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This Handbook is intended for the use of members of 
staff who are approved to chair the events and meetings 
as part of the University’s Approval, Review and Major 
Modification (PARM) processes.

The handbook may also be of use to other members of 
PARM panels and to staff preparing for these processes.

The Handbook is updated on an annual basis and 
comments and suggestions relating to its content and 
usefulness are welcomed.

Quality Assurance Agency

To align with the Quality Assurance Agency Quality 
Code for Higher Education, the aims of the University’s 
procedures for approval, review and modification are to 
ensure that:

• The design, academic standards and quality of 
learning opportunities of new and existing taught 
programmes are appropriate to the awards to which 
they lead, and 

• Programmes are informed by reference to current 
institutional regulations and policies, national 
benchmarks and relevant professional and 
employment demands.

The University’s PARM procedures are reviewed annually 
to ensure that they remain up to date and in alignment 
with current national requirements.

Types of PARM Activity

The quality assurance processes of MMU’s academic awards 
can be divided into four major areas:

• Approval of new programmes
• Periodic Review of existing programmes
• Major/Minor Modification of existing programmes
• Discontinuation/Suspension of existing programmes

PARM Chairs are normally involved in approval, review or 
major modification activities via one of two methods:

• Faculty-based PARM events
• Standing Panels

Faculty-based PARM Event
Faculty-based Panels are organised and convened by 

the Faculty and meet on a specified date chosen by the 
Faculty. The remit of the Panel is:

• to consider the appropriate documentation
• to discuss the proposal with Programme Team 

representatives and other stakeholders (where 
relevant)

• to meet students (for Periodic Reviews and 
Modifications only)

It is appropriate for one Panel to consider two or 
more related programmes provided that the Panel has 
sufficient internal and external representation and that 
the event is structured in a way that provides sufficient 
opportunity for discussion of all the provision. Subject-
specific oversight at these events is provided by external 
assessors, who are experts in the particular field, and who 
are able to have in-depth discussions with the Programme 
Team where appropriate. 

Faculty-based events are normally convened to consider:

- provision involving collaborative partners;
- provision accredited by PSRBs where the PSRB intends 
to attend at the University’s PARM event;
- complex networks;
- programmes where concerns are raised about the health 
of the programme.  This could be for a variety of reasons 
including poor student numbers and/or progression, 
professional issues, the programme being placed in 
Targeted Performance Improvement.
- new awards within existing programme specifications 
(over 60 credits) where the curriculum is essentially new.

Standing Panel

The University Standing Panel is a centrally based panel, 
comprising internal and external representatives, which 
is convened under the aegis of the Academic Board and 
reports to AQSC via the Head of Centre for Academic 
Standards and Quality Enhancement (CASQE).

The Panel provides an alternative, more streamlined 
method of academic scrutiny, to the University’s 
established PARM approval procedures and is responsible 
for recommending approval of proposals for certain:

- major modifications 
- periodic reviews
- approval of new awards (of a limited nature – up to 60 
credits of new curriculum)

Introduction 
and Context 
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where the Head of CASQE has deemed it appropriate for 
academic scrutiny to take place via a centrally convened 
standing body rather than through the establishment of a 
full faculty-based Approval, Review or Modification Panel 
Event.

Standing Panels may consider up to four proposals from 
across the University in one meeting.  Panel members 
are not expected to have relevant “subject” knowledge.  
External scrutiny is provided by External Assessor 
who is an expert in quality assurance and learning and 
teaching within higher education.  Prior to submission, 
subject-specific consideration is undertaken by 
external examiners with expertise in the subject and the 
programme.

Calendar

The University (through the Centre for Academic 
Standards & Quality Assurance) keeps a rolling schedule 
of dates for the periodic review of all its provision.  In 
addition to scheduled reviews, new programme approvals 
and modifications (major and minor) activities must be 
scheduled into the academic session in a timely manner.

Manchester Metropolitan Delivered Provision

There are number of drivers which determine the timing 
of these activities.  For provision delivered on University 
premises the main drivers are:

- room timetabling
- student accommodation
- student option choices
- alignment with guidance provided by the Competition 
and Markets Authority (CMA)

To accomodate the above, all PARM activity must adhere 
to the “lockdown” dates imposed by the University 
to enable it to comply with the CMA guidance (see 
‘timescales for completion of PARM activity’ here for more 
information: http://www.mmu.ac.uk/academic/casqe/
event )

Becoming a PARM Chair

In order to join the University’s pool of PARM Chairs, staff 
will be:

• a senior member of staff (normally a Head of 
Department of above)

and will have an in-depth understanding of:

• the University’s quality assurance procedures
• the Framework for Higher Education Qualifications 

(FHEQ) & Subject Benchmark Statements
• teaching, learning and assessment requirements 

within the University
• Quality Assurance Agency’s Quality Code

and will have taken part in a PARM Chairs Training 
Session.

The PARM Chair’s role is to represent the University at 
a variety of events, all of which will involve internal and 

external membership.  Many will also involve collaborative 
partners and professional, statutory and regulatory 
bodies.

The majority of these events will run smoothly and will 
conclude in a positive outcome.  However, there are 
occasions when the Chair will be required to deal with 
difficult situations, where the Programme Teams do not 
agree with the recommendations of the panel.  Panel 
members may also be in dispute regarding the outcomes 
of the event.

Being a PARM Chair is a responsible job and, whilst 
it is extremely interesting and rewarding, the Chair 
is the University’s representative and may be called 
upon to make uncomfortable decisions in the interests 
of protecting the quality of provision delivered in the 
University’s name.  For this reason, the University relies on 
its senior staff to support the activity.

The Role of the PARM Chair

The role of the PARM Chair is to:

• Protect the awards of the University;
• Ensure that the quality and standards of the provision 

are robust;
• Ensure compliance with national frameworks;
• Ensure compliance with University Frameworks and 

Regulations or that variation has been sought and 
approved; 

• Consider the quality of the student experience;
• Manage the business of the PARM event and the 

people involved;
• Ensure that the Panel remains within the remit of the 

event

Conflicts of Interest

When approaching a member of staff from the pool of 
PARM chairs to act as a Chair, the Panel Secretary for 
the event will ensure that that the proposed Chair does 
not have any conflict of interest and will be able to be 
impartial in their role.  If staff are aware of any conflict 
of interest, they should advise the Panel Secretary 
immediately.
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Useful Contacts
For general queries about the role as a PARM 
Chair or any queries regarding Standing Panels:

Please contact CASQE
Centre for Academic Standards and Quality 
Enhancement
3rd Floor All Saints Building
Tel:  0161 247 1052
parm@mmu.ac.uk 

For specific issues or concerns about the role or 
a particular event:

Peggy Cooke
Head of Centre for Academic Standards and 
Quality Enhancement
3rd Floor All Saints Building
Tel:  0161 247 6721
Email:  p.cooke@mmu.ac.uk

For queries about chairing a Faculty Event, please contact the relevant Faculty Quality Officer:

Arts and Humanities
Manchester School of Art
Diane Sutcliffe
Geoffrey Manton Building
d.sutcliffe@mmu.ac.uk
Tel:  0161 247 2808/2807

Arts and Humanities
Humanities, Languages and Social Science 
Programmes
Liam Conway
Geoffrey Manton Building 
l.conway@mmu.ac.uk
Tel:  0161 247 1633/2807

Arts and Humanities
Manchester Fashion Institute
Quality Enhancement Team
Geoffrey Manton Building 
Tel:  0161 247 2807

Science and Engineering
Carmen Corral
John Dalton Extension 
c.corral@mmu.ac.uk
Tel:  0161 247 1629

Health, Psychology and Social Care
Emma Wingate
Birley Fields Campus
e.wingate@mmu.ac.uk
Tel:  0161 247 2004

Education
Veronica Horne
Birley Fields Campus
v.horne@mmu.ac.uk
Tel:  0161 247 6429

MMU Cheshire
Barbara Cooper
Crewe campus
b.cooper@mmu.ac.uk
Tel:  0161 247 5607

Business and Law
Suzanne Bowe and Karen Weekes
Business School Building
All Saints Campus
s.bowe@mmu.ac.uk
Tel:  0161 247 3811
k.weekes@mmu.ac.uk
Tel:  0161 247 3892
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Faculty-Based 
Events
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Panel Membership

The composition of a Panel will include, as a minimum, 
the following:

i  a Senior University representative, who shall Chair 
the Event.
The University Representative is a member of staff from 
another Faculty. They are not expected to possess 
relevant subject expertise.  The University Representative 
should be able to participate in the process impartially 
and effectively, bringing detachment and objectivity to his/
her task of leading the event.  Where the provision under 
consideration is Taught Research, the Chair should be a 
“research active” member of staff.

ii  Independent External Assessor(s) are people of high 
academic/professional standing in a relevant subject area. 
The nature and number of external assessors depends 
on the size, the type of event and the nature of the 
programme.  At least one External Assessor must be from 
an HE academic background with expertise in the subject 
under scrutiny.  Where appropriate, an additional External 
Assessor may be drawn from the relevant “industry” to 
offer expert input from an employer perspective.

iii  A Faculty Academic Quality & Standards Committee 
representative.
This member of academic staff will come from the same 
Faculty but not from the same department or division as 
the proposal/programme under scrutiny. The role of the 
FAQSC representative is to have an objective view of the 
proposal, bringing to bear their experience of scrutinising 
programme documentation, identifying issues using their 
own awareness of learning, teaching and assessment 
strategies in use across the Faculty. They should be 
cognisant of policies, issues and concerns at Faculty level 
whilst being objective at subject level.

iv  A Student Representative who is a current student 
of the University who has undertaken training by the 
University and the Students Union to act as a member of 
the Panel.  Student Representatives are independent of 
the provision under scrutiny.  Although the main focus of 
their scrutiny will be the “student experience” they may 
comment on any aspect of the provision.

v  The Faculty’s Quality Officer. This is the person who 
organises the PARM event, co-ordinates the distribution 
of documentation and who acts a Panel Secretary to the 
event.

Additional representatives might be requested to attend 
depending on the nature and complexity of the proposal 
and might include:

• The Head of Faculty SAS or nominee who acts as 
the representative of the Director of Faculty Student 
and Academic Services and Registrar. This person is 
a senior member of the Faculty administrative team 
who is concerned with looking at the administrative 
and support arrangements for the proposal.

• A Representative from the Centre for Academic 
Standards & Quality Enhancement (CASQE) who 
normally only attends when the proposal concerns 
complex regulatory issues, significant collaborative 

arrangements or PSRB accreditation. The Centre is 
responsible for ensuring that Faculties comply with 
the University’s quality procedures. 

• A CELT Representative - Each Faculty has a CELT 
Faculty Link Person who should be involved in the 
early development of the proposal and in the checking 
of final drafts.  The CELT representative will normally 
flag issues for discussion by the Panel  prior to the 
meeting.  However, if there are specific concerns, a 
member of CELT (not the Faculty representative) can 
be co-opted onto the Panel. 

