may need to occur in the preceding academic 
year, where an event is schedule in early semester 1). 

 The agenda / questions for this meeting is provided by the SWS template 
(available by request) which has been prepared by the University in 
consultation with the Students’ Union. Students will be advised that the 
SWS should not include personal grievances, or any discussion of the 
competence of individual members of staff. They will also be advised that 
the SWS will not name or allow the identification of individual students. 

 To conclude the meeting, the chair of the meeting will make an oral 
summary of a draft SWS as it emerges from the meeting, and attempt to 
secure the agreement of the students present.  

 A draft of the submission will be produced by SLAS - Approvals and 
Review and agreed by the meeting chair. This will then be circulated to 
the students concerned. Any student disagreeing with the report will have 
the opportunity to submit additional comments to be appended 
(anonymously) to it. 

 The SWS will then be forwarded to the Department staff team which will 
be given the opportunity to add its own comments on factual and 
contextual matters in advance of the SWS being sent to the review 
panel. 

 It is expected that submissions will be open documents, shared with both 
staff and students of the Department, in order that they can be used in 
Periodic Review. 


