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Item 15 
Education and Student Committee 21.09.17 

 
 
 

Proposed Board of Studies Update and Consultation: Policy and Guidance for 
Programme Approval, Programme Amendment, Periodic Review and Programme 
Suspension/Withdrawal 
 
 
Summary 
 
In June 2017, Education and Student Committee approved the project plan for 
aligning aspects of City’s quality and standards framework with internal and external 
drivers.   
 
The next step is to consult with Boards of Studies, the SU and other stakeholders on 
the prioritised policies and associated guidance for: 
 

• Programme Approval 
• Programme Amendment 
• Periodic Review 
• Programme Suspension or Withdrawal 

 
A draft consultation paper for Boards of Studies has been prepared (Paper 1 
attached at page 2) and approval is sought from Education and Student Committee 
prior to circulation to the Boards. 
 
A copy of the project plan and update to be sent to Boards of Studies to accompany 
the consultation paper is also attached for reference (Paper 2 at page 22) 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
Recommended actions 
 
Education and Student Committee is asked to: 
 

• approve the proposed Board of Studies consultation paper 
 

• note the paper to be circulated to Boards of Studies setting out the project plan  
 

 
 
 
  



2 
 

PAPER 1 – PROPOSED BOARD OF STUDIES CONSULTATION PAPER 
 
 
Boards of Studies Policy Review Consultation: External and Internal scrutiny 
oversight 
 

 
 
The Boards of Studies are invited to respond to the consultation questions by 22nd 
December 2017 to Alexander.Rhys@city.ac.uk.  

Purpose: 
 
The Education and Student Committee has approved a project to align the current quality 
assurance and standards framework with internal drivers including the Vision and Strategy 
2026, Education and Student Strategy and the recent rapid change in the external 
regulatory landscape. The project has been informed by the quality assurance implications 
of The Teaching Excellence Framework (TEF), Competition and Markets Authority (CMA) 
compliance and the requirements of the HEFCE Annual Provider Review (APR).   
HEFCE’s revised approach to quality assurance from 2016/17 includes significant reform 
and encourages self-regulation, underpinned by the view that ‘quality’ is part of an overall 
approach to regulation and cannot in future be considered separately. 
Due to these internal and external drivers work is now being undertaken to review and 
update four key institutional policies (current versions appended) as an initial priority:  
 

• Programme Approval 
• Programme Amendment 
• Periodic Review 
• Programme Suspension/Termination. 

This review is being undertaken following initial consultation with Associate Deans 
(Education), and will be in liaison with academic and quality colleagues and with reference 
to sector research and best practice. The review will be further informed by the 
undergraduate assessment review (LEaD).  
 
This paper invites Boards of Studies to consider the current policies and respond to the set 
of questions on each. These responses will inform updates to the policies and guidance to 
be presented for Senate approval in spring 2018. The review will also update terminology 
which is outdated within the policy and guidance documentation. 
 
Alongside the Board of Studies consultation, students will be consulted via the Students’ 
Union, and academic staff together with professional services colleagues will also be 
invited to attend focus groups. After the consultation period, the policies and guidance will 
be revised and presented to the Educational Quality Committee, prior to approval by 
Senate.  
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1. Programme Approval Policy: 
 
The current process of internal Programme Approval has been in place since 2011, 
operating as a four stage process (Appendix 1). Over the last academic year a two stage 
process has been piloted in Cass Business School.  
 
The review of the Programme Approval policy will work to ensure that academic innovation 
is encouraged as part of the process whilst maintaining robust scrutiny of proposals in line 
with internal and external requirements. Feedback from the recent pilot within Cass of a 
revised model for approving new degree programmes will also be considered.  
 
The key features of the pilot process were: 

• The two formal School Programme Approval and Review Committee (PARC) stages 
were combined with University-level consideration at University Programme Approval 
Committee (UPAC) 

• Programme Teams were invited to attend and present at UPAC Stage 1. Previously 
they only attended UPAC Stage 2 meetings. 

• The role of the External Advisor was still to scrutinise the proposed programme from 
an external perspective, however, instead of attending Stage 2 PARC and writing a 
written report for Stage 2 UPAC, they attended the Stage 2 UPAC as a panel member.  