• Academic Board Research Degrees Committee 
representative from another Faculty (for taught 
research proposals).  

• Learning and Research Technologies 
representative, where a significant element of the 
provision under scrutiny involves a significant element 
of new on-line/Distance Learning activity. 

Aims of a Faculty-Based Event

The aims of a Faculty-based Panel are to determine the 
academic viability and appropriateness of the proposals. 

The items shown under these headings are an 
indicative list of POTENTIAL but not exclusive areas 
for discussion.  The Panel is required to consider 
fully all aspects of programme curriculum health and 
management, but may focus its discussions only 
on those areas of interest and concern as identified 
during its scrutiny of documentation and in any 
meetings with students.   

Discussions should take place within context of:

• The University’s Employability, Employment and 
Enterprise Strategy

• The University’s Strategy for Teaching, Learning 
and Assessment

• QAA Framework for HE Qualifications 
• QAA Subject Benchmarks 
• QAA Quality Code

1.  Programme Background and Context
Including:

- Overarching ethos of the programme, strategic aims and 
objectives
- Health of existing provision over previous period of 
approval 
- Rationale for the Developments within the Programme 
(through consideration of Course Development Plan and/
or Strategic Approval Form(s) (as appropriate to the type 
of event)
- Consultations undertaken in support of development(s) 
(including, for example, industry, students, market 
research)

2.  The Student Voice (Review and Major 
Modifications)
- Outcomes of discussions with Programme Team relating 
to issues raised in student meeting
- Outcomes of student surveys and other mechanisms for 
collecting the views of students (details provided through 
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the Course Development Plan)

3.  Programme Outcomes
Including:

- Appropriateness of outcomes in relation to internal and 
external reference points (including, for example, subject 
benchmark statements, Framework for HE qualifications, 
professional body requirements)

4.  Programme Content, Teaching, Learning and 
Assessment

Engagement with the principles of the University’s 
Strategy for Learning, Teaching and Assessment in the 
overarching development of the provision and specifically 
areas such as:

- Graduate Prospects & Employability
- Curriculum Design (including, for example, the provision 
of core & professional skills to enhance employability & 
sustainability)
- Structure and overarching cohesion of curriculum 
content of award(s)
- Content of Unit specifications
- Learning and Teaching (including, for example, 
opportunities and strategies to enhance student 
engagement, research informed teaching, flexible, 
collaborative and responsive learning)
- Assessment (including, for example, design, feedback, 
monitoring student progress etc)
- Inclusive Practice
- Work related practice/Placements
- On-going engagement with Employers
- Internationalisation, global citizenship, social 
responsibility etc (where relevant)

5.  Programme Management
Including:

- Admissions (including specific Articulation 
arrangements, pre-entry, transition, induction)
- Retention and Progression
- Student Success
- Student Support (academic and pastoral)
- Student and other stakeholder Evaluation
- Communication with Students (regarding Institutional 
and programme matters) 

6.  Learning resources
Including:
- Technology-enhanced learning/VLE 
- Library and online resources
- Practical resources & learning spaces

7.  Quality And Standards
Including:
- Transition/teaching out arrangements 
- University equality policies
- Systematic enhancement of the students’ learning 
opportunities
- Academic staff and staff development
- Continuous Monitoring and Improvement issues
- Ethical issues 
- Administrative and regulatory matters
- Standard of documentation

8.  Innovation and Good Practice

Terms of Reference

A Panel must:

- be able to make impartial judgements on the 
comparability of a programme, in terms of standard and 
content, with similar programmes offered elsewhere in 
higher education in the UK, and be able to consider the 
programme in a national perspective;
- address the requirement in QAA’s Quality Code for 
independence and externality;
- include members familiar with current developments in 
the field of study;
- include at least one member, where appropriate, with 
relevant experience of industry, commerce, public service 
or the professions;
- include members with an understanding of current 
practice and developments in teaching, learning and 
assessment in higher education;
- be aware of the University’s requirements for the 
award(s) relevant to the proposal under consideration (or 
the requirements of any other relevant awarding body);
- be aware of the additional requirements involved in the 
approval of programmes involving collaborative provision 
as set out in the Institutional Code of Practice for 
Collaborative Provision.
- be aware of the requirements of any professional, 
regulatory or statutory bodies associated with the 
programme and the requirements of the University 
as set out in the Institutional Code of Practice for 
Professional, Statutory and Regulatory Bodies.

Guidance on the Conduct of Faculty-Based 
Events

Prior to the PARM Event

Shortly after agreeing to Chair a PARM event you should 
receive details of venue, times etc. The information will 
normally come from the Faculty’s Quality Officer and this 
person should be your contact person in the run up to the 
event and after the event.

Documentation

A full set of documentation for the event (including 
all documents concerning the proposal and the 
administrative arrangements, agenda membership lists 
etc) should be sent to you two*weeks prior to the event.  If 
you had not received anything contact the Quality Officer.

A full list of standard documentation required for different 
types of PARM events is listed on the relevant CASQE 
website.
(http://www.mmu.ac.uk/academic/casqe/event/faculty-event-docs.php)

After you have thoroughly read the documentation, if there 
are issues of immediate concern that you consider have 
not been addressed and should be resolved or identified 
before the event, contact the Quality Officer or, if there 
are serious concerns, the Head of Centre for Academic 
Standards & Quality Enhancement (Head of CASQE).
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Involvement of Professional, Statutory or Regulatory 
Bodies (PSRBs) and/or Collaborative Partners

Where proposals require professional, statutory or 
regulatory body (PSRB) approval/ accreditation, or they 
involve collaborative partnerships, the nature of the 
documentation, panel membership and the programme 
for the event may well differ from the standard University 
format.  In such cases, contact the Quality Officer well 
before the event to ensure that you understand:

PSRBs

The nature of the PSRB(s) involvement (eg will the PSRB 
representatives be augmenting the University Panel or will 
the event be a “joint” event.

- what the expectations of the PSRB(s) are in terms of 
changes to the programme agenda (will they require 
their own private meetings in addition to the University’s 
normal meetings or meetings with different members of 
staff? Will they need a tour of facilities? etc)
- whether they have the right to impose their own 
conditions (in addition to those of the University panel).  
This is particularly common in programmes where PSRB 
approval/accreditation is required to offer students 
“licence to practise” in certain professions.

Confirm with the Quality Officer that these issues have 
been discussed and resolved with the PSRB before the 
event takes place.

Collaborative Partners

Where a Manchester Met delivered programme also 
includes franchise of part/all of its provision confirm that 
partner staff (and students in the case of a review) will 
be attending alongside their University peers.  

Approval event – relevant CP staff are expected to attend

Review event – CP staff and CP students are expected to 
attend

Major Modification event – CP staff expected to attend; 
attendance of students will depend on the nature of the 
modification.

Where the provision is externally validated and only 
delivered by one or more collaborative partners confirm 
where the event will take place.

The PARM Event

Before the Start of the Meeting

• On arrival speak to the Quality Officer to ensure all 
plans are on course and get details of any last minute 
changes/issues etc. 

• Introduce yourself to external members of the panel 
prior to the start of formal proceedings.  You are 
acting as a senior representative of the University, to 
welcome them and thank them for their participation.  
In particular, speak to the External Assessor(s) and 
the Student Representative who may not have been 

involved in a PARM event before. 

• Make sure that everyone understands the time 
constraints; explain at every meeting that it might 
be necessary for you to move discussion on; keep a 
careful eye on time.

Chairing the Meeting

• Welcome, formally, all panel members and effect 
introductions around the table.  Explain the different 
roles of all participants (eg External Assessors will 
take the lead on subject specialist areas, Student 
Representative will be looking at the student 
experience) including the role of the Chair. 

• Briefly outline the purpose of the event, the agenda 
for the day and any special/unusual arrangements (eg 
moving to a different building for lunch or a tour of 
facilities, break-out meetings etc).

Private Panel Meeting

The purpose of this meeting is for the Chair to draw 
together the comments/observations of the Panel 
members and plan an agenda of questions to discuss with 
students (if relevant) and the Programme Team.

- It is common practice for the Programme Team to have 
an “observer” at the private panel meetings. However, it 
is up to the Chair to decide if this is appropriate.  If you 
are happy for the Observer to stay, briefly outline what 
you expect of them.  The “norm” is for them to answer 
questions through the Chair during the private meeting 
but other than that, they should remain a silent observer.  
Typically, these questions might be around points for 
clarification that will remove the need for discussion with 
the Programme Team.

- It is often helpful to ask Panel members for a brief first 
impression (eg on initial scrutiny of documents is the 
Panel generally happy with the proposal), with the proviso 
of further detailed discussion with the Programme Team 
etc. 

- Ask all members of the panel members is they have 
specific areas that they wish to raise, and place these 
issues against specific headings on the draft agenda.  A 
“Chair’s Matrix” is available to assist with the process 
of slotting issues under specific agenda items. This is 
available from the CASQE website:
(http://www.mmu.ac.uk/academic/casqe/event/event-about.php)

- Once all members have made their comments, briefly 
summarise, for the panel, the areas to be raised under 
each heading. Identify a member of the panel to lead the 
questioning in each of the specific areas raise, but make 
sure that other panel members are clear that they can 
follow up in with supplementary questions.

Meeting with Students

It is not always a requirement of a PARM event to have 
a meeting with students. Where there is, this is should 
be scheduled at the beginning of the event so that any 
issues raised by the students can be discussed with the 
Programme Team. When meeting the students:
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- Introduce the Panel members.

- Ask students to introduce themselves (first names 
only) and where they are at in their studies, their routes 
and whether they are student representatives on their 
programme.

- Explain the purpose of the event and that seeking their 
views   is an important way in which the University can 
determine how well a programme is operating and how it 
may be improved.

- Explain that departmental and programme staff are not 
present in the meeting and they are free to talk frankly and 
in confidence about the course, their experiences etc.

- Explain that issues raised may influence the discussions 
with the Programme Team and, although notes will be 
taken, these comments will not be attributed to individual 
students.

- Start the discussion with a straightforward question to 
put the students at their ease. Try to encourage “open” 
questions (ie not questions with yes/no answers) and try 
to avoid leading questions.

- Before the end of the session, ask whether they have 
anything to add that has not been covered by the 
discussions.

- At the end of the discussions, thank the students, on 
behalf of the University, for their time and willingness to 
participate.

Brief Private Panel Meeting to Discuss Student 
Meeting

The points raised by students are extremely important but 
must be put into context and weighed against the range 
of other evidence (e.g. from documentation and from the 
Programme Team meeting). The students might not be 
fully representative of their cohorts but that should not 
discount their contribution.  Issues raised in the student 
meeting might well result in the amendment of the agenda 
prepared for the meeting with the Programme Team.

Meeting with Programme Team

- Explain the purpose of the discussion and it is not 
intended as an interrogation but as an opportunity to 
discuss items of interest or clarification arising from 
documentation or the meeting with students.

