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QAA Institutional Review 
Background 
1. In March 2011 QAA published the details of its new methodology for reviewing the 

quality and standards of educational provision in English and Northern Irish HEIs, 
Institutional Review the new Institutional Review of higher education institutions in 
England and Northern Ireland (IRENI).  This methodology will be introduced with effect 
from October 2011, and unlike previous iterations of the QAA’s methodology for 
institutional review/audit it has not been approved for implementation over a fixed cycle 
following which the process as a whole will be reviewed.  Instead the process will be 
reviewed and updated on an ongoing basis by the Quality in Higher Education Group 
(QHEG) jointly sponsored by UUK, GuildHE, HEFCE and the Department for Education 
and Learning, Northern Ireland. 

2. HEFCE and QAA are currently considering the call in the recent DBIS White Paper for ‘a 
risk-based approach to quality assurance’, but as things stand all HEIs will be reviewed 
once every five to six years which means that Durham will undergo IRENI in either 
2013/14 or 2014/15.*  This paper therefore outlines the key features of the new process, 
in particular highlighting the significant differences between IRENI and its predecessor 
Institutional Audit.  It draws heavily on the QAA’s IRENI:  A handbook for higher 
education providers (hereafter referred to as Handbook), and the IRENI Operational 
Description (hereafter referred to as Operational Description). 

Key elements of the process 
3. The aim of IRENI is broadly similar to that of Institutional Audit: 

To provide accessible information for the public which indicates whether an 
institution:  
 sets and maintains UK-agreed threshold standards for its higher education 

awards as set out in The framework for higher education qualifications in 
England, Wales and Northern Ireland (FHEQ)  

 provides learning opportunities (including teaching and academic support) which 
allow students to achieve those higher education awards and qualifications and 
reflect the UK-agreed good practice in the Code of practice for the assurance of 
academic quality and standards in higher education (Code of practice) and other 
UK-agreed reference points  

 produces public information for applicants, students and other users that is 
complete, current, reliable and useful  

 plans effectively to enhance the quality of its higher education provision.  
Operational Description, p.4 

4. Consequently IRENI considers these four key issues 

a. Academic standards. 

b. Quality of learning opportunities. 

c. Published information regarding educational provision. 

d. Quality enhancement. 

It does this through a review process in which review teams consider the academic 
quality and standards of an institution through the consideration of core structures, 
policies and processes for quality management, and the way in which an institution 

                                                
* The timing of Durham’s next review will be confirmed in the March 18 months before the academic year 

in which the review will take place.  For example if Durham is to be reviewed during 2013/14 it will be notified of 
this in March 2012. 

http://www.qaa.ac.uk/Publications/InformationAndGuidance/Documents/IR_Handbook_March11.pdf�
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addresses these issues in relation to a specific theme (which is set on annual basis, and 
which varies from year to year). 

5. Each review is carried out by a review team typically made up of three senior academics 
from other institutions (who will have significant and recent experience of higher 
education at a senior level);  a student reviewer;  and a review secretary (typically a 
senior administrator with significant experience of quality management).  Consequently 
IRENI is a peer review process, although a QAA co-ordinating officer will also be present 
throughout the duration of the review. 

6. The review process can be summarised as follows: 

Timeline Activities 

18 months before the academic year 
in which the review will take place 

HEI notified of timing of review 

Six months before the academic year 
in which the review will take place 

HEI notified of the topic for the thematic element of the 
review 

16 weeks before the review visit HEI meets with QAA co-ordinating officer to discuss 
arrangements for the review 

11 weeks before the review visit HEI uploads to a QAA SharePoint site: 
 a Self-Evaluation Document (SED) reflecting on the 

way that it manages quality and standards; 
 extensive supporting documentation to support the 

claims made in the SED; 
 a Student Written Submission, prepared by the 

Students’ Union on behalf of the student body. 

Between and 11 and seven weeks 
before the review visit 

Review team considers documentation submitted by the 
institution, and identify an initial set of issues for 
discussion with the HEI. 

Six weeks before the review visit Review team conducts a first team visit to the HEI, for 1.5 
days.  Visit to include review team meetings with: 
 Head of Institution; 
 student representatives; 
 a group of senior staff at the University. 