Partnership proposals were not included in the pilot process as this type of provision 
involves a higher level of risk. 
An overview of the processes and committee membership can be found below: 
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Committee Membership 

 
Current Process Stage 1 UPAC  Cass Pilot Process Stage 1 UPAC 

Deputy President (Chair)  Deputy President (Chair) 
Director of Marketing and 
Communications 

 Director of Marketing and 
Communications 

Director of LEaD  Director of LEaD 
2 X Professors/Senior staff  Professor/Senior staff not from proposing 

School 
Student and Academic Services  Professor/Senior staff from proposing 

School but different Department 
  Student and Academic Services 

Current Process Stage 2 UPAC  Cass Pilot Process Stage 2 UPAC 
Chair, not from School  Associate Dean (Education) or equivalent 

not from proposing School (Chair) 
1 member of academic staff from each 
school (usually Associate Dean 
(Education) or equivalent) 

 Professor/Senior staff not from proposing 
School 

LEaD Representative  2 x Professor/Senior staff from proposing 
School but different Department 

Student and Academic Services  SU Vice President (Education) 
  LEaD Representative 
  External Panel member with academic 

expertise in the subject area 
  Student and Academic Services 

 
Under both processes, sign-off from the Chair must be obtained before the next stage of the 
process may begin. This involves the Programme Team meeting any conditions set by the 
panel. Similarly, for both processes, advertisement of the proposed programme cannot begin 
until sign off by the Chair of Stage 1 has been obtained.  
 
Feedback on the piloted process: 
 
So far, limited feedback has been obtained from those involved in the pilot process. Key 
comments included: 

• The piloted process did not always guarantee swifter approval. The volume of 
paperwork required from the proposer was the same; this was considered appropriate 
to ensure robust, high quality proposals. In cases where the proposed programme 
could be mapped onto an existing framework or sit within an existing suite of 
programmes then the process was slightly quicker, but for completely new 
programmes the feedback indicated the pilot system took longer. 

• It was felt by some members of PARC that the pilot system bypassed involvement of 
PARC and the School in programme approval and development.  

• The inclusion of programme teams at both UPAC stages was reported as beneficial to 
help provide context and clarify concerns.  

Further feedback on the piloted process is being sought, and will include focus groups for 
those who have been involved will be scheduled for October 2017. 
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Boards of Studies questions: 
 
Boards of Studies in consultation with PARC members are invited to respond to the 
following questions: 

 

1. Should City: 

a. Maintain the current process for programme approval? 

b. Adopt the piloted process for programme approval? 

c. Adopt a hybrid of the two models, as a risk-based approach for 
programme approval? 

i. If so, which elements of the different models should be adopted? 

ii. If a dual risk- based model of programme approval is adopted, 
what criteria should be applied to identify which route is chosen 
for a proposed programme? 

d. Adopt an alternative process (please outline)? 

 

2. Are there any scenarios where the model chosen in 1 would not provide 
appropriate scrutiny of a proposed programme? 

a. If yes, what steps should be introduced to increase the level of scrutiny? 

 

3. Does the Board consider the level of School level input and oversight would be 
appropriate in the process chosen in response to question 1? 

a. If not, what changes should be made? 

 

4. Feedback has indicated that Programme Team attendance at UPAC Stage 1 
meetings has been beneficial. Are there any circumstances where it would not 
be beneficial to have Programme Teams attend the UPAC meetings? 

 

5. Should City adopt the External Advisor as a member of the UPAC panel, rather 
than submitting a written report?  

 

6. Are the principles in the current policy (Appendix 1) still appropriate? 

a. If not what should be changed? 

 

7. Please provide any additional comments or recommendations for the 
Programme Approval policy for consideration in the review. 
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2. Programme Amendment Policy: 
 
The current process for Programme Amendments has been in place since 2013 (Appendix 
2). Under the current system there are three categories of amendments: editorial, minor and 
major.  
 
Research of other higher education providers has revealed that a fourth “intermediate” 
category is sometimes used to approve and discontinue modules. This allows for the 
category “minor” amendments to cover changes to module titles and prerequisites. The 
process of approval for minor and intermediate amendments is identical, however 
distinguishing between the two categories clearly identifies the level of scrutiny required by 
the approving committee. 
 
There is an expectation that Programme Teams (and the institution) retain oversight and are 
aware of cumulative change to their programmes so that the volume of change to 
programmes are appropriately limited.  This is to ensure that the programme remains 
consistent with the approved programme, whilst also ensuring that the information provided 
to students reflects the programme they study. The current system for managing programme 
and module information makes reporting on cumulative change resource intensive, and the 
process has not be uniformly implemented. Sector research confirms that other higher 
education institutions limit the change that can be made to a programme and monitor 
cumulative change through the annual programme monitoring process. 
 