- Try to work through the agenda in a logical manner.  
Discussions under one heading will often ebb and flow 
onto subjects listed under other headings.  If it looks like a 
succinct discussion of the new area will complete scrutiny 
of that area, it is normally better to let the discussion 
continue but to flag that the Panel is straying into another 
area.  This is particularly helpful to the Quality Officer who 
has to decide under which heading of the report the item 
will finally reside.  If the discussion strays completely, 
intervene, and return to the agenda.

- When you are satisfied that all issues under a particular 
heading have been covered, draw discussions to a close 
and make it clear that you are moving on to the next 

agenda heading.

- When all issues raised earlier have been addressed, 
check if other panel members have any issues that 
they still need to raise, or if there are any issues that 
remain unresolved and need further discussion.  Ask the 
Programme Team if they have anything to add that has 
not been addressed in the discussions. If there is nothing 
further, thank the Programme Team for their openness and 
frankness and ask them to withdraw for 15-20 minutes 
while the Panel draw their conclusions.

Private Panel Meeting - to make a recommendation 
to the University

- Ask the panel members to reconsider their initial 
impression and whether there is a consensus decision to 
recommend approval of the proposals, with or without 
conditions.  Emphasise that the Panel does not approve 
the proposals but that it makes a recommendation to the 
University for approval.

- If all Panel members cannot reach a consensus on the 
outcome, it is the role of the Chair to identify, with the 
Panel members, the specific areas of concern and to 
establish if a consensus might be reached through the 
imposition of conditions.  If an agreement cannot be 
reached, and in the Chair’s judgement, the differences of 
opinion are well founded, the Chair should seek the advice 
of the Head of CASQE.  In such a case, the Programme 
Team should be advised that a recommendation will not 
be made at the meeting and the Programme Leader will 
be advised of the outcome of the consultation with the 
Head of CASQE.

- In the event that the Panel reaches a consensus to 
recommend limited approval or non-approval, see the 
guidance in the section of this Handbook on Outcomes of 
a PARM Event

- Explain to the panel members (particularly for the benefit 
of external members and student representative) that 
conditions must be fulfilled and approved by the Chair 
before the new/modified programme can enrol students.  

Examples of common types of conditions include:

• Updating and amendment of programme 
documentation 
(it is acceptable to indicate that finalised details will 
be sent to the programme leader in writing after 
the event.  However, make sure, before the Panel 
closes that all amendments are agreed or that panel 
members will submit these by an agreed date) 

• Completion and signature of Formal Agreements for 
collaborative arrangements 
(emphasise to the Programme Team that agreements 
must be signed off before enrolment can take 
place. The timescale for completion of such 
conditions must, therefore, be reasonable).

recommendations must be considered by the 
Programme Team (normally as part of their continuous 
monitoring of the programme). They do not have 
to be acted upon if the Programme Team decide, 
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after consideration, they are not appropriate. 
Recommendations will not hold up the formal approval of 
the proposal. 

recommendations to the Faculty/University – 
occasionally, the Panel may wish to raise issues/
make recommendations that are more appropriate for 
consideration at Faculty or University level. These will 
be submitted either to the FAQSC or the University’s 
Academic Quality and Standards Committee as 
appropriate. It is important that any such issue is not 
included as a condition that the Programme Team will 
be unable to fulfil, as this will delay the completion of 
the approval process.  Recommendations to Faculty/
University will not hold up the formal approval of the 
proposal.

- Draw together a list of any conditions and 
recommendations. Conditions should be “do-able” in 
the proposed timescale (see below).  It is the Chair’s 
responsibility to ensure that the outcomes are clearly and 
accurately recorded – check with the Panel Secretary that 
they are clear what these are.

- Set a date by which any conditions must be fulfilled.  
Again, keep in mind that these must be completed and 
signed off by the Chair BEFORE the programme can 
enrol students (as indicated above, this is particularly 
important in the case of collaborative agreements).  It 
is recommended that, normally, the time limit for the 
response should be no longer than four weeks. Where 
collaborative arrangements are involved, a condition 
of approval must be the completion/amendment and 
signature of a Formal Agreement.  In such cases, there 
should be two deadline dates:

(i)  deadline for any “academic” conditions (up to 4 week 
from date of event)

(ii)  deadline for completion and signature of the Formal 
Agreement (4 weeks after deadline for “academic” 
conditions - where time permits)

For more detailed information about the outcomes of the 
event and the conditions/set please see the section in this 
document on Outcomes of a PARM Event

Good Practice

Ask Panel members to commend any exceptional good 
practice that they have noted as part of their scrutiny 
of the documentation and during their meetings with 
students and staff (there is a specific section in the 
report to record these) particularly where these could be 
transferable.  

Good Practice is defined by the University as:

“a method, strategy, system, procedure or process 
which has, over an appropriate period of time, resulted 
in improved academic standards, an enhanced quality 
of education and/or improved level of service to 
stakeholders (eg students , staff, external examiners, 
collaborative partners and employers) and which can, 
when appropriately adapted, be implemented in other 

areas of the University. “

Good Practice can be evidenced in a variety of ways, 
examples including:  student performance; statistical 
information; feedback from stakeholders; (through 
programme committee meetings, employer liaison 
meetings, meeting with students/external examiners etc).

Confirmation of Next Review

In the event that it is appropriate to recommend approval 
of the proposals, confirm the date (academic session) of 
the next periodic review of the programme:

- Approval or Review events:  this is normally for a six 
year period unless the Panel has particular reasons for 
suggesting a shorter period (eg PSRB requirements, 
concerns over quality; curriculum taking a new direction 
for the University; new collaborative partner activity). The 
length of approval given should be confirmed, e.g. from 
Sept 2017 to August 2023. 

- Modification Event: the next review will remain the 
date that was scheduled at the time of the last approval/
review event. It is not normal practice for the panel to 
recommend that, following a modification event, the 
review of the programme is put back and should only be 
considered with the express permission of the Head of 
CASQE.

Feedback Session

- Thank the Programme Team for their attendance. 
Tell them immediately the outcome and read out (or 
ask the Panel Secretary to read out) the conditions, 
recommendations and the date for fulfilment of 
conditions.  Commend the Team on any areas of good 
practice noted by the panel.

- Ensure that the Programme Team have noted the 
conditions and recommendations and agrees to the 
deadline date for conditions.  In agreeing to the date(s), 
the Programme Team must understand that they are 
undertaking to meet the deadline(s).

- Ensure that the Programme Team is aware of the 
consequences of non- fulfilment of conditions. Student 
must not be admitted onto programmes where conditions 
have not been fulfilled.

- Close proceedings with the usual thanks to the panel.  
Specifically thank the external members.  Advise them 
that if they need any taxis booking or want to submit 
expenses forms etc to speak to the Quality Officer 
immediately after the meeting.

Before Leaving

Ensure that the Quality Officer is satisfied that they 
have all the information they need to write the report 
(particularly the wording of conditions). Identify if you will 
be away from the University in the following weeks so that 
the Quality Officer can ensure that the draft report can be 
circulated in an appropriate way/timescale to minimise 
any disruption.
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Panel Membership

The specific make-up of the Panel may vary but, generally, 
will include:

Internal Membership

Chair of the Standing Panel
The Chair of the Standing Panel is appointed by the Head 
of CASQE and is a senior member of University staff who 
acts as representative (but not necessarily member) of 
the Academic Board. Chairs will either be drawn from the 
same pool of staff who are trained to act as PARM Chairs.

Internal Member of Academic Staff
The person appointed under this category will not be 
expected to have any relevant subject knowledge of the 
proposals under consideration but will be experienced 
members of staff with a strong knowledge of quality 
assurance procedures and who will be able to participate 
in the process impartially and effectively, bringing 
detachment and objectivity to the Panel. 

CASQE
Exceptionally, the Head of CASQE may be included as 
Chair or as a member of the Panel where the nature of 
proposals under scrutiny warrant it. A member of CASQE 
will act as the Panel Secretary.

External Involvement in Standing Panels

External scrutiny of proposals is central to the University’s 
quality assurance activities and external input comes from 
two distinct sources:

External Assessor
The External Assessor is appointed to assist the 
Panel in fulfilling its terms of reference by providing an 
independent academic and/or professional perspective of 
the proposal(s) under consideration. 

External Assessors are appointed by the Head of CASQE. 
Assessors are drawn from a “pool” of senior colleagues 
from outside the University who have expertise in quality 
assurance and learning and teaching at HEI level.  

Prior Consultation with External Examiners 
Subject External Examiners have a formal role in 
the scrutiny of approval, periodic review and major 
modification processes and it is essential to ensure that 
their views are actively considered.

Any proposal submitted for consideration involving 
changes to awards, curriculum content, assessment 
strategies or the structure of a programme, route or 
course, must include the written comments from the 
relevant subject External Examiner(s).

External Examiners are requested to:
(i) review the proposed curriculum content for the 
proposal on its own merits and within the context of the 
wider programme; 
(ii) recommend support for, or changes to, any new units.

Where an External Examiner recommends a change to 
the proposals or raises issues that need to be addressed, 
the Programme Team must submit a written response 

to these indicating either how the changes have been 
implemented or why they have not been implemented.

Periodic Review

Prior to permission being granted for consideration by a 
Standing Panel, the Head of CASQE will have confirmed 
that the programme is in a robust state of health from an 
analysis of:

- NSS data (Undergraduates) or other relevant survey data 
(other levels);
- External Examiner reports;
- relevant Continuous Monitoring and Improvement data 
(including retention, progression, good honours)

and will have consulted the strategic approval form(s) to 
ensure the nature of changes proposed are suitable for 
Standing Panel scrutiny.

Subject External Examiners will have scrutinised the 
academic content of units for completeness, currency and 
relevance of the subject matter itself.

Major Modifications

Where Major Modifications are to be considered, the 
Standing Panel is only required to consider the specific 
changes proposed as part of the modification.  Members 
are not expected to consider the rest of the programme 
(although additional information may be submitted to 
provide context and background to the modification).

Aims of a Standing Panel

In determining whether it is appropriate to recommend the 
approval of a proposal to the Standing Panel is required to 
confirm that:

1. the proposal submitted to the Standing Panel aligns 
with the proposals included with the relevant strategic 
approval form(s) as approved by the Deputy Vice 
Chancellor or Dean of Faculty;

2. the relevant subject External Examiner has been 
consulted by the Programme Team, their written 
comments have been included together with a response 
(where appropriate) by the Programme Team.  The Panel 
is not expected to comment on the subject content of 
proposals.  This will already have been considered by the 
relevant subject external examiner;

3. the documentation provided is complete & appropriate;

4. the programme, as modified, complies with the relevant 
curriculum structures, regulations and codes of practice of 
the University*;

5. the structure of the programme, as modified, provides a 
cohesive student learning experience*;

6. the programme, as modified, meets the learning 
outcomes outlined in the programme specification*;

7. where relevant, the student voice is being heard and 
that the views of students are being considered in an 
appropriate manner;
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8. in the case of proposals involving collaborative 
partners, arrangements are either in hand to produce a 
new Formal Agreement between the University and the 
partner, or to amend, as necessary, an existing Formal 
Agreement.