Five weeks before the review visit QAA co-ordinating officer will contact the HEI to confirm: 
 the length of the review visit;†

 the schedule for the review visit (i.e. the meetings it 
will hold with members of the HEI, and who these 
meetings will be with); 

 

 any additional supporting documentation that the HEI 
needs to provide. 

Review visit Full review visit by the team (normally a full week, 
although the team may choose to conduct a shorter visit 
on the basis of its first team visit).  Review visit will 
include: 
 meetings with representative groups of students; 
 meetings with groups of members of staff from the 

HEI; 
The review visit may also include (at the discretion of the 
review team) meetings with one or all of:  external 

                                                
† Review teams will have the scope to reduce the length of the review visit to less than one week if they 

believe that the information available to them prior to and during the first team visit allows them to address 
enough of the issues covered by IRENI to make a shorter visit appropriate.  Review visits cannot be extended 
beyond one week’s duration. 
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Timeline Activities 
examiners;  recent graduates;  employers;  staff in 
collaborative partner organisations. 

Six weeks after review visit Draft report sent to HEI to identify any factual corrections 

Nine weeks after review visit HEI submits factual corrections to report 

12 weeks after review visit QAA publishes report 

22 weeks after review visit HEI publishes on its website its action plan in response to 
review report 

12 months after review visit HEI publishes on its website annual update to its action 

24 months after review visit HEI publishes on its website annual update to its action 

36 months after review visit HEI submits to QAA a report on progress against its 
action plan (an exception report noting only those areas 
where the actions in the plan have not been completed. 

7. The review report includes four separate judgments:  one on each of the four areas listed 
in paragraph 4a-d above, and each of these judgments will be graded.‡

8. Once a review has been signed off (i.e. after the report is published if there are no 
‘requires improvement’ or ‘does not meet’ judgments;  after the full follow-up process if 
there are any such judgments), HEIs ‘will be allowed to place the QAA logo and 
judgment (as supplied by QAA according to its published protocol) on the homepage of 
your website and on other documents as a public statement of the outcome of your 
review’ (Handbook, p.10, paragraph 54). 

  For academic 
standards, the potential grades are ‘meet UK expectations for threshold standards’ and 
‘do not meet UK expectations for threshold standards’.  For each of the other three areas 
there are four potential graded judgments:  ‘commended’;  ‘meets UK expectations’;  
‘requires improvement to meet UK expectations’;  ‘does not meet UK expectations’ (the 
full grade descriptors for judgments are given in Annex 1).  If institutions receive either a 
‘requires improvement to meet’ grade in any of the four areas, the institution’s action plan 
relating to the area(s) must be submitted to QAA and a series of progress reports made 
over the following 12 months.  If appropriate progress is made the QAA will arrange a 
peer visit to consider whether the judgment can be amended to ‘meets’.  The process is 
the same in respect of ‘does not meet’ judgments, except that rather than a peer visit 
second full review visit will take place. 

Key changes and issues arising from the move to IRENI 
9. While there are many similarities between IRENI and the predecessor Institutional Audit 

process, there are a number of important changes and/or differences of emphasis with 
the new process.  The following paragraphs summarise the more significant of these. 

Core and thematic element 

10. One of the more fundamental changes in IRENI is the addition of a thematic element to 
the process.  As was the case in Audit, IRENI will consider the core areas of the 
effectiveness of the academic management of quality and standards.  In addition to this 
core, in March each year QHEG will agree on behalf of the sector one or more thematic 
issues that will be considered in the institutional reviews conducted in the subsequent 
academic year (to give an indication of the types of issues that might be selected as 
themes, the theme agreed for reviews to be conducted in 2011/12 is The First Year 
Experience).  The thematic element was introduced in response to calls for the national 

                                                
‡ Reviews conducted in 2011/12 will not include a judgment on published information, but a judgment on 

this issue will be reached in all reviews conducted from 2012/13 onwards. 
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quality assurance system to be ‘more flexible and timely in responding to issues which 
arise from time to time in the sector’ (Operational Description, p.8). 

11. HEIs will be expected to address issues relating to the theme within their SED, and to 
provide supporting documentation relating to the theme.  It will also be discussed with 
relevant members of the University during the full review visit.  The thematic element will 
not lead to judgments by the review team, but the published report of the review area will 
contain a commentary on the review team’s findings relating to the theme. 