The review of the Programme Amendment policy will consider the timeline and process for 
amendments to programmes in line with the CMA requirements to ensure that the 
publication of information to students is managed appropriately. The aim is to streamline the 
process dependent on the level of risk associated with the changes. It is proposed that the 
revised policy will include clarity in reference to external requirements, as well as providing 
additional support for PARC and BoS in managing oversight responsibilities.  
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Boards of Studies questions: 
 
Boards of Studies in consultation with PARC members are invited to respond to the 
following questions: 

 

 
8. Is the current distinction between the categories of programme amendments 

clear and appropriate? If not how could this be improved? 

a. Would an additional “intermediate” category of amendments be helpful 
to support appropriate scrutiny of amendments?  

b. If so, what should be classed as “intermediate”? How might the approval 
process work? 

 

9. Is the current level of scrutiny and approval for the different categories of 
programme amendments clear and appropriate? 

 

10. How does your School PARC currently monitor cumulative change on 
programmes? 

 

11. What would be the most appropriate method for programme teams and the 
BoS/PARC to monitor cumulative change: 

• Via Annual Programme Evaluations (APEs) 

• Through a new Annual Programme Amendments form which captures 
all proposed programme amendments 

• Other (please specify) 

 

12. The current maximum threshold for change to a programme which can be 
approved at School level is up to a third of the total number of. Is the limit on 
the volume of change a programme team can make each year without requiring 
University-level approval appropriate? 

a. If not, how should this limit be set and quantified?  

 

13. Please add any additional comments or recommendation regarding the 
Programme Amendments Policy for consideration in the review. 
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3. Periodic Review Policy: 
 
The current process for Periodic Review has been in place since 2012 (Appendix 3).  
Under the current policy every programme should undergo Periodic Review every 6 years. An 
analysis of sector practice indicates that the majority of institutions instead operate on a 5-
yearly cycle of review.  
 
The aim of the Periodic Review is to be developmental, enabling the programme team to 
reflect on the last 5 years and plan for the future. During each review the programme team 
authors an action plan and is required to submit a year on report detailing progress following 
the review. 
 
The review of the Periodic Review process will consider how to utilise current mechanisms 
within the institution such as APEs, Student Staff Liaison Committees, External Examiner 
reports and management information to more holistically support this developmental process.  
 
Boards of Studies questions: 
 
Boards of Studies in consultation with PARC members are invited to respond to the 
following questions: 

 
14. Does the current Periodic Review process appropriately reflect the principles 

articulated in the policy?  

a. Are the principles appropriate? 

b. If not what would should be changed? 

 

15. Is there an appropriate rationale for maintaining the time between Periodic 
Reviews at 6 years, rather than the sector average of 5 years? 

 

16. Under the current system PARCs are required to review the programme team’s 
Action Plans and Year-on Reports.  

a. How does the PARC monitor the action plans? 

b. Does the PARC get sufficient oversight of changes to programmes? 

c. How might the process be improved to support the School’s monitoring 
of action plans? 

 

17. Does the current Periodic Review process effectively support the review and 
enhancement of programmes? 

a. What components of the process work particularly well? 

b. Where could improvements be made? 

 

18. Please add any other comments or recommendations on the Periodic Review 
process.  
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4. Programme Suspension/Termination Policy: 
 
The current process for Programme Suspension/Termination has been in place since 2012 
(Appendix 4). Under the current policy a proposal for Programme Suspension/Termination is 
made to the Board of Studies, which then makes a recommendation to the Deputy 
President. Sector analysis indicates that most other institutions use a two stage model for 
programme suspension/termination including a School and University level committee which 
then reports the decision to Senate.  
 
The review of the Programme Suspension/Termination process will work to ensure 
appropriate oversight in line with internal and external requirements and that decisions to 
suspend/withdraw programmes are disseminated appropriately.  
Boards of Studies questions: 
 
Boards of Studies in consultation with PARC members are invited to respond to the 
following questions: 

 
 
 
 

 
19. What criteria does the Board of Studies use to make a recommendation to 

suspend or terminate a programme?  
 

20. Are there any additional factors that should be included for assessing whether 
a programme should be suspended or terminated? 
 