NB. Where a proposal is submitted for Periodic Review, 
the Standing Panel should apply these criteria to the 
overarching programme.  Where a proposal is submitted 
to modify specific aspects of a programme, the Standing 
Panel should consider whether the changes under 
consideration comply with these criteria. 

Terms of Reference

The PARM Standing Panel must:

• be able to make impartial judgements on the 
comparability of a programme, in terms of standard 
and content, with similar programmes offered 
elsewhere in higher education in the UK, and be able 
to consider the programme in a national perspective;

• address the requirement in the QAA Quality Code for 
independence and externality;

• include members with an understanding of current 
practice and developments in quality assurance and 
enhancement in teaching, learning and assessment in 
higher education;

• be aware of the University’s requirements for award(s) 
relevant to programmes  under consideration (or the 
requirements of any other relevant awarding body);

• be aware of requirements involved in the modification 
to, or review of, programmes involving collaborative 
provision as set out in the Institutional Code of 
Practice for Collaborative Provision and Academic 
Partnerships (see the section on Collaborative 
Provision in the Handbook).

• be aware of the requirements of any professional, 
regulatory or statutory bodies associated with the 
programme and the requirements of the University 
as set out in the Institutional Code of Practice for 
Professional, Statutory and Regulatory Bodies (see 
relevant CASQE website).

Conduct of Standing Panels

Prior to the Standing Panel

Wherever possible the membership of Standing Panels is 
established prior to the commencement of the academic 
session.  The Panel Secretary should contact you a few 
weeks prior to the event to confirm that the Panel will be 
held and give a brief outline as to what is expected at 
that meeting.  The Panel Secretary will be a member of 
CASQE.  
Documentation

Although circulated by CASQE, responsibility for the 
production of proposal documentation is the responsibility 
of the relevant Faculty and will be co-ordinated by the 
Quality Officer.

A full set of documentation for the event (including 
all documents concerning the proposal and the 
administrative arrangements, agenda membership lists 
etc) should be sent to you two*weeks prior to the event.  
If you have not received anything contact the Panel 

Secretary. 
A full list of standard documentation required for different 
types of PARM events is listed on the relevant CASQE 
website.
(http://www.mmu.ac.uk/academic/casqe/event/faculty-event-docs.php)

Following an initial reading through of the documentation, 
if there are issues of immediate concern that you consider 
have not been addressed and should be resolved or 
identified before the event, contact the Panel Secretary or, 
if necessary, the Head of CASQE.

Involvement of Professional, Statutory or Regulatory 
Bodies (PSRBs) and/or Collaborative Partners

In light of the remit of Standing Panels, the involvement of 
PSRBs/collaborative partners will be limited.

PSRBs

Standing Panels will consider proposals that are 
accredited by professional, statutory or regulatory body 
(PSRB) but only where the professional accreditation 
happens as a separate exercise from the University’s 
quality processes.   Any activity where the PSRB 
wishes to take part in the University’s processes will be 
considered by a Faculty PARM event. 

Collaborative Partners

Approval and review of any provision involving 
collaborative partners will be held by a Faculty PARM 
event.  However, it may be appropriate for Standing 
Panels to consider some modifications to existing 
provision which involve existing or new partners. 

The Standing Panel Meeting

Before the Start of the Meeting

On arrival check with the Panel Secretary to ensure all 
plans are on course or get details of any last minute 
changes/issues. Effect introductions, particularly with 
the external member of the panel and the student 
representative, prior to the start of formal proceedings.

Like PARM events, Standing Panels can be complex.  
Ensure that everyone understands the time constraints.  
Explain that it might be necessary for you to move 
discussion on in order to keep to the agenda/timings.  
There may be up to 4 different proposals under 
consideration and the time allotted to each is significantly 
less than a Faculty PARM event.

The Meeting

Formally welcome all panel members & explain the roles 
of all participants including the role of the Chair.

Briefly outline the purpose of the event, the agenda for the 
day and any special/unusual arrangements and provide a 
brief general explanation of why the proposals are being 
considered by Standing Panel rather than Faculty event.

Inform panel members who will be available from 
the Programme Team/partner (normally in person, 
occasionally by phone) to answer specific queries.
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Explain the parameters of the Panel’s responsibility and 
emphasise that the Panel does not approve the proposals 
but that it recommends approval to the University.

Consideration of Proposals

For each proposal:
- Provide a very brief overview of what the proposal 
before asking members for their views.
- Unlike faculty-based PARM events, the Chair of the 
Standing Panel will have a more active role in considering 
the substance of the proposal.
- On conclusion of discussions, identify any issues to 
raise with the programme representative (ie those that 
cannot be addressed through the documentation) at the 
short meeting with the programme representative(s).
- Ask the panel members for a recommend on the 
proposal with or without conditions.

Meeting with Programme Representative

Whilst it is acknowledged that the proposals have been 
submitted to Standing Panel because they are they are 
in good health and the level of changes proposed are 
not significant, almost inevitably there will be questions 
raised by the Panel which it has not been able to address 
through scrutiny of the documentation. The purpose 
of this meeting is to avoid the setting of unnecessary 
conditions of approval for issues which might have a very 
simple explanation. Normally one or two members of staff 
attend. They should not be expected to answer issues 
relating to philosophy of the programme, subject content 
etc. If appropriate, the discussion representative(s) may 
be conducted using Skype or similar technologies.

Making the Recommendation

Explain to the panel members (particularly for the benefit 
of external members) that:

• conditions must be fulfilled and approved by the 
Chair BEFORE the new/modified programme can 
enrol students.   

• recommendations must be considered by the 
Programme Team (normally as part of their continuous 
monitoring of the programme). They do not have to 
be acted upon if the Programme Team decide, after 
consideration, they are not appropriate.   

• recommendations to the Faculty/University – on 
occasions the Panel may wish to raise issues/make 
recommendations that are more appropriate for 
consideration at Faculty or University level. These will 
be submitted either to the FAQSC or the University’s 
Academic Quality and Standards Committee as 
appropriate. It is important that any such issue is not 
included as a condition that the Programme Team will 
be unable to fulfil, as this will delay the completion of 
the approval process.

Draw together a list of any conditions and 
recommendations. Conditions should be “do-able” in 
the proposed timescale.  It is the Chair’s responsibility to 
ensure that outcomes are clearly and accurately recorded.

Set a date by which any conditions must be fulfilled.  
Keep in mind that these must be completed and 

signed off by the Chair BEFORE the programme can 
enrol students (as indicated above, this is particularly 
important in the case of collaborative agreements).  It 
is recommended that the time limit for the response 
should be no longer than four weeks. Where, for example, 
negotiations relating a collaborative arrangement are still 
to be completed this may receive a separate, extended 
time limit, but the ruling on no enrolment unless all 
conditions are met must still apply.

For more detailed information about the outcomes of the 
event and the conditions/set please see the section in this 
document on Outcomes of a PARM Event.

Good Practice

Ask Panel members to commend any exceptional good 
practice they have noted as part of their scrutiny of the 
documentation and during their meetings with students 
and staff, particularly where these could be transferable.  

Good Practice is defined by the University as:
“a method, strategy, system, procedure or process 
which has, over an appropriate period of time, resulted 
in improved academic standards, an enhanced quality 
of education and/or improved level of service to 
stakeholders (eg students, staff, external examiners, 
collaborative partners and employers) and which can, 
when appropriately adapted, be implemented in other 
areas of the University.”

Good Practice can be evidenced in a variety of ways, 
examples including:  student performance; statistical 
information; feedback from stakeholders; (through 
programme committee meetings, employer liaison 
meetings, meeting with students/external examiners etc).
Confirmation of Next Review

In the event that it is appropriate to recommend approval 
of the proposals, confirm the date of the next periodic 
review of the programme:

- Approval or Review events:  this is normally for a 
6-year period unless the Panel has particular reasons 
for suggesting a shorter period (eg PSRB requirements, 
concerns over quality; curriculum taking a new direction 
for the University; new collaborative partner activity). 
The length of approval given should be confirmed, e.g. 
September 2017 to August 2023.

- Modification Event: the next review will remain the 
date that was scheduled at the time of the last approval/
review event. It is not normal practice for the panel to 
recommend that the review of the programme is put back 
and should only be considered with express permission of 
the Head of CASQE.

Before Leaving
Make a point of having a brief meeting with the Panel 
Secretary to ensure that (for each item on the agenda):
- you are both confident that any conditions of approval 
have been recorded accurately;
- the Panel Secretary understands the outcome and is 
satisfied that they have all the information they need to 
write the report(s);
- they are aware when you are/are not available to confirm 
the draft report and any responses to conditions.
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Decision-Making Session

Once all discussions have been completed, the Chair 
should draw together the issues debated and ask the 
Panel to decide if a satisfactory response has been 
received to questions/concerns and whether the Panel 
requires further action to be taken by the Programme 
Team.

Criteria for Approval

There should be no ambiguity about the basis for the 
outcome of the Panel’s scrutiny and the status of any 
conditions or recommendations.

The Panel’s recommendation for initial approval or 
continued approval is more than a simple judgment that a 
programme meets the specific requirements for an award. 
In order to be in a position to recommend the approval of 
a proposal, the Panel will normally be expected to satisfy 
itself, through consideration of documentation and open 
discussion, that the programme meets the following 
criteria established by the Academic Board:

i)  A programme leading to an academic award of the 
University (or other validating body) must conform 
in terms of standard and learning outcomes to the 
requirements of the Academic Board’s (or other validating 
body’s) definitions of the award.

ii)  A programme must have learning outcomes which 
the curriculum, structure, learning and teaching methods 
and forms of assessment are designed to fulfil. The aims 
will include the development, to the level required for the 
award of a body, of knowledge and skills appropriate to 
the field of study and reflecting academic developments 
in that field. The aims will also include the University’s 
general educational aims. The learning outcomes will 
specify in more detail the knowledge and skills to be 
developed by the programme and evaluated in the 
assessments.

iii)  The Department or equivalent body offering an 
approved programme must be able to provide the student 
with proper academic supervision, adequate learning 
resources and appropriate pastoral support, opportunities 
to participate in an informed way in programme 
management, and an atmosphere in which rational debate 
is encouraged.

iv)  The admission of a student to a programme of study 
leading to an award will be based on the reasonable 
expectation that the student will be able to fulfil the 
objectives of the programme and achieve the standard 
required for the award and must comply with the 
University’s admission policy.

v)  Opportunities to gain an award of the University 
must be made available to students without any form 
of discrimination on non-academic grounds and must 
comply with the University’s equal opportunities policy.

vi)  There must be an expectation that the quality of 
teaching on an approved programme will be maintained 
and where possible enhanced. The teaching staff 
must be properly qualified and experienced, and their 

teaching must be invigorated and informed by their 
active participation in research or related scholarly or 
professional activities.

vii)  Programme regulations must comply with the 
Regulations for the Academic Awards of the University, 
and the University’s assessment regulations.