Changes to judgments 

12. In the cycle that ran from 2007 to 2011, Institutional Audit led to two judgments on 
institutions:  one relating to academic standards, the other to quality of learning 
opportunities.  Consequently the addition of quality enhancement and published 
information represents a significant change, although one that was foreshadowed by 
Institutional Audit reports providing comments on both these areas. 

13. As if not more significant is the move to graded judgments.  Previously judgments were 
expressed in terms of ‘confidence’, ‘limited confidence’ and ‘no confidence’.  The latter 
judgment was not used in the last round of Audit, so that in effect judgments were 
regarded by many as pass/fail depending on whether confidence or limited confidence 
was given.  This binary classification has been retained in relation to academic 
standards, but for each of the other three elements a four point scale has been 
introduced and it seem inevitable that over time these will be translated by the media and 
league table compilers into scores out of 14. 

14. Gradings within each judgment relate to ‘expectations’ in each area.  These expectations 
are embodied in the relevant external reference points, i.e. the Academic Infrastructure 
published by QAA;  the Professional Standards Framework for Teaching and Supporting 
Learning published by the HEA;  the European Standards and Guidelines for Quality 
Assurance in the European Higher Education Area;  and the Researcher Development 
Framework published by VITAE.  The current Handbook includes 20 ‘expectations’ that 
HEIs must meet. 

15. The criteria for each grade are detailed in Annex 1.  While the two descriptors for 
‘commended’ and ‘meets national expectations’ are identical in their first two sentences, 
the significantly higher hurdle that needs to be cleared to be ‘commended’ is very clear 
from the factors that HEIs will need to demonstrate.  For an area to commended there 
needs to be:  ‘frequent and widespread examples of good practice in the management of 
this area’;  ‘plans to improve this area further’;  ‘substantial evidence from outside the 
institution that the institution is sector-leading in this area’;  ‘widespread and supported’ 
student engagement in management of the area;  and evidence that ‘managing the 
needs of students is a prime and clear focus of the institution's strategies and policies in 
this area’. 

Revisions to the external reference points 

16. Clearly the external reference points that set out the expectations against which 
judgments are made play a central role in IRENI.  By far the largest of these reference 
points is the current Academic Infrastructure, i.e. the Framework for Higher Education 
Qualifications, subject benchmark statements, the Code of practice for the assurance of 
academic quality and standards in UK higher education and the publication of 
programme specifications. 

17. The QAA have recently completed a review of the Academic Infrastructure, and this will 
be replaced by a new UK Quality Code for Higher Education.  This will incorporate all 
those elements already within the Academic Infrastructure, to provide a single reference 
point for managing quality and standards.  However, in addition to reorganising and 
reviewing the current content of the Academic Infrastructure the development of the UK 
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Quality Code will de facto increase the number of sections of the Code of practice from 
10 to 14.  The increase will be made up of three new sections (published information;  
learning and teaching;  student support and learning resources)§

18. As part of the move to the UK Quality Code, in addition to adding new sections to what is 
currently contained in the Code of practice all 10 of the existing sections will be reviewed 
and revised over the course of 2011 to 2013.  Consequently there will be very significant 
developments to the external reference points for IRENI between now and 2013, and the 
expectation of IRENI is that HEIs should be aligned to any revised/new external 
reference points by the academic year following the one in which the revised/new 
document has been published (so that if a new/revised section is published in 2012/13 
HEIs being reviewed in 2013/14 will be expected to have aligned their policies/processes 
with the new/revised section by the time of their review). 

 and moving one current 
guideline document (Accreditation of Prior Learning) into the UK Quality Code. 

Revised format and structure of the SED 

19. Central to the Institutional Audit process was the submission to QAA of an Institutional 
Briefing Paper setting out the policies and processes in place for the management of 
academic quality and standards.  This has been replaced in IRENI by the submission of 
an SED.  The intention of this change is to increase the ‘self-evaluative, analytical and 
critical content’ (Operational Description, p.10) in the SED compared to the Institutional 
Briefing Paper. 