21. Is the current process for programme suspension appropriate?  
 

22. Is there sufficient internal and external oversight? 
a. If not how should the process be changed? 

 
23. Please add any other comments or recommendations on the Periodic Review 

process. 
 



Appendix 1 – Current Programme Approval Policy 

10 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Programme Approval Policy 
 
 
 
Scope 
All taught programmes leading to an award of City University London 
 
 Senate Regulations 
 Regulation 15 – Undergraduate Programmes  
 Regulation 16 – Graduate Programmes 
 Regulation 17 – Postgraduate Programmes 
 Regulation 19 – Assessment Regulations 
 
Date approved/re-approved 
June 2010 (updated August 2011) 
 
Date for review  
To be reviewed on a periodic basis, with allowance for minor annual updates of roles and 
responsibilities by Education Committee, as required. 
 
 
To be read in conjunction with  
Quality Manual Section 3 
 
 
 

http://www.city.ac.uk/about/city-information/governance/constitution/senate-regulations
http://www.city.ac.uk/about/city-information/governance/constitution/senate-regulations
http://www.city.ac.uk/about/city-information/governance/constitution/senate-regulations
http://www.city.ac.uk/about/city-information/governance/constitution/senate-regulations
http://www.city.ac.uk/about/city-information/governance/constitution/senate-regulations
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Policy for Programme Approval 
 
The University will operate a process for the approval of all educational provision to ensure 
that the following are demonstrated: 

• Strategic fit  
• Demand and financial viability  
• High quality learning opportunities  
• Robust academic standards  

 
School Boards of Studies are responsible for the development of educational provision and 
the quality and completeness of proposals before submission to a University Programme 
Approval Committee. The Deputy Vice-Chancellor, advised by Education Committee, is 
ultimately responsible for the approval of all provision and has oversight of mechanisms for 
approval. 
 
The approval process is managed by Academic Services, which will additionally support 
Schools with all academic development matters in relation to City University London’s 
educational offer, the internal and the external quality framework. 
 
The process is designed to ensure the appropriate involvement of other departments 
including: Learning Development Centre (for educational and curriculum development and 
technology enhanced learning), Commercial Directorate (corporate contracting support for 
collaborative provision), Information Services (for matters relating to the academic model, 
PRISM and the SITS record system), City Research and International Development Office (for 
matters relating to broader research strategy). 
 
Programme Specifications are the definitive source of programme information for use in 
marketing and programme handbooks. The University has an approved template for 
programme and module specifications. 
 
Programmes of study should conform to the requirements of the University Credit Framework. 
 
Proposals for provision involving partner institutions are considered in line with the 
University’s Partnerships Policy. 
 
No programmes can be advertised before University Stage 1 approval is granted. Final and full 
approval is required before the commencement of any programme. 
 
Principles of programme approval 
 
The programme approval process is designed to assist the development of the University’s 
educational offer. The core principles of programme approval are that it:  

• Supports the development of high quality, relevant and complementary provision.   
• Provides a common framework that is robust, but flexible and responsive to new market 

opportunities and the development of new/innovative provision.   
• Be a peer review process; drawing on the expertise of internal colleagues and external 

experts.  
• Promotes constructive and challenging discussion of matters related to academic 

provision and the quality of the student learning experience.   
• Allows for the enhancement of proposals drawing on internal and external innovation 

and good practice.   
• Proposals should have significant staff and, where appropriate, employer and student 

input from the earliest stages of development.  



Appendix 1 – Current Programme Approval Policy 

12 
 

• Articulate, as far as possible, with:  
o Planning round 
o PSRB accreditations 
o Research Council requirements   

• Be evidence based, drawing on high quality proposals, well developed budgets, market 
research and employer and student feedback.  

• Aligns with the national quality assurance framework and guidance  
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Programme Amendment Policy 
 
 
 
 

Scope  
All taught programmes leading to an award of City University London. 

 
Specific arrangements for validated provision are set out in the Validated and Institutional 
Partnerships Handbook. 

 
Specific arrangements for amendments to partnership provision will be set out in 
the Memorandum of Agreement for the partnership. 

 
 Senate Regulations  
 15, 16, 17, 19 

 
Date approved/re-approved  
December 2010, for implementation from January 2011  
Updated and re-approved March 2013, for immediate implementation 

 
Date for review  
To be reviewed on a periodic basis, with allowance for minor annual updates of roles and 
responsibilities by Education and Student Committee, as required. 