A guiding principle in judging the academic worth of a 
programme is confidence in the Programme Team, as 
reflected iii and vi above, although this must not be the 
sole factor in determining the approval of a proposal. 
Some features of a Programme Team are particularly 
important in determining an outcome of approval:

• The Team should reveal a shared understanding of the 
principles, philosophy and processes underpinning 
the programme. 

• Staff should be capable of delivering the quality of 
teaching needed and have the capacity to renew 
or develop their experience and knowledge in the 
relevant professional/academic field. 

• The Team should show that it has genuinely thought 
through the coherence of the academic programme, 
ie attempted to construct a view of what will be 
happening in the intellectual development of students 
on the programme. 

• The Team should show that it has thought through the 
day-to-day experience of what it will be like to be a 
student on the programme. 

• It should have taken detailed account of issues of 
implementation, resourcing and student support. 

• In cases of collaborative provision, the effectiveness 
of procedures to involve the partner(s) in all of the 
above. In its discussions, the Panel will expect the 
formal assurance from a senior member of the partner 
organisation that specific time and support will be 
provided for staff teaching at HE level to maintain 
appropriate development in research and scholarly 
activity. In addition, the home faculty and department 
will be expected to indicate how it will work with 
partner staff to promote a Higher Education culture.

Limited or Non-Approval

If, having considered the criteria above, the Panel has 
concerns about the proposal that are of such significance 
that it is unable able to recommend approval (even with 
conditions), the following courses of action are available:

Limited Approval

The Panel may recommend that the proposal is given 
approval for a limited period (eg two or three years) so 
that the development of the programme may be reviewed 
at an earlier point than would normally be the case.  This 
is often an appropriate way forward where the programme 
contains innovate content or management proposals; 
delivery by a new team of staff with limited experience 
etc, arrangements with a new collaborative partner with 
limited or no experience of HE delivery.
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Non-Approval

Although extremely rare, there may be occasions where 
the Panel is so concerned that it is unable to recommend 
approval in any form.  If “non-approval” of the proposal is 
being considered, the Panel must think through, carefully, 
the consequences of such a decision, particularly in the 
case of a periodic review where there will be implications 
for existing students.  

Where non-approval is agreed, the Programme Team must 
be provided with a way forward to redeem the situation 
while ensuring the quality of experience for existing 
students. These might include:

Approvals & Major Modifications:
 - reconvening the existing panel to consider a new/
revised set of documentation.

Periodic Reviews:
- suspending any new intakes for the coming year whilst a 
revised proposal is prepared
- extending approval of the existing programme for a 
further year to enable a new submission the following 
year.

NB if the Panel feels that the one of the above 
suggestions (or similar) is the most useful way forward, 
the Head of CASQE must be consulted before a 
recommendation can be made.  The Head of CASQE 
may have to be consult further if, for example, the 
recommendation has implications for students who have 
already received an offer of place on the programme, 
or the programme is in its final year of approval. If the 
Head of CASQE is unable to respond immediately, 
the Programme Team should be advised that the 
recommendation of the Panel will be delayed until the 
outcome of consultations has been received.

In all cases it is absolutely essential that:

• the Programme Team is made aware of the exact 
nature of the Panel’s concerns at the time of the 
meeting, and that they advised of how staff may 
redeem the situation.  The Programme Team should 
also be advised of the perils (particularly for existing 
programmes) of failing to redeem the situation.  This 
could include the closure of the programme. 

• the report of the PARM meeting clearly outlines the 
Panel’s recommendations, why these have been 
made and provide the evidence for making the 
recommendation (for further guidance on this – see 
the guidance document “Writing PARM Reports” 

http://www.mmu.ac.uk/academic/casqe/event/docs/
panel_report_guidance.pdf 

Conditions 

Conditions must be fulfilled and approved by the Chair 
before the new/modified programme can enrol students.  

Conditions should be achievable in the proposed 
timescale (see below).  It is the Chair’s responsibility 
to ensure that the outcomes are clearly and accurately 

recorded.

Proposals containing collaborative partners – there must 
always be a condition requiring that the Formal Agreement 
(new or revised) is signed by all parties BEFORE the 
programme commences.  This is a legal requirement and 
should not be flouted at any cost.

Examples of common types of conditions include:

• Updating and amendment of programme 
documentation.   

• Completion and signature of Formal Agreements 
for collaborative arrangements 
(the Chair should emphasise to the Programme 
Team that agreements must be signed off before 
enrolment can take place. The timescale for 
completion of such conditions must, therefore, be 
reasonable.) 

• Seeking approval for variations/exemption from 
University assessment regulations. 
(existing exemptions may, if appropriate stand. 
Proposals for new variations/exemptions should have 
the approval of AQSC prior to the PARM event. If this 
is not the case, it should be a condition of approval.)

Once conditions have been agreed by the Panel and 
circulated to the Programme Team, these should not 
be adjusted or added to subsequently, without an 
appropriate rationale and further discussion with the 
Programme Team.

CELT Involvement in Responding to Conditions

If the Panel wishes to set a condition that relates 
specifically to teaching, learning and assessment, the 
Panel can make a specific request that CELT is involved 
either in preparing a response to the condition, or that 
CELT reviews the response and reports to the Chair.  

Recommendations 

Recommendations do not need to be fulfilled before 
students are enrolled on the new/modified programme 
but must be considered by the Programme Team 
(normally as part of their continuous monitoring of the 
programme). They do not have to be acted upon if the 
Programme Team decide, after consideration, they are 
not appropriate.  However, the process of consideration 
will need to be included in the programme’s Continuous 
Monitoring and Improvement documentation.

Recommendations to the Faculty / 
University

The Panel may, occasionally, wish to raise issues/
make recommendations that are more appropriate for 
consideration at Faculty or University level. These will 
be submitted either to the FAQSC or the University’s 
Academic Quality and Standards Committee as 
appropriate. 

If the Panel wishes to draw something to the attention 
of the Faculty/University, a recommendation to the 
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appropriate body should be formulated on the lines of 
“that the attention of the University be drawn to the need 
for the institutional policy on integrated masters degrees 
to be updated”.  In this way, the issue can be raised within 
the University at the appropriate level, whilst ensuring that 
it is not the responsibility of the Programme Team.

The Panel Chair should agree with the rest of the Panel 
what the procedure will be for approving responses to 
conditions.  Normally, the response just goes to the Chair 
for approval. On occasion, it might also be appropriate 
for the response to go to the external assessor as well or 
even the whole panel.

Limited Approval

In the case of a panel considering several very significant 
conditions, the Panel must decide whether it should 
recommend a limited period of approval (eg 2 or 3 years 
rather than the standard 6 years) or non-approval.  If a 
limited approval period is proposed:

- the reason should be stated in the “Conclusion on 
Standards” section of the report
- the shortened period should be recorded in the 
“Summary of Outcome” section of the report
- and an expanded rationale provided in the body of the 
report.

Non-Approval

If non-approval is proposed:

- the reason should be stated in the “Conclusion on 
Standards” section of the report
- the shortened period should be recorded in the 
“Summary of Outcome” section of the report, and
- an expanded rationale provided in the body of the 
report.

Setting a Date for Fulfilment of Conditions

Conditions must be completed and signed off by the 
Panel Chair before the programme can enrol students (as 
indicated above, this is particularly important in the case 
of collaborative agreements).

It is recommended that the time limit for the response 
should be no longer than four weeks. Where, for example, 
negotiations relating a collaborative arrangement are still 
to be completed this may receive a separate, extended 
time limit, but the ruling on no enrolment unless all 
conditions are met must still apply.

Where collaborative arrangements are involved, a 
condition of approval must be the completion/amendment 
and signature of a Formal Agreement.  In such cases, 
there should be two deadline dates:

(i) deadline for any “academic” conditions (up to 4 week 
from date of event)

(ii) deadline for completion and signature of the Formal 
Agreement (4 weeks after deadline for “academic” 
conditions - where time permits)*

NB Under new procedures the finalised programme 
specifications must be attached to the Formal Agreement 
prior to signature. Any conditions relating to the 
programme specification must, therefore, be signed off 
by the first deadline in order to allow completion of the 
Formal Agreement.  

There might be different timescales for different conditions 
– in such cases it is important to ensure that  each has a 
separate condition deadline eg condition 1 might be to 
revise unit specification proformas  in preparation for a 
September 2017 start and condition 2 might be to review 
placement procedures for implementation in September 
2018. Make sure two dates are set so that condition 1 can 
be cleared and that the programme can officially enrol 
students.

Next Scheduled Review Date

Approval and Review:  The University’s standard 
period of approval is 6 years although there are some 
professional, statutory and regulatory bodies that may 
require a shorter period (normally 5 years).  Check that 
the 6 year period is appropriate for the programme and 
that the Panel is happy for the standard 6 year period 
of approval/continued approval to pertain.  Sometimes 
the Panel might be concerned about a specific aspect 
of the programme and in such circumstances, it may be 
appropriate to recommend that a further event be held in 
a year’s time or that the programme be reviewed in three 
years’ time. It might also be sensible to set the period 
of approval so that, in future, it aligns with other review 
activities within the department/subject etc. 

Major Modifications:  ensure that any modifications 
approved as part of the event are approved until the 
next scheduled date of the full review of the programme.  
Ask that the date of the full review be included in the 
report (this will be very helpful to CASQE in ensuring 
that a comprehensive review schedule is maintained). 
It is not normal practice or appropriate for the panel to 
recommend that, following a modification event, the 
review date of the programme is put back.

Events Involving PSRB Attendance

The dynamics of events involving PSRBs are often 
quite different.  However, regardless of what the PSRB 
representatives require from the meeting, it is important 
to remember that, where a PSRB  attends a University 
event, it is a University event and that  the University 
established Panel will make a recommendation 
(with or without conditions) to the University.  If the 
recommendation is made jointly with the PSRB then 
this will normally go through the standard University 
procedures for completing the follow up activity.

If the PSRB representatives wish to make their own 
judgments (separate to those of the University Panel), 
these should be clearly recorded in the report as 
belonging to the PSRB alone (in addition to the University 
Panel’s judgment).  It is important for all parties to be clear 
at the end of the event what the PSRB expects in terms of 
who is responsible for approving its own conditions and 
how this should happen.
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Background and Context

In principle, a PARM event involving one or more 
collaborative partners will be conducted in the same 
manner as an event for provision delivered at Manchester 
Met premises.

However, when preparing to chair such an event there 
are a number of additional factors that a Chair should be 
aware of:

Type of Partnership

These generally fall into the following categories:

Franchise
Defined by the University as:
“A process by which MMU agrees to authorise another 
organisation to deliver and assess part or all of an existing 
MMU approved programme.”