20. More significant, however, are the implications of the proposed length of SEDs.  While 
Institutional Briefing Papers were meant to be c.30-35 pages in length, and in reality 
were almost uniformly 60-70 pages, QAA have said that the SED should be no longer 
than c.10 pages.  The current guidance is that the SED should be structured on the basis 
of the four judgments review teams will make, and that each section should  

list the evidence that your institution uses to assure itself that these expectations are 
being met and that you are managing the area effectively … there is no need to write 
a narrative to link this information. However, you can provide very brief notes or bullet 
points to contextualise it if you think that it will not make sense to the review team. 
We do not expect you to spell out how you have evaluated your institution's approach 
to safeguarding quality and standards. That will be implicit in the choice of convincing 
and robust evidence. The review team will decide whether the approach is effective 
or not as part of its judgment. 

QAA, Guidelines for producing the self-evaluation document (SED) for Institutional review 

21. This means that review teams will have very little opportunity to explain to review teams 
the context within which institutional documentation such as policy statements, 
committee minutes and papers and the outputs of quality management processes (for 
example reports from annual review, periodic review and external examiners) sit.  This 
will therefore increase the importance of ensuring that all such documentation can stand 
in its own right when read by review team members. 

New forms of evidence 

22. The forms of evidence used in Institutional Audit will all be used by review teams as part 
of IRENI.  However, in addition review teams will now have the right to call for the 
following new forms of evidence: 

a. Contact with external examiners, graduates and employers (this may be through a 
meeting, video/tele-conference, email, correspondence). 

                                                
§ In addition the QAA initially consulted in 2011 about adding a new section on international students.  

QAA have now indicated that in response to sector feedback rather than add a separate section they will embed 
specific material on international students throughout the main body of the UK Quality Code.  How this will be 
done, and its impact, is not yet known. 

http://www.qaa.ac.uk/Publications/InformationAndGuidance/Documents/IR-SED.pdf�
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b. Samples of assessed student work. 

c. Samples of student course evaluations. 

23. The introduction of b. and c. has been motivated by a desire to counter the criticism in 
recent years that QAA could no longer look at ‘primary evidence’ relating to quality and 
standards, and to allow such evidence to be looked at where it could ‘could throw light on 
particular issues that had arisen from reading the SED/SWS documentation’.  
Consequently ‘review teams will only ask for samples of student work when this is the 
most appropriate evidence to follow up an issue, or if it is the only form of evidence 
which will answer a particular concern. In most circumstances it will be the last resort for 
choice of evidence’ (QAA, Requirements for student work and student course 
evaluations). 

Increased student involvement 

24. As part of IRENI HEIs under review will be asked to appoint a Lead Student 
Representative (LSR).  The appointment of the LSR will be a matter for the student 
representative body (i.e. DSU in Durham’s case).  The LSR will be expected to co-
ordinate the preparation of the Student Written Submission, participate in meetings with 
the review team and select the students the review team meet during the review team 
visit.  The final task had previously been left to HEIs. 

25. Additionally, review teams will meet with more students during their review visit.  
Typically Institutional Audit teams met with c.10 to 15 students during their audit visit.  
The precise number of students met, and the way in which meetings are held, will be left 
to individual review teams but the QAA have suggested that this may involve an 
increased number of meetings with students or ‘open meetings of larger numbers of 
students’ (Operational Description, p.9). 

Review team recommendations and affirmations 

26. As in Institutional Audit, in IRENI the judgments made by review teams will be 
accompanied by recommendations.  However, the distinction in audit recommendations 
between essential, advisable and desirable recommendations will be dropped in IRENI.  
IRENI recommendations will not be classified, and instead review teams will include in 
each recommendation an approximate timescale for the HEI to address the issue 
identified in the recommendation.  In addition where a review team identifies an area of 
weakness that had already been noted by an HEI and action is in train to address it, 
teams will be able to ‘affirm’ the institution’s action. 