 
To be read in conjunction with  
Quality Manual Section 3 

http://www.city.ac.uk/about/city-information/governance/constitution/senate-regulations
http://www.city.ac.uk/about/city-information/governance/constitution/senate-regulations
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Programme Amendment Policy 
 
Programme amendments incorporate a variety of types of changes, ranging from 
editorial to major change. 
 
Amendments will usually involve changes to programme and/or module specifications. 
Following approval, where required, programme teams should ensure that all relevant 
sources of information for students are updated. 
 
City defines three different levels of programme amendment: editorial change, minor 
change, and major change. The requirement for the type of approval is set in line with 
the level of the amendment. Each level and its approval mechanisms are described 
below. 
 
Due to the way in which modules are attached to programmes, a change to a module 
has the potential to impact on broader aspects of the programme (and other 
programmes which may share that module). Therefore, minor changes to modules are 
considered through the same approval process as a minor change to a programme. 
 
Editorial change 
 
Editorial changes are amendments that do not change the outcomes or nature of the 
module or programme. These do not require approval but should be noted by the 
relevant Programme Committee1. 
 
Examples of editorial changes are:  

• Variation to the content of individual lectures, seminars or discipline-specific 
activity within a module that does not diverge from the overall approved 
specification;  

• Updating of reading lists to include newer editions of existing entries, removal of 
reference to texts and resources which are out of date or no longer relevant, and 
additions of new texts and resources not currently included that relate to the 
existing aims and learning outcomes of the module;  

• Updating the programme specification with changes to entry requirements agreed 
at University level;  

• Amending typos;   
• Updating ‘factual’ information (where, for example, a School or Department name 

changes).  
 
Minor change 
 
Minor changes are amendments that go beyond editorial change but do not amount to 
major change. These require approval from the School Programme Approval and 
Review Committee, which has delegated authority from Board of Studies2. 
 
 
 
 

1. For a validated institution, editorial changes will be noted by the i the Course Board will be 
notified.   
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2.  
3. For a validated institution, minor changes will be approved by the Course Board.  

 
Examples of minor changes are:  

• Change to a module title;  
• Changes to the credit value or credit level of a module where this affects up to one 

third of the total number of programme credits;  
• Changes to the weighting of assessment items (e.g. from 50% coursework, 50% 

exam to 30% coursework, 70% exam) within a module;  
• Changes to the syllabus which alter the programme learning outcomes;  
• Changes to pre-requisites or co-requisites;  
• Discontinuation of a module (whether permanent or temporary) and reinstatement of 

a module;  
• Changes to learning outcomes of a module;  
• Change to the weighting of modules or assessments in the overall degree mark;  
• Changes to the module diet of a programme (e.g. changing a module from being 

core to elective, or adding new electives);  
• Approval of a new module (which is then incorporated into a programme, therefore 

triggering an amendment to the module diet).  
 
Where appropriate, minor changes can be considered and approved as part of Periodic 
Review. 
 
Major change 
 
Major changes are amendments that change the outcomes or nature of a large part of or an 
entire programme. These require approval from the University Programme Approval 
Committee3, following approval at School Programme Approval and Review Committees. 
This enables appropriate University oversight of, and dialogue with, Schools about 
educational direction and alignment with University Strategy. 
 
Examples of major changes are:  

• Significant change to the educational purpose of a programme which results in 
substantial change to the programme aims, learning outcomes, teaching and learning 
and/or assessment strategy as set out in the Programme Specification, e.g. addition 
of a mode of study, curriculum redesign, increase or decrease in the total number of 
credits for the programme;   

• Changes which affect more than one third of the total number of credits of a 
programme.  

 
Where major changes are proposed, particularly where they would have a significant effect 
on the type or nature of the degree that students will receive, active engagement with current 
students on the proposed changes should be undertaken in advance of an approval and their 
comments used to inform the final proposal put forward for approval. 
 
Any major changes to the programme of study must also be notified to prospective students 
who have received an offer of a place but have yet to register, particularly where those 
prospective students have accepted the offer. 
Where appropriate, major change can be considered and approved as part of Periodic 
Review. 
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3 For a validated institution, major change will be approved by the Validated and 
Institutional Partnerships Committee following a recommendation from a Revalidation 
Panel. 
Information to students 
 
All programme teams should ensure that the standard University disclaimer on making 
amendments to a programme is included in the Programme Handbook. 
 