Where the franchise element is part of a larger Manchester 
Met based network, the event will normally be held at the 
University.

Externally Approved provision
Defined by the University as:
“A process by which MMU judges a unit or programme 
developed and delivered by another institution or 
organisation and approved it as of an appropriate 
standard and quality to contribute, or lead, to an MMU 
award.  The unit or programme is only delivered by the 
partner(s) and not by MMU.”

The event for externally approved provision will normally 
be held on the premises of the partner organisation.  This 
applies regardless of whether the partner is based in the 
UK or overseas.  Any request for such an event to be 
held at Manchester Met must be approved by the Head 
of CASQE before arrangements commence.  Where there 
are more than one partner, the event will normally be held 
at one of their premises.  However, in some cases, it may 
be more appropriate to hold the event at the University 
and, again, Head of CASQE approval must be sought.  

Jointly Delivered awards
Defined by the University as:
“A programme delivered or provided jointly by MMU 
and one or more partner organisations.  Joint refers 
to the education provided rather than the nature of 
the award and should not be confused with Joint 
Award arrangements.  Depending on the nature of the 
arrangement, the provision may lead to an MMU award or 
the award of a partner HEI.”

The event may be held at either the partner’s premises 
or at Manchester Met.  This will be determined by the 
nature of the provision and by mutual agreement with the 
partner(s).

Joint Awards
Defined by the University as:
“An arrangement under which two or more awarding 
bodies together provide a programme leading to a 
single award made jointly by both, or all, participants. A 
single certificate or document (signed by the competent 

authorities) attests to the successful completion of this 
jointly delivered programme, replacing the separate 
institutional or national qualifications.”

The event may be held at either the partner’s premises 
or at Manchester Met.  This will be determined by the 
nature of the provision and by mutual agreement with the 
partner(s).

Dual or Multiple Awards
Defined by the University as:
“Arrangements where MMU and another awarding body/s 
together provide a single jointly delivered programme (or 
programmes) leading to separate awards and separate 
certification, being granted by both, or all, awarding 
bodies.”

The event may be held at either the partner’s premises 
or at Manchester Met.  This will be determined by the 
nature of the provision and by mutual agreement with the 
partner(s).

Further guidance on Joint, Dual and Multiple delivery 
awards is available from the CASQE website:

http://www.mmu.ac.uk/academic/casqe/collaborative/
index.php

Partner Approval

Regardless of the category of the partnership under 
consideration, each organisation must be recognised as 
an approved University partner prior to the PARM event.

In order to approve a new partner, the University 
undertakes a range of financial checks, assesses the 
business case and considers the partner’s capacity to 
comply with its’ requirements in terms of resourcing, 
quality and standards etc.  Only when the University 
is satisfied with the outcome of these checks, can an 
organisation be given the status of “approved partner”.

Organisations that are already involved in one or more 
arrangements with MMU will already have completed the 
partner approval process and will not have to undergo 
further checks.

The Academic Collaboration Team within CASQE holds a 
list of all University Approved Partners.

Chairing a Collaborative Partner Event

When approaching a potential Chair, the Quality Officer 
should ensure that they provide them with sufficient 
information about the practical aspects of the event, 
particularly where the partner is some distance from the 
University or outside the UK.  Information should include 
eg:

- Where the event will take place (either at Manchester 
Met or partner premises)
- How many partners will be involved
- How long the event will last (if overseas or a significant 
distance from the University this might require more than 
one day or significant travelling time)
- Travel and, if relevant, overnight accommodation 
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arrangements.

It is essential that, prior to the event, the Chair has enough 
background information to understand:

- The nature of the collaborative partnership (franchise, 
external approval etc)
- The number, name(s) and status of collaborative partners 
involved in the event (ie are they existing partners with 
previous experience of delivering University approved 
provision, or are they brand new partners or partners with 
little experience);
- How the provision is currently delivered/to be delivered 
by collaborative partner(s) fits with existing Manchester 
Met provision;
- What arrangements are in place/are proposed for 
students to progress to University-based programmes;
- If it is not feasible to meet collaborative partner staff 
and students face to face (eg if overseas) how will the 
interaction between them and the Panel be conducted (eg 
through Skype).

Collaborative Partner Staff and Students 
Attending the Event

If the collaborative arrangement is part of a larger 
Manchester Met network, the Faculty should ensure that 
collaborative partner staff attend the event as part of the 
overarching University Programme Team.  

In the same way, for periodic review, a representative 
sample of graduates and existing students (from all levels, 
modes of attendance) from each partner must be invited 
to speak to the PARM Panel alongside MMU-based 
students.

If, at the meeting, the Chair is not satisfied that there 
is sufficient representation from collaborative partner 
staff or students, it is appropriate to place a condition 
on the outcome of the event, that further consultations 
with partner staff/students take place.  How this 
should take place, will be for the Chair and the Panel 
to decide at the meeting.

In the case of externally approved provision, the 
Programme Team will be drawn wholly from partner staff.  
However, the Programme Team should be supported by 
the University Link Tutor.

Documentation for Collaborative Partner 
Events

Documentation will depend on the nature of the proposal 
under scrutiny.  The core documentation will be the 
same as for an University-based programme but will be 
supplemented with a number of additional items designed 
specifically to focus on the partner(s) ability to deliver an 
University approved award.

These additional documents include:

Reports on each Collaborative Partner in relation to 
the specific proposal under consideration:
• Human Resources  (staffing, staff development, 

appointment of future staff etc)
• Physical Resources available to students (teaching 

and specialist accommodation eg kitchens, labs, 
library and IT facilities, specific book lists/journals in 
subject area, software packages etc)

• Programme management arrangements at the partner 
and how they feed into our procedures.

NB. Where these reports apply to a new collaborative 
partner, the University is looking to ensure that 
appropriate provision and arrangements are in place to 
deliver the proposed arrangement. 

Where they apply to an existing collaborative partner 
seeking approval to deliver additional new provision, the 
University Is looking to ensure that appropriate provision 
and arrangements are in place to deliver the proposed 
arrangement without detriment to existing validated 
provision already offered by the partner.

If any of the required documentation from partners is 
missing this should result in a condition of approval on the 
outcome.

Documentation for the Approval of Partner Staff 
delivering Manchester Metropolitan provision:
• CVs of Partner Staff teaching on the programme (on a 

University CV template and in English)    
• A completed and signed Recognised Tutor Scheme 

Approval Form from the Faculty confirming that:
 (i) each CV has been successfully mapped against  
 the criteria for Recognised Tutor Status (RTS), &
 (ii) the Faculty is satisfied that the partner staff   
 are compliant with RTS and suitable to teach on  
 the programme

NB. Staff from the partner(s) teaching on a programme 
validated by Manchester Met must be approved in 
accordance with the University’s RTS criteria. 

CVs which are not on the appropriate CV template, and 
which are not in English cannot be considered by the 
Panel.  

Partner staff must be approved for each programme on 
which they teach/intend to teach. 

Staff approval is valid for the length of approval given 
to a programme and partner staff must re-apply when a 
programme is submitted for periodic review.
  
Partner staff who are already approved for different, 
existing Manchester Metropolitan validated provision must 
still seek approval for any new proposals. 

If any CVs are missing or inappropriate, and/or where 
RTS mapping has not been completed and signed off by 
the Faculty, The Chair should ensure that a condition of 
approval relating to omissions is made on the outcome of 
an event

Confirmation that the relevant Partnership Manager*, 
the Faculty and the partner(s) have agreed the 
financial model in preparation for the finalised Formal 
Agreement.

By the time of the event, the Programme Team should be 
able to confirm that a new or revised financial model has 
been discussed and agreed by the relevant Partnership 
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Manager*, the Faculty and partner(s) and that preparations 
are in hand for the completion of the Agreement.

This is important, as a delay in agreeing the financial 
arrangements is one of the most common stalling points 
in fulfilling the standard condition of approval for a Formal 
Agreement to be completed and signed before students 
enrol on the provision.

NB. The Partnership Manager will vary depending on 
whether the arrangement is UK-based, international or a 
strategic partnership. 

Completion and signature of the Formal Agreement(s) 
will always be a standard condition of approval on the 
outcome of an event.

The PARM Event

Although the event should be conducted and chaired in 
a similar manner as a University based programme, there 
may be some additional factors to take into account:

• The agenda may include a tour of facilities.
• The Chair may be required to provide, for partner 

staff and students, more contextual information about 
the nature of the PARM activity as they are likely 
to be less familiar with our PARM processes and 
procedures.

• The Chair should make clear to the partner(s) that, 
in the event that the Panel intends to recommend 
approval of the proposal, ALL conditions, including 
the Formal Agreement, must be met and signed off by 
the University before the partner may enrol students 
(see below). 

Decision-Making Session

When making a recommendation, the Panel will use the 
same criteria as for an University based panel.

Assuming that the Panel intends to recommend approval 
of the proposal, there must always be a condition set 
for the Formal Agreement(s) between the University and 
the partner(s) to be completed and signed by all parties 
BEFORE delivery of the provision commences. This is 
a legal requirement and should not, at any cost, be 
flouted.

Where provision is to be delivered by more than one 
institution (eg Manchester Met and a collaborative partner, 
or two or more collaborative partners) it may appropriate 
for the Panel recommend different outcomes for each 
institution. For example, the Panel may be completely 
satisfied with the quality and standards of institution A and 
recommend a standard six year period of approval, but 
have concerns in respect of institution B and recommend 
a further review after two years. 

If the Panel wishes to make a split recommendation, 
the Programme Teams must be advised of the different 
outcomes and any conditions attached to the outcomes.  
The report of the meeting should also contact a 
separate “outcome” paragraph for each institution 
and, if necessary, a separate set of conditions for each 
institution.  Each paragraph should be appropriately 

headed with the institution’s name.

Approving the Response to any Conditions 
of Approval

As with University based events, it is normally the Chair 
who is responsible for approving the Programme Team’s 
response to any conditions set by the Panel.

Once conditions have been met to their satisfaction, the 
Chair should sign a copy of the report and return this to 
the Quality Officer.

In the case of collaborative provision, Chairs will be 
requested to “sign off” the conditions relating to the 
academic scrutiny of a proposal before the Formal 
Agreement is completed (in order that the finalised 
programme specification can be attached to the 
Agreement prior to signing).  The Chair should ensure that 
the relevant section of the report clearly indicates that 
they are approving the conditions with the exception 
of the condition relating to the Formal Agreement. 
Monitoring of the completion of the condition relating to 
the Formal Agreement will be undertaken by CASQE and 
the final “sign off” of the report by the Head of CASQE will 
be withheld until the Agreement(s) has/have been signed.
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Communicating the Outcome

Faculty Events

The outcome recommended at the event should be 
reported, verbally, to the Programme Team during the 
Feedback Session of a Faculty PARM event.