Action requested 
27. Members of Senate are asked to note the revised process, and consider any issues that 

the new process may raise for the University. 

http://www.qaa.ac.uk/InstitutionReports/types-of-review/Documents/StudentWork.pdf�
http://www.qaa.ac.uk/InstitutionReports/types-of-review/Documents/StudentWork.pdf�
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Annex 1 Format and criteria for IRENI judgments 
(Taken from Handbook, pp.20-30.) 
Format of judgments for Institutional review  
There are four judgments in Institutional review; in 2011-12 only three of the judgments will be in operation.  
In order for an institution to meet a judgment, review teams will see whether certain expectations that apply to all UK institutions are being met. To help the 
team come to its decision we have set out below what those expectations are, and some of the considerations that teams will need to discuss to arrive at a 
particular decision. The tables talk about 'factors' - we explain these further below.  
1 The academic standards of the institution's awards… 
The 'standards' judgment has two grades: standards either 'meet UK expectations for threshold standards' and 'do not meet UK expectations for threshold 
standards'. Below is the guidance that teams will use to come to these judgments. 
…meet UK expectations for threshold standards  …do not meet UK expectations for threshold standards  
All, or nearly all, expectations have been met.  Several expectations have not been fully met or there are major gaps in 

one or more key areas of the expectations.  
Expectations not fully met do not, individually or collectively, present any 
risks to the management of academic standards.  

Expectations not fully met present serious risk(s) individually or 
collectively to the management of academic standards, and limited 
controls are in place to mitigate the risk. Consequences of inaction in 
some areas may be severe.  

Required actions may relate, for example, to:  
• minor omissions or oversights  
• a need to amend or update details in documentation, where the 
amendment will not require or result in major structural, operational or 
procedural change  
• completion of activity that is already underway in a small number of 
areas that will allow it to meet the factors more fully.  
 

Required actions may relate, for example, to:  
• ineffective operation of parts of the institution's governance structure (as 
it relates to quality assurance)  
• significant gaps in policy, structures or procedures relating to the 
institution's quality assurance  
• breaches by the institution of its own quality assurance management 
procedures.  
 

The need for action has been acknowledged by the institution in its review 
documentation or during the review, and it has provided clear evidence of 
appropriate action being taken within a reasonable timescale.  
There is evidence that the institution is fully aware of its responsibilities for 
assuring standards and quality: previous responses to external 
review/audit activities provide confidence that areas of weakness will be 
addressed promptly and professionally.  

Plans for addressing identified problems that the institution presents 
before or at the review are not adequate to rectify the problems, or there 
is very little or no evidence of progress.  
The institution has limited understanding of the responsibilities associated 
with of one or more key areas of the criteria or is not fully in control of 
what happens in all parts of the organisation.  

2 The quality of student learning opportunities…  
3 The public information provided by the institution… [judgment still to be agreed]  
4 The enhancement of student learning opportunities…  
These judgments have four grades that can be awarded: 'is commended', 'meets UK expectations', 'requires improvement to meet UK expectations', and 
'does not meet UK expectations'. Below is the guidance that teams will use to come to these judgments. 
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…is commended  …meets UK expectations  …requires improvement to meet 
UK expectations  

…does not meet UK 
expectations  

All, or nearly all, expectations have 
been fully met.  

All, or nearly all, expectations have 
been fully met.  

Most expectations have been fully 
met.  

Several expectations have not 
been fully met or there are major 
gaps in one or more of the 
expectations.  

Expectations not fully met do not, 
individually or collectively, present 
any risks to the management of 
this area.  

Expectations not fully met do not, 
individually or collectively, present 
any risks to the management of 
this area.  

Expectations not fully met do not 
present any immediate or severe 
risks. Some moderate risks may 
exist which, without action, could 
lead to serious problems over time 
with the management of this area.  

Expectations not fully met present 
serious risk(s) individually or 
collectively to the management of 
this area, and limited controls are 
in place to mitigate the risk. 
Consequences of inaction in some 
areas may be severe.  

• The review identifies frequent 
and widespread examples of good 
practice in the management of this 
area.  
• The institution has plans to 
improve this area further.  
• There is substantial evidence 
from outside the institution that the 
institution is sector-leading in this 
area.  
• Student engagement in the 
management of this area is 
widespread and supported.  
• Managing the needs of students 
is a prime and clear focus of the 
institution's strategies and policies 
in this area.  
 

