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STANDING PANELS 

NOTES OF GUIDANCE 

1.
Background

As part of the University’s Enhancing Quality and Assessment in Learning (EQAL) initiative the University undertook a major review of Programme Approval, Review and Modification (PARM) processes with the intention of streamlining the processes to support PARM, providing, where appropriate, a lighter and more flexible approach  and reducing reliance on paper-based processes. 

To this end, a range of changes were approved by the Academic Board in October 2010 and introduced with immediate effect.

Central to these changes was the introduction of the University Standing Panel.

2.
University 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 Development Committee (ADC) and reports to the ADC via the Academic Standards Sub-committee.

Standing Panels will fall into one of the following three categories and each meeting will, generally, focus on one specific type of activity.  However, in order to make best use of Standing Panel meetings, it may be appropriate, where there is space in the agenda, for a Standing Panel to consider proposals from more than one focus area.

The three broad areas of focus are:

· Standard PARM activities 

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

-
major modifications to mainstream provision and OPP type networks

-
periodic reviews

-
approvals (of a limited nature)

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.  

· EQAL approvals 

The Panel will review the changes to programmes required to implement the revised curriculum structures approved as part of the EQAL project. 

The remit and the membership PARM (including EQAL) Standing Panels are outlined in the relevant ARPH Section available on the CASQE website:

http://www.mmu.ac.uk/academic/casqe/event/docs/standing_panel.pdf
· Partner Approval 

(ie the approval of new collaborative partners at institutional level prior to the academic scrutiny of collaborative arrangements at programme level)

The remit and the membership of Partner Approval Standing Panels are outlined in the relevant ARPH Section available on the CASQE website:


  http://www.mmu.ac.uk/academic/casqe/event/docs/partner_approval.pdf
3.
Panel Membership

The specific make up of the Panel may vary depending on the focus of the meeting but, generally, will include:

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 or members of the Directorate.

As with PARM Chair role, the University Representative is not expected to possess any relevant subject expertise, but should be able to participate in the process impartially and effectively, bringing detachment and objectivity to his/her task of leading the event. 

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 an experienced member 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.  This category is not required for Partner Approval Panels.

External Involvement in Standing Panels

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

External Assessor

An 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.  The External Assessor is a full member of the Panel.

Prior Consultation with External Examiners (NB Not relevant to Partner Approval)
The role of Subject External Examiners in periodic review, major modification & EQAL processes has been formalised to ensure that their views are actively considered as part of the process.  

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;

(ii)
recommend support for, or changes to, any new units.

Where an External Examiner recommends a change to the proposals or has raised issues which 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. 

Collaborative Partnership Office (CPO)
A representative from CPO will be included as a member of the Panel where the focus is on Partner Approval or where certain collaborative provision is submitted for scrutiny by a PARM focused Standing Panel.

CASQE
The Head of CASQE is normally included in the Panel membership for Partner Approval focused Panels and, exceptionally, for PARM focused events where the nature of proposals under scrutiny warrant it.

A member of CASQE will act as the Panel Secretary for all Standing Panels.
Student’s Union Representative
It is good practice for a Representative from the Students’ Union to be invited to sit as a member of the Panel.

4.
Items for Consideration by the Standing Panel

These will be proposals submitted by Faculties for which the Panel will receive a full set of documentation (the level and nature of which will be appropriate to the particular nature of the proposal).  The Panel will scrutinise the proposal and, if appropriate, make a recommendation to the Academic Standards Sub-committee.

5.
Prior to the Standing Panel

Initial contact

Potential Panel members will be contacted by a member of CASQE and, once appointed, will receive initial details of the event ie

-
Date

-
Time (normally at least half a day and often a full day)

-
Venue

-
Main focus of Standing Panel

-
Panel Secretary (a member of CASQE)

6.
Documentation for the Standing Panel

Documentation should be circulated to the Panel at least two weeks prior to the event

General Documentation

The generic documentation for the event should comprise:

-
Details of date, venue, time

-
Agenda/programme

-
Panel membership details

-
Name and position (eg Programme Leader) of staff available to answer specific queries relating to their proposals

-
Map, expenses forms etc (for externals only)

Specific Documentation
-
Proposals for full scrutiny by Panel

Documentation for the event should be circulated two weeks prior to the event and should, therefore, be submitted to CASQE three weeks in advance of the meeting.

It is the responsibility of the relevant Faculty/Campus Quality Administrator to supply CASQE with the requisite number of proposal documents and for checking the accuracy and completeness of the documentation prior to submission.  CASQE’s role in terms of proposal documentation is limited to collating documents submitted and circulating them to Panel members.

7.
Specific Focus for Each Category of Standing Panel
7.1
Standard PARM Activity (Periodic Review & Major Modifications)
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:

-
previous annual monitoring documentation;

-
NSS data; 

-
External Examiner reports;

-
relevant Uniview data (retention, progression, good honours); 
-
report of the Meeting with Students (periodic reviews only)
and will have consulted the Strategic Approval Form to ensure the nature of changes proposed were 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.