Management of Cumulative Change 
 
The University monitors and takes oversight of cumulative change within its programmes of 
study to ensure that the educational purpose and coherence remain appropriate. All 
approved changes to programmes and modules are reported to Education and Student 
Committee. Reports will be supported by a summary of changes since approval or most 
recent Periodic Review. In addition, where Programme Approval and Review Committees 
have identified the need for University-level approval, this will be noted in the report. 
 
Proposals for minor change, considered by Programme Approval and Review Committees, 
will include details of all amendments made since either the programme’s approval or its 
most recent Periodic Review. This enables the Committee to take an overview of the level of 
change within a programme. 
 
An overview of amendments made between each Periodic Review will be included as part of 
the Periodic Review documentation. 
 
Student and Academic Services will maintain a record of all programme amendments in 
order provide the information to Schools and Education and Student Committee to support 
consideration of amendments. Where Programme Approval and Review Committees agrees 
that the volume of cumulative change for a programme has been too great, a programme will 
be required to seek re-approval through the usual processes. The Periodic Review process 
can be used for this purpose if it is considered to be appropriate. 
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Periodic Review Policy 
 
 
 
Scope  
All taught and research programmes at City, University of London, including those delivered 
through collaborative arrangements (but excluding those delivered through the validation 
framework, for which a separate process of revalidation exists). 
 
Arrangements for Periodic Review of partnership provision will be included in the 
Memorandum of Agreement for the partnership. 
 
Date approved/re-approved  
April 2009 with minor updates in June 2012 
 
Date for review  
To be reviewed on a periodic basis, with allowance for minor annual updates of roles and 
responsibilities by Education and Student Committee, as required 
 
To be read in conjunction with Section 8 of the Quality Manual including:  
Annual Programme Evaluation Policy and Guidance 
Periodic Review Guidance 
Briefing for Students and Alumni 
Briefing for External Panel Members Briefing for 
Chairs of Periodic Review Panels 
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Periodic Review Policy 
 
City will operate a process for the Periodic Review of its provision at departmental 
or discipline level. The process is both an opportunity for retrospective analysis of 
the period of time since the last Periodic Review, and an opportunity to consider the 
medium-term, planned development of provision. 
 
Periodic Review is considered to be an essential mechanism to support: 
 

• forward looking development (growth and/or refinement) of programmes;   
• enhancement of the student experience; and   
• strategic fit of provision.  

 
Additionally, it will provide confirmation of the effectiveness of the standards of the 
provision and quality of the learning opportunities. Periodic Review accords with 
guidance in the QAA’s Code of Practice section on programme design, approval, 
monitoring and review that “Institutions periodically undertake a broader review of the 
continuing validity and relevance of programmes offered”. 
 
The scope of the review will include research degrees provision, foundation degrees, 
distance learning programmes and partnership provision. It will normally operate on a 
6 year cycle, although circumstances may arise when a review is required earlier.  
Such circumstances might be to take account of professional body requirements, 
for example. 
 
Annual Programme Evaluation (APE) may not always be necessary in the academic 
year of review. This will depend on the timing of the review and should be discussed 
with the Learning Enhancement and Student Committee (LEaD) link. 
 
The review process will be managed by Student & Academic Services on behalf of 
the Deputy Vice-Chancellor (DVC) and the report summarising the outcome from 
the review day together with actions plans will be provided to Education and Student 
Committee for information. 
 
For partnership arrangements the periodic review should explicitly address the 
effectiveness of the partnership elements of the programme. 
 
Principles of Periodic Review 
 
The principles of Periodic Review are that it will: 
 

• Be a review of programme(s) to ensure there is an enhanced student 
experience.   

• Be a peer review process; drawing on the expertise of internal colleagues and 
external experts.  

• Promote constructive and challenging discussion of matters related to 
academic provision.   

• Have significant staff and student input.   
• Articulate appropriately with and support other key activities such as:  
• annual planning round 
• Annual Programme Evaluation (APE) 
• PSRB reviews  
• Be an evidence-based process and will draw on a wide range of available 

management information.   
• Provide an opportunity to reflect on existing and potential partnerships.   
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• Help to facilitate the development of:  
o new, amended or enhanced provision (agreed as part of the review)  
o innovative approaches to delivering programme content 
o student support and increased levels of satisfaction links to 

and/or joint provision with other departments, Schools or 
partners.  