Required actions may relate, for 
example, to:  
• minor omissions or oversights  
• a need to amend or update 
details in documentation, where 
the amendment will not require or 
result in major structural, 
operational or procedural change  
• completion of activity that is 
already underway in a small 
number of areas that will allow it to 
meet the factors more fully.  
 

Required actions may relate, for 
example, to:  
• weakness in the operation of part 
of the institution's governance 
structure (as it relates to quality 
assurance) or lack of clarity about 
responsibilities  
• insufficient emphasis or priority 
given to assuring quality and 
standards in the institution's 
planning processes  
• quality assurance procedures 
which, while broadly adequate, 
have some shortcomings in terms 
of the rigour with which they are 
applied to protect the quality 
and/or standards.  
 

Required actions may relate, for 
example, to:  
• ineffective operation of parts of 
the institution's governance 
structure (as it relates to quality 
assurance)  
• significant gaps in policy, 
structures or procedures relating to 
the institution's quality assurance  
• breaches by the institution of its 
own quality assurance 
management procedures.  
 

These judgments have four grades that can be awarded: 'is commended', 'meets UK expectations', 'requires improvement to meet UK expectations', and 
'does not meet UK expectations'. Below is the guidance that teams will use to come to these judgments. When teams make their judgments they will take into 
account whether broad expectations have been met. These expectations are in turn made up of factors which will help reviewers decide whether 
expectations have been met. They act as guidance for the sorts of processes, structures, policies, procedures and outputs which an institution should have in 
place to safeguard standards and quality. Both the expectations and the factors come directly from the reference points in the UK Academic Infrastructure 
and other external reference points. The factors are not a checklist. Reviewers will appreciate that the precise details of how an expectation might be 
addressed may vary from institution to institution. 
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The expectations are set out below.  
1 Standards Expectations  
(1) Each qualification (including those awarded under collaborative arrangements) is allocated to the appropriate level in the FHEQ.  
Reference points:  
FHEQ  
Code of practice, Section 2, precepts A1, A2, A11, A13, A19  
Code of practice, Section 9, precept 2  
(2) Use of external examiners is strong and scrupulous.  
Reference points:  
Code of practice, Section 4  
Code of practice, Section 2, precepts A21-A23, A25-A28  
(3) Design, approval, monitoring and review of assessment strategies is effective in ensuring that students have the opportunity to demonstrate learning 
outcomes of the award.  
Code of practice, Section 6  
Code of practice, Section 1, precepts 22-24  
Code of practice, Section 2, precepts A20, B7-8  
Code of practice, Section 3, precept 12  
(4) Design, approval, monitoring and review of programmes enables standards to be set and maintained and allows students to demonstrate learning 
outcomes of the award.  
Reference point:  
Code of practice, Section 7  
(5) Subject benchmark statements and qualification statements are used effectively in programme design, approval, delivery and review to inform standards 
of awards.  
Reference points:  
Subject benchmark statements  
Qualification statements  
Code of practice, Section 2, precepts A5, A14  
2 Quality Expectations  
(1) Professional standards for teaching and support of learning are supported.  
Reference points:  
UK professional standards framework  
Code of practice, Section 2, precepts A17, B6  
Code of practice, Section 9, precept 7  
(2) Learning resources are appropriate to allow students to achieve the learning outcomes of their programmes.  
Reference points:  
Code of practice, Section 7, Appendix 3: 28-35  
Code of practice, Section 3, precepts 3, 11, 14, 18, 19  
(3) There is an effective contribution of students to quality assurance.  
Reference point:  
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The factors have been taken from the findings from Institutional audit 2003-2007 which are set out in Outcomes from Institutional audit: Student 
representation and feedback arrangements, Series 1 and 2  
(4) There is effective use of management information to safeguard quality and standards and to promote enhancement of student learning opportunities.  
Reference points:  
Code of practice, Section 1, precept 4  
Code of practice, Section 2, precept A27  
Code of practice, Section 3, precepts 3, 4  
Code of practice, Section 5, precept 9  
Code of practice, Section 8, precept 13  
(5) Policies and procedures used to admit students are clear, fair, explicit and consistently applied.  
Reference point:  
Code of practice, Section 10, precepts 1-9, 12  
(6) There are effective complaints and appeals procedures.  
Reference points:  
Code of practice, Section 5  
Code of practice, Section 1: precepts 25-27  
Code of practice, Section 2: precept A26  
Code of practice, Section 10: precepts 10-11  
(7) There is an approach to career education, information, advice and guidance (CEIAG) that is adequately quality assured.  
Reference point:  
Code of practice, Section 8  
(8) The quality of learning opportunities is managed to enable the entitlements of disabled students to be met.  
Reference point:  
Code of practice, Section 3  
(9) The quality of learning opportunities for international students is appropriate.  
Reference point:  
Relevant precepts of the Code of practice  
(10) Appropriate support and guidance is provided to enable postgraduate research students to complete their programmes and to enable staff involved in 
research programmes to fulfil their responsibilities.  
Reference points:  
Code of practice, Section 1 (not 25-27)  
Researcher developer framework  
(11) The quality of learning opportunities delivered as part of collaborative arrangements is managed effectively to enable students to achieve their awards.  
Code of practice, Section 2, precepts A3-A4, A6-A10, A15-A18, A24, 25, 27, 28  
(12) The quality of learning opportunities delivered through flexible and distributed arrangements, including e-learning, is managed effectively.  
Reference point:  
Code of practice, Section 2, precepts B1-B6  
(13) The quality of learning opportunities delivered through work-based and placement learning is effective.  
Reference point:  
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Code of practice, Section 8, precepts 1, 3-8  
(14) A student charter, or equivalent document, setting out the mutual expectations of the institution and its students, is available.  
3 Public information: to be confirmed [judgment to be agreed]  
Until the judgment is agreed review teams will provide a commentary on the public information which is set out in HEFCE 2006/45, Annex F7 (reproduced 
below):  
7 www. 
Annex F: Public information about academic 
standards and quality of HE provision 
UNISTATS site  