The focus for the Standing Panel is therefore:

-
to ensure that the programme complies with the University’s curriculum structures, regulations and codes of practice

-
to ensure that the structure of the programme “hangs together” to provide a cohesive learning experience for the student

-
to scrutinise the report on the meeting with students to satisfy itself that the student voice is being heard and that the views of students are being considered in an appropriate manner.
Where Major Modifications are being 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 have been submitted to provided context to the modification).
7.2
EQAL

These Standing Panels have a very specific remit to ensure that revisions to undergraduate programme structures, submitted by programme teams, comply with the University’s revised curriculum structure for the level of the programme.  For the academic year 2011/2012 the major focus will be on levels 5 and 6.   

The Panel will not be required to review the relevance or currency of units as this will have been checked by Subject External Examiners prior to submission to the Panel.  The Panel must however, consider whether the Programme Team’s response to any issues raised by the External Examiner is appropriate.

7.3
Partner Approval

The Partnership Approval Standing Panel is responsible for considering new collaborative partner submissions.  In determining the appropriateness of a new partner to enter into a collaborative partnership with MMU the Standing Panel is required to confirm that the partner has met the following criteria for approval:

1. That the MMU Deputy Vice-Chancellor has signed-off Due Diligence 

That the partner has in place:

2. Appropriate arrangements to support the quality of an appropriate student learning experience

3. Effective procedures for maintaining and enhancing academic standards

4. Appropriate learning support resources

5. Satisfactory staffing policies to enable the partner to meet the requirements of awards delivered in MMU’s name


And if appropriate:

6. An acceptable record of partnership with other HE institutions

7. Satisfactory outcome of external audits and reviews undertaken by external and independent bodies

Appendix I

ROLE OF THE STANDING PANEL CHAIR   
Whilst this is, primarily, a practical guidance note for Chairs who are new to the Standing Panel process, it is also intended as a guide (of what to expect during the meeting) for other Panel members.

1.
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 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.

2.
STARTING THE MEETING

· Formally welcome all Panel members and effect introductions around the table.  Explain the different 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 (eg moving to a different building for lunch).

· Inform the other Panel Members who will be available from the programme team/partner to answer specific queries about proposals.

NB the purpose of this is to avoid the setting of unnecessary conditions of approval for issues which might have a very simple explanation.  The expectation is that Programme Team/Partner representatives will be given the opportunity to respond to queries raised by Panel Members.  The Programme Team/Partner representative should not be expected to answer issues relating to philosophy of the programme, subject content etc 

· Confirm the schedule with Panel Members and highlight the importance of adhering to the timescales stated on the agenda. This will avoid unnecessary delays for Programme/Partner staff waiting to talk to the Panel.

· Explain the parameters of the Panel’s responsibility and emphasise that the Panel does not approve the proposals but that it recommends that the University approves them.

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


Conditions must be fulfilled and approved by the Chair BEFORE the proposal can be approved. 


Recommendations must be considered by the proposer (normally as part of the Continuous Monitoring and Improvement activities undertaken by 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 – the Panel may, occasionally, wish to raise issues/make recommendations which are more appropriate for consideration at Faculty or University level. These will be submitted either to the FADC or Academic Standards Sub-committee of the Academic Development Committee as appropriate.  It is important that any such issue is not included as a condition that the proposer will be unable to fulfil as this will delay the completion of the approval process.

3.
CONSIDERATION OF ITEMS

For each item:

-
Provide a very brief overview of what the proposal is requesting before asking each member for their views/comments. The Chair should ensure that the Students’ Union Representative is encouraged to participate fully, and is given ample opportunity to represent the voice of the student body.
-
Unlike faculty-based PARM events, the Chair of the Standing Panel will have a more active role in considering the substance of the proposal.

-
Following initial discussion of the documentation, where Panel Members have had an opportunity to raise issues/concerns/comments, invite the Programme Team/Partner representative into the meeting to respond to the Panel’s queries. 

NB This should not be seen as an opportunity for protracted debate, 
but rather a focussed response to specific queries, in order to avoid 
unnecessary setting of conditions.

-
Following discussions with the Programme/ Partner representative, ask the Panel Members if there is a consensus of whether or not they can recommend approval of the proposals with or without conditions.  

-
Draw together a list of any conditions and recommendations.   Conditions should be achievable in the proposed timescale (see below).  It is the Chair’s responsibility, in conjunction with the Panel Secretary, to ensure that the 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 proposal can deemed approved (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.

-
In the case of a Panel considering imposing several or very significant conditions on a PARM proposal, 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.  This is unlikely at a Standing Panel but may occasionally occur.  If this is the case a Standing Panel may decide that exceptionally a proposal needs fuller scrutiny and can recommend that a proposal is referred for a full faculty-based Panel event with formal meetings of the programme team, or, in the case of a Partner Approval Panel may recommend a formal meeting at the partner organisation.  

-
 If “non-approval” of a review or modification proposal is being considered, the Panel must consider the impact on existing students.  Where non-approval is agreed, the programme team must be provided with a way forward to redeem the situation.    In the case of periodic reviews this might include, for example, suspending any new intakes for the coming year or extending approval of the existing programme for a further year to enable a new submission the following year.

-
Ask Panel members to commend any good practice which they have noted as part of their scrutiny of the documentation particularly where this could be transferable.

-
Confirm the date of the next periodic review of the programme:

· Periodic Reviews:   this is normally 6 years unless the Panel has particular reasons for suggesting a shorter