• Result in an achievable Action Plan that is supportive of the aims of the 
department/discipline area and accords with the goals of the School Plan 
and the Learning and Teaching Strategy.  

 
Responsibilities of different individuals in Periodic Review are detailed in the 
Guidance. 
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Appendix 4 – Current Programme Terminations and Suspensions Policy 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Programme Terminations and Suspensions Policy 
 
 
 
 
Scope  
All taught and research programmes leading to an award of City University London, including 
programmes that are delivered through collaborative means such as validation, joint or 
franchised provision. 
 
Date approved/re-approved  
June 2012, for implementation 2012-13 
 
Date for review  
To be reviewed on a periodic basis, with allowance for minor annual updates of roles and 
responsibilities by Education and Student Committee, as required 
 
To be read in conjunction with  
Section 3 of the Quality manual including: Programme Approval Policy  
Programme Amendment Policy 
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Programme Terminations and Suspensions Policy 
 
The termination or suspension of a programme of study takes place in accordance with the  
University’s procedures managed by Boards of Studies. The Deputy Vice-Chancellor is 
ultimately responsible for decisions to terminate provision. 
 
Transitional arrangements will be established to protect the experience of the students on 
the programme. Termination or suspensions will normally be phased, enabling existing 
students to complete their programme of study. In the exceptional circumstances where this 
may not be possible, alternative arrangements will be put in place to safeguard the ability of 
students to complete their studies. 
 
Consideration will be given to the full implications of termination or suspension on the  
University’s obligation to its students. 
 
Communications with students will be undertaken. 
 
Decisions to terminate or suspend a programme may be informed by various factors, 
including (but not limited to):  

• Consideration that it is no longer or is not currently relevant to students, 
employers and/or professional, statutory or regulatory bodies.   

• Consideration that the content is no longer current.   
• Poor levels of recruitment.   
• Resource matters.   
• View that the provision is not of adequate quality or does not display 

appropriate academic standards.  
 
For partnership arrangements, the termination should be discussed and negotiated with the 
partner in accordance with the Memorandum of Agreement. Programmes run by a validated 
institution should also refer to the Validated and Institutional Partnerships Handbook for 
advice. 
 
A list of terminated programmes will be published and will be updated periodically. 
 
Termination of modules will be managed by Boards of Studies. 
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PAPER 2 –  BOARD OF STUDIES PROJECT PLAN UPDATE  
 

Item xxxx 
Board of Studies …. 

 
 
Aligning City’s Quality and Standards Framework to Internal and External Drivers 
 
 
Summary 
 
The launch of City’s Vision and Strategy 2026 with a new set of strategic ambitions 
focusing on progression, student satisfaction and employability has necessitated a 
review of the Education and Student Strategy to ensure appropriate alignment. 
Concurrently, the passing of the Higher Education and Research Act (2017) includes 
initiatives designed to encourage the enhancement of quality in teaching, learning 
and research across the sector. The approach to external quality assessment has 
been revised and City’s Council is now required to provide HEFCE with assurances 
on quality and standards. The Competition and Markets Authority (CMA) has 
oversight of consumer protection law and its application to the higher education 
sector.  
 
It is against this landscape of internal and external change that a review of City’s 
quality and standards framework is necessary, building on and strengthening existing 
practice whilst focusing on the student experience and outcomes.  
 
This paper sets out the project plan for aligning City’s processes to the internal and 
external regulatory framework. The Education and Student Committee reviewed and 
approved this plan in June 2017. 
 
 

 
 
 
Recommended actions 
 
The Board of Studies is asked to: 

• note the current project plan for aligning our quality and standards framework to 
internal and external drivers  

• respond to the separate consultation document by 22nd December 2017. 
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Aligning City’s Quality Assurance and Standards Framework to Internal and External 
Drivers 
 
 
1) Purpose 
 
The purpose of this paper is to inform Boards of Studies on the on-going work to align City’s 
quality assurance and standards framework with Vision and Strategy 2026, the refresh of 
Education and Student Strategy 2026 and the recent rapid change in the external regulatory 
landscape. The work has been undertaken with reference to the quality assurance implications 
of the Teaching Excellence Framework (TEF), Competition and Markets Authority (CMA) 
compliance and the requirements of the HEFCE Annual Provider Review (APR).   HEFCE’s 
revised approach to quality assurance from 2016/17 includes significant reform and 
encourages self-regulation, underpinned by the view that ‘quality’ is part of an overall approach 
to regulation and cannot in future be considered separately.  
 