HEI sites  UCAS site - Information for applicants  

HESA data on:  
• entry qualifications/tariff points  
• students continuing/completing/leaving without 
awards  
• class of first degree achieved  
• leavers entering employment/further study.  
 
NSS results.  
Institutions' commentaries on the data and links to 
their web-sites (optional).  

These are suggestions for the kinds of information 
that may be of interest to the public and that 
institutions should consider making available, either 
by publication (eg, on their web-sites) or on request.  
Information on institutional context, for example:  
• mission statement  
• sections of corporate plan  
• statement of quality assurance policies and 
processes  
• learning and teaching strategy.  
 
Information about the quality and standards of 
programmes, for example:  
• programme specifications  
• information about procedures and outcomes for 
programme approval, monitoring and review  
• details of accreditation from professional, statutory 
and regulatory bodies  
• arrangements for assessment and external 
examination procedures  
• results of internal student surveys.  
 
Information about links with employers.  

Course search by subject for all UCAS institutions. 
Actual amount of information for each course 
varies, but can include entry requirements, financial 
information, notes on accreditation of the course 
and teaching campuses.  
Short institutional briefing.  
Guidance on:  
• applying to HE, including admissions tests and 
using TQI  
• student finance  
• qualifications/tariffs.  
 
Advice for overseas students and those leaving 
care.  

Expectations  Factors (for further explanation see the reference points)  
(1) Information about academic standards and quality is made publicly 
available.  
Reference point:  
HEFCE 2006/45  

 
• The kind of information detailed in HEFCE 2006/45 is available.  
• There are effective institutional mechanisms for making sure that the 
information is current and complete.  
• External examiners' reports are shared as a matter of course with the 
institution's student representatives, for example through staff-student 
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committees.  
 

4 Enhancement Expectations  Factors (for further explanation see the reference points)  

(1) Deliberate steps are being taken at institutional level to improve the quality 
of students' learning opportunities.  
Reference points:  
Outcomes from institutional audit: Institutions' intentions for enhancement  
Quality enhancement and assurance - a changing picture? (QAA, HEA, 
HEFCE, June 2008)  

 
• There is a strategic approach to enhancement of student learning 
opportunities.  
• Enhancement initiatives are integrated in a systematic and planned manner at 
institutional level.  
• There is an ethos which expects and encourages enhancement of student 
learning opportunities.  
• Good practice is identified supported and disseminated  
• Quality assurance procedures are used to identify opportunities for 
enhancement.  

 