The Panel Secretary should send out a draft of the 
outcomes (ie the conditions/ recommendations and 
deadline date) within one week. The most effective way to 
do this is completion and circulation of Section A of the 
PARM report.

Standing Panel

The outcome will be emailed to the programme 
representative and Quality Officer as soon as practical 
after the close of the meeting.

Report of the Meeting
 
A draft of the full report, prepared by the Panel Secretary, 
should be sent to the Chair for approval before it 
is circulated to the Panel and Programme Team for 
comments. 

Check the accuracy of the conditions/recommendations 
and the general text.  Let the Panel Secretary have 
any changes or comments ASAP (time is usually of the 
essence).  The draft report should be circulated to the 
Panel and Programme Team within three weeks of the 
event. If you have not received it, contact the Panel 
Secretary.

NB. Where the Panel had concerns about the proposal 
which led, either to limited approval or non-approval, 
ensure that these concerns are clearly articulated in 
the body of the report and are reflected in the relevant 
areas of sections of Part A of the report i.e. Conclusions 
on Quality and Standards and Summary of Outcome.  
The PARM report template used by the Panel Secretary 
contains a number of “standard” paragraphs which can 
be used where a programme has been approved.  If there 
are concerns about the programme, it may be necessary 
to adjust these to ensure that the report provides, for both 
the Programme Team and the University) an accurate 
outcome and clarity of the issues raised by the Panel.

Once the draft report has been circulated and comments 
received from the Panel, the Panel Secretary should 
send all of the comments to, or discuss them with, the 
Chair.  It is the Chair’s responsibility to decide whether 
suggested changes to the meaning or outcomes should 
be incorporated.    Once these are agreed the confirmed 
report will be sent out to the panel and Programme Team 
and will be submitted to CASQE.

Responses to Conditions of Approval

As Chair of the PARM Event responsibility does not end 
with the confirmation of the report.  Part of the role is 
to monitor the fulfilment of conditions and approve the 
response from the Programme Team.  Be proactive.  
Contact the Panel Secretary if you have not received a 
response or contact CASQE.

The Programme Team will be requested to submit their 
response and supporting documentation to the Panel 
Secretary by the due date. Once the Faculty is satisfied 
that these are appropriate, the Panel Secretary will then 
send the following to the Chair for approval:

- Programme Team’s written response.
- relevant supporting documentation (eg revised 
programme specification, units etc).
- copy of the PARM Report, with Section C completed 
(this section has signature box for the Chair to sign off the 
response).

Approval of Conditions

If satisfied that the Programme Team has responded 
appropriately and has taken action as required, the Chair 
signs Section C of the report and returns it to the Panel 
Secretary. It is important that written confirmation is sent 
back to the Panel Secretary to complete the University’s 
audit trail.

If you are not satisfied with the response, these concerns 
should be passed, in writing, to the Panel Secretary, 
as soon as possible.  They will circulate these to the 
Programme Team.  Time is usually of the essence and if 
the Programme Team needs do further work they should 
know as quickly as possible.  If there are serious issues 
that have not been resolved, if may be appropriate to 
contact the Head of CASQE for advice.

Conditions involving a Collaborative Partner 

The Chair will be asked to sign off the “academic” 
conditions before the Formal Agreement has been 
signed.  Ensure that it is noted on the report that approval 
excludes the condition relating to completion of the 
Formal Agreement.  CASQE will then hold back final 
approval until confirmation regarding the completion of 
the Formal Agreement condition has been received from 
the Academic Collaboration Team.

Once the Panel Secretary has received a positive 
response from the Chair, they will update the electronic 
copy of Section C of the PARM report to indicate the 
Chair’s approval and submit this to the CASQE for the 
Head of CASQE to confirm the recommendation of the 
panel.  The outcome will be reported to the Academic 
Quality and Standards Committee at the end of the 
academic year. 
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General

Once a proposal has received Strategic Approval, CASQE 
will confirm with the Quality Officer the documents to 
be submitted for scrutiny at the PARM event.  These are 
normally recorded on an “Agreed Approval Process” form 
produced by CASQE.

Whilst proposal documentation will vary depending on 
the nature of the proposal, there are a number of core 
documents which you should expect to receive:

Core Documents

• Agreed Approval Process form
• New or revised Programme Specification
• Course Development Plan (reviews and some major 

modifications)
• New or revised  Unit Specifications
• External Examiner comments on proposals (reviews 

and major modifications)
• CVs
• CELT “DAF” (PARM 17)

Other Documents Commonly Required

It may also be appropriate, depending on the type of 
panel and the nature of the proposal to receive:

• Report on meetings with students and the Programme 
Team response to any issues raised (review by 
Standing Panel)

• Documentation relating to Articulation Agreements
• Documents required by relevant professional, 

statutory or regulatory body involved in the 
accreditation of the provision under consideration.

Additional Documents Required for 
Collaborative Partner Activity

• Reports on collaborative partner provision:
 -  human resources
 -  physical resources
 -  programme management arrangements
• Recognised Tutor Status Approval Form (confirming 

that the home Faculty is satisfied that partner staff are 
appropriately qualified to teach on the MMU award)

• Confirmation that the financial schedule has been 
agreed in preparation for completion of the Formal 
Agreement.

The first step is to ensure that there is a full set of 
documentation and that the Programme Team has 
used the most up to date templates.  This is particularly 
important as the University is required to respond 
and align with changes driven at a national level and 
documentation is updated on an annual basis.

Programme Specification

A new programme specification template was introduced 
for PARM events in 2013/14.  It is reviewed annually and, 
inevitably, minor changes are made each year.

Programme Teams submitting documentation for Approval 
and Review activity during 2016/17 should ensure that 

they use the most up to date template.

Where modifications are being made to a programme 
specification which was initially produced prior to the 
2013/14 session (ie in an old format), the Programme 
Team must, as part of the modification process, transfer 
their document to the new template.  If this has not 
happened, the transfer of information to the new template 
should be a condition of approval.

The template and the guidance notes for the completion 
have been extensively changed and refocused and the 
Chair will need to be familiar with these changes.

The programme specification template and guidance is 
available on the CASQE website:
(http://www.mmu.ac.uk/academic/casqe/event/prog-spec.php) 

Course Development Plan

Programme Teams are provided with guidance on the 
structure and content and are expected to follow the 
headings provided.  A basic template is available for staff 
to follow if they so wish.

The Panel will need to be satisfied that the Course 
Development Plan undertakes a full analysis of all aspects 
of the programme specification under consideration.  
Under each of the headings provided in the guidance, 
there should be discrete consideration of:

• Each award (groups of awards)
• Different delivery modes
• Individual collaborative partners
• Detailed transition/or teach out arrangements for any/

each award which is being discontinued or where 
existing students are being transferred to a new 
award/structure.

A notable addition to the information required since 
2014/15 is the inclusion of specific headings requesting 
information about provision that is totally/predominantly 
delivered in an online/DL mode.

The Guidance notes are available from the CASQE 
website:
(http://www.mmu.ac.uk/academic/casqe/event/docs/cdp_guidance.pdf) 

Unit Specifications

Undergraduate Curriculum Framework
Manchester Met delivered units which align to the 
Undergraduate Curriculum Framework should be created 
on the on-line unit database.  

Guidance on completion of on-line unit specifications is 
available from the SPMI Website:
(https://www.pmi.mmu.ac.uk/mmu_academic_database/mmu_ad_home.
asp)

Postgraduate, Flexible Framework and Externally 
Validated Units
Units created for programmes in these areas should 
be submitted on the University’s paper-based unit 
specification.  This has been amended to ensure that, 
where possible, it aligns to the on-line unit specification.
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All programmes undergoing PARM activity should transfer 
units to the updated proforma.

External Examiner Comments
(Reviews and Major Modifications)

The views of the relevant subject external examiners 
should always be included where changes to curriculum 
content, structures etc are being considered.  A feedback 
form is available for this purpose.

Where an external examiner has raised a concern or a 
query or made a suggestion for change, the Programme 
Team must also provide a response to the issue raised.  It 
is for the Panel to decide if the response is both robust 
and appropriate.

Curricula Vitae

Where CVs have been requested, these should be on the 
standard University format and should be completed in 
English.

Report on Meeting with Students
(Review by Standing Panel)

Where a programme is reviewed by Standing Panel, 
the members do not meet with students.  However, it 
is important that the student voice is being heard and 
acted upon.  To do this, the Faculty is required to set up 
one or more meetings with a good cross-representation 
of existing students and recent graduates.  Meetings are 
chaired by a member of the Faculty who is not involved 
with the programme (usually a senior representative from 
another department) and they are minuted by the Quality 
Officer.

There is a template provided for these meetings which 
sets out a set of questions/headings to guide the 
discussion.

No representatives from the Programme Team are 
involved in this session to encourage students to speak 
freely about their experiences on the programme.

Once the report of the meeting has been written, the 
Programme Team is required to make a detailed response 
(normally in the form of an action plan) to any issues/
concerns raised by the students.  This response should 
include details of who is responsible for any actions and 
the date by which these will be completed.

The Panel needs to be assured that the Programme Team 
has given due regard to the views of the students and 
have put in place appropriate actions.

Occasionally, the Head of CASQE may determine that the 
views of students can be sought through a questionnaire 
or other electronic means (eg Distance Learning students).

NB. The report of the student meeting is also submitted 
to the Head of CASQE for consideration.  If they have 
serious concerns about the content of the report, they can 
require that the review is moved to a full faculty event to 
enable more detailed discussion of the problems.

Documentation Relating to Articulation 
Agreements

Any Articulation agreements must be formally approved 
by the University’s Academic Quality and Standards 
Committees PRIOR to PARM events.

The PARM Panel will be requested to consider and make 
a recommendation on the mapping of any new articulation 
proposals submitted as part of the PARM process.  

Further guidance on this process is available from the 
CASQE website:
(http://www.mmu.ac.uk/academic/casqe/collaborative/progression-
articulation.php)

Off-Site Delivery
(sometimes referred to as “remote delivery” or “flying 
faculty”)

Where there is a proposal for approval of an “off-site” 
delivery arrangement, the Programme Team should 
already have completed a preliminary process in 
consultation with relevant Partnership Managers and 
CASQE.  This process will result in the production of 
an Off-site Delivery Resources Report which must be 
submitted and considered as part of the overall PARM 
documentation.

Further guidance on this process is available from the 
CASQE website:
(http://www.mmu.ac.uk/academic/casqe/collaborative/off-site.php)

Developing Online Distance Learning 
Awards

During 2014/15 new processes were introduced which 
relate to proposals where the intention is for all, or 
significant elements, of the provision is to be delivered via 
online/distance learning.

A guidance/integrated form is provided by the University’s 
Learning and Research Technologies Department (LRT) 
for this purpose.  It comprises general guidance plus two 
“Activities” which must be completed in liaison with the 
Faculty Technology Enhanced Learning Adviser and LRT 
and signed off by LRT prior to scrutiny.