We must refocus our quality and standards framework to best support City’s strategic 
direction, building on and strengthening existing practice whilst focusing on the student 
experience and outcomes.  
 
2) Internal Context  
 
City launched its Vision and Strategy 2026 in March 2017 with four key performance indicators 
(KPIs): 
 

• Student employability – Top 20 in the Times and Sunday Times University League 
table 

• Student progression – 90% average across all undergraduate programmes 
• Student experience – consistently best National Student Survey results in London, 

top 20% in UK.  
• Research – at least 60% of total academic staff producing 4*/3* research 

 
City’s Education and Student Strategy has been refreshed to align with the strategic ambitions 
of the Vision and Strategy. This includes new performance indicators to ensure that the KPIs 
of the Vision and Strategy 2026 will be realised.  
 
3) National Context 
 
Alongside the internal strategic changes, it is essential to take into account the external 
regulatory environment. Recent significant developments include the TEF, HEFCE APR and 
stricter regulation by the CMA.  
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• HEFCE’s Revised Operating Model for Quality Assessment 
 
HEFCE have introduced a revised operating model for quality assessment replacing the 
QAA’s Higher Education Review. As part of this approach, each institution will undergo an 
Annual Provider Review (APR) which is based on contextualised metrics and indicators, with 
additional focus on financial sustainability, good management and governance. Under the 
revised system there is an increased reliance on self-regulation with City’s Council receiving 
an Annual Assurance Report on our quality assurance processes. All institutions must meet 
the expectations of the HEFCE APR as a regulatory baseline. To be eligible to participate in 
TEF, institutions must meet the expectations of the APR. City received a response to its first 
APR in April 2017.  HEFCE were satisfied that there were no reportable risks.  
 

• TEF 
 
The TEF has been introduced to quantify teaching excellence using core metrics and 
qualitative evidence. The main metrics are based on student satisfaction (NSS), student 
progression and student employability (DLHE survey). City participated in 2016/17 and 
received a Silver Award. This demonstrates HEFCE are assured that City delivers high quality 
teaching, learning and outcomes for its students which consistently exceed rigorous national 
quality requirements. The award is valid for 3 academic years.  The Department for Education 
announced in July 2017 their intention to pilot the roll out of this initiative to subject-level. It is 
highly likely that our next application in 2019/20 will be at both institutional and subject-level.   
 

• CMA 
 
The CMA has had increasing oversight of consumer protection law and its application to the 
higher education sector. In particular CMA require key changes to the information provided to 
prospective and current students regarding academic provision. This includes timings of 
programme amendments and how those changes are agreed and communicated to students.    
 
4) Policy Review 
 
Further developmental work is required to align City’s quality assurance and enhancement 
policies and processes to the internal and external drivers. This will be carried out in 
consultation with the Schools, LEaD, the Students’ Union and other stakeholders.  
 
Initial analysis has identified four policies (Programme Approval, Programme Amendment, 
Periodic Review and Programme Suspension/Termination) which should be reviewed as a 
priority due to their direct link with the internal and external drivers. These policies are closely 
related and have CMA implications due to communicating changes within programmes to 
students. Initial alignment of the Annual Programme Evaluations (APEs) form has taken place 
to capture relevant information aligning with the strategy. This will be kept under review 
alongside this project.  
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Project Plan 
 

 
 
 
5) Next Steps 
 
Education and Student Committee approved the review of these policies to take place at the 
beginning of the 2017/18 academic year. In addition, the aim is to streamline associated 
mechanisms easing the administrative burden of quality assurance practices at City.  
 
The consultation will be broad to capture the views of both academic and relevant professional 
staff as well as students, focusing on: 
 

• Board of Studies members in consultation with PARC members (through the Board of 
Studies consultation paper) 

• Student Experience Committees 
• Students’ Union 
• School Quality staff 
• Briefing sessions for broader consultation with academic staff not captured above. 

 
To allow for proper consultation on potential changes it is proposed that the revised to policy 
and guidance be presented to the March 2018 meeting of Senate.   
 
Alexander Rhys 
Development Co-ordinator (TEF/Quality) 
August 2017 
 