• Activity 1 should have been completed, signed off 
by LRT and submitted together with the Strategic 
Approval documents

• Activity 1 and Activity 2 should be completed, signed 
off by LRT, and submitted as part of the PARM 
documentation.

The document is set out in three columns:
• Column 1 are questions for the Programme Team to 

consider (fixed)
• Column 2 are possible actions available to the 

Programme Team (fixed)
• Column 3 is blank for the Programme Team to 

articulate how they have responded.

This format should enable the Panel to review whether 
appropriate developments have taken place and to see if 
there are any gaps in responses which might need further 
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discussion at the PARM event.

Professional, Statutory or Regulatory Body 
Documentation

Documentation submitted specifically at the request 
of professional, statutory or regulatory bodies will vary 
according to their requirements.

The PSRB will normally provide specific guidance to the 
Faculty on what is to be submitted and the Quality Officer 
should be able to provide the Chair with this information, 
if required.

The documentation provided by the Faculty and PSRB 
should make clear:

- the nature of the accreditation/approval
- who will be attending from the PSRB
- any specific requirements of the PSRB (eg will they want 
to make joint recommendations with the University Panel 
or do they want to withdraw and make their own set of 
outcomes; do they want to meet different sets of staff, do 
they want a tour etc)

Reports from Collaborative Partners

When considering collaborative partner proposals, the 
University requires some specific reports on each partner.  
These relate to the proposal(s) under scrutiny (NB this is 
different from the more general information required about 
a partner when they are first given Partner Approval)

• Human Resources  (staffing, staff development, 
appointment of future staff etc);

• Physical Resources available to students (teaching 
and specialist accommodation eg kitchens, labs, 
library and IT facilities, specific book lists/journals in 
subject area, software packages etc);

• Programme management arrangements and how 
these feed into our processes.

Where these apply to a periodic review of existing 
collaborative provision, the University is looking to ensure 
that the  resources/processes approved at the time of the 
initial approval or the last review remain appropriate for 
the provision under scrutiny at the current event.  

If the collaborative partner is new at the time of the 
periodic review, the University is looking to ensure that 
appropriate provision and arrangements are in place to 
deliver the proposed arrangement.

Recognised Tutor Status
(Collaborative Partner provision only)

Collaborative Partner staff who will be teaching any 
University approved provision must have Recognised 
Tutor Status (RTS).

In order to secure this, it is the responsibility the 
University’s home Faculty to map the CVs (in Manchester 
Met format) of partner staff to RTS criteria and to confirm 
that they are appropriate to teach on the provision under 
consideration.

An RTS Approval Form is available for this activity.  The 
form should be completed and signed by the person in 
the home Faculty with responsibility for the mapping.

The Mapping Form and the CVs should be submitted as 
part of the PARM documentation.

Individual Collaborative Partner staff can only receive 
RTS (i.e. approval to teach) on the awards to which they 
have been mapped on the form.  If, at the event, there 
is a further request for staff to teach on other awards 
under scrutiny, this will need to be referred back to the 
home Faculty for further mapping and should be made a 
condition of approval.

It is the role of the Panel to confirm that this activity has 
been appropriately completed by the Faculty.

The approved list of staff should be recorded in the PARM 
report.

Formal Agreement

All collaborative partner arrangements must be the 
subject of a Formal Agreement with the University that 
is signed by all parties prior to the commencement of 
programme delivery.

Faculties are responsible for requesting Academic 
Collaboration Team (within CASQE) to draft a Formal 
Agreement.  Whilst it is not necessary for the draft Formal 
Agreement to be submitted to the PARM event, the Panel 
should expect to see written confirmation from that the 
financial schedule for the collaborative arrangement 
has been agreed prior to the event.  This will usually 
take the form of email confirmation from the Academic 
Collaboration Team.  

It is important that the financial schedule is agreed prior to 
the event, as this is the most common cause of delay in 
finalising Formal Agreements post PARM events (at a time 
when partners are keen to enrol students).

The Formal Agreements cannot be finalised until the 
PARM event has happened and any conditions of 
approval have been signed off by the Panel Chair, and the 
finalised programme specification has been submitted 
to the Academic Collaboration Team.  The programme 
specification must be appended to the Formal Agreement 
prior to signature.

The Chair will be asked to sign off the “academic” 
conditions of approval before the Formal Agreement has 
been signed.  The PARM report can accommodate this 
(there is a box for the completion of the Formal Agreement 
after Chair’s sign off).  However, if the Chair agrees to do 
this, they must ensure that it is clear in the signature box 
that they are satisfied that the conditions of approval have 
been met with the exception of the completion of the 
Formal Agreement.

CASQE will monitor the completion and signature of the 
Formal Agreement and the Head of CASQE will  sign off 
any PARM Panel recommendations only then confirmation 
has been received the Formal Agreement has been 
signed.
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Programme Design and PARM

Whilst there will always be specific questions and issues 
to be raised about individual programmes, there are a 
number of fundamental questions about programme 
design,  alignment to  University/national requirements 
and viability which are core to all proposals and the Panel 
must be assured that these are appropriately addressed 
within the documentation.

The most common of these include:

General
• Have the correct templates been used?
• Has the Programme Team provide all the required 

documents?
• Do the proposals align with those in the relevant 

strategic approval forms? (do the award titles in the 
programme specification match with those given in 
the strategic approval form?

• Does the provision:
- engage with the University’s Strategy for Teaching, 
Learning and Assessment
- align with the QAA Framework for HE Qualifications 
(structure, credits etc)
- align with the relevant Curriculum Framework and 
Assessment Regulations
- align with University policies relevant to the provision (eg 
APL/RPL , Ethics, Programme Delivery and Institutional 
codes of practice (eg collaborative provision, placements 
& work-based learning, assessment

Full details of policies and ICPs are available from the 
CASQE website:
http://www.mmu.ac.uk/academic/casqe/regulations/index.php

If the Programme Team has used the most up to date 
templates and used the guidance provided, they should 
have been prompted to consider the above and they 
should be  on their way to producing a well-designed 
programme.

Areas to Consider

The following checklist provides a starting point to ensure 
that the documentation is in order:

Course Development Plan (Reviews/Major 
Modifications):
Has the Programme Team:
- provided appropriate analysis of each of the awards, 
modes of delivery, collaborative partners etc included 
within the programme specification?  
- clearly articulated what changes/developments have 
been made and why?
- provided a detailed plan for “transition/teach out” 
arrangements where changes are proposed that will 
affect students who are still on the “old” or discontinued 
provision.

• Has the Programme Team responded appropriately to 
views expressed by students, external examiners and 
other stakeholders in the development of new and 
existing programmes? 

• Is the Programme Team using the most appropriate 

Curriculum Framework? 

• (Programme Teams wishing to use the Flexible 
Framework rather than the UG or PG Framework must 
have flagged this at an early staged and received 
strategic approval) 

• Are there any Articulation Arrangements that need 
confirmation by the Panel? 

• Does the design fulfil the strategic objectives of the 
programme in terms of providing the requisite skills 
for graduates?  Does it fulfil the requirements of 
PSRBs (where relevant)? 

• Have the programme specific learning outcomes 
been written in an appropriate manner?  Are there a 
sensible number of programme learning outcomes? 

• Each outcome should be able to complete the 
sentence “on successful completion students will be 
able to……” 

• Outcomes should be demonstrable eg “able to 
analyse”, ” apply skills” etc.

The language used should appropriately reflect the 
level of the study (eg “understand and discuss” may be 
appropriate for Levels 3 or 4 but not Levels 5, 6 or 7)
A set of learning outcomes should be included for 
each final and interim named awards included in the 
programme specification, including combined honours 
awards.

Guidance on the programme learning outcomes is 
available on the CELT website:

http://www.celt.mmu.ac.uk/curriculum/progspec_
guidance/progoutcomes.php 

• Do the award structures provided align with the 
appropriate curriculum framework? 

• Teaching, Learning and Assessment - has the 
Programme Team covered all areas outlined in the 
guidance documents? 

• Has the Programme Team clearly articulated all 
opportunities for work-related/placement activities?  If 
so, who is responsible and how it is monitored?

• This is not just formal placements, sandwich years etc 

• Has the Programme Team given full consideration 
to such areas as foundation year, combined 
honours, part-time, distance learning, collaborative 
arrangements? 

• These should all be given discrete consideration in 
both the CDP and the programme specification.\

• Can the Programme Team substantiate claims made 
about employability and sustainability?
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• Programmes aligned to the Undergraduate Curriculum 
Framework – has UNIWIDE language provision been 
included?  If not, is there a strong rationale for non-
inclusion?

•  
Has the Programme Team identified appropriate units 
for student mobility (ERASMUS, world-wide students 
etc) and included appropriate information about how 
“mobility” students will be accommodated? 

• Has the Programme Team clearly articulated how they 
will support students at programme level and ensure 
inclusivity as far as they are able to? 

• Where placements/sandwich years or similar are 
involved, has the programme articulated such areas 
as responsibility for finding placements, supporting 
students whilst away from the University and 
arrangements for their return? 

• Has the Programme Team undertaken appropriate 
mapping (see appendices of programme specification) 
for every award within the programme specification? 

• Unit Specifications: 

- Do the individual unit specification outcomes align with 
the overarching programme outcomes?
- Are they appropriate for the level of study?  
- Are they compliant with the relevant curriculum 
framework in terms of structure/assessment etc?  
- Are there a range of assessments to test different skills 
and are the tasks achievable?  
- Is there parity between assessments within a unit (in 
terms of the amount of work required for the number of 
credits) and across units?

Having checked the basics, the Panel will then need to 
consider the QUALITY of the curriculum content, design 
and delivery.

The Centre for Excellence in Learning and Teaching’s 
(CELT) website provides a range of information about all 
aspects of programme design and is a useful resource for 
PARM Chairs when preparing for an event:

http://www.celt.mmu.ac.uk/resources/progplanning.php 

Role of the CELT Link

Each Faculty now has a CELT Faculty Link Person 
who should have been involved in the development of 
proposals from an early stage (from the Formal Planning 
Meeting stage). 

In addition to providing guidance to the Programme Team 
on programme design, the Faculty representative will also 
be asked to “DAF” the final draft of the documentation, 
with a specific remit to look at the teaching, learning and 
assessment areas of the proposal, and to flag any issues 
for discussion at the Panel. The completed “DAF” will 
form part of the programme documentation.

It is not intended that the CELT Faculty representative 
will join the PARM panel (as they have been involved in 
the development of programme).  However, if they flag 

that they have major concerns about the TLA aspect of 
the programme, they can recommend that an alternative 
member of CELT (not involved in the development) joins 
the Panel.  If the Chair has major concerns, they can also 
request that a CELT member join the Panel.

Details of CELT Faculty Link representatives and their 
contact details are available from the CELT website:
(http://www.celt.mmu.ac.uk/about_celt/faculty_links.php) 
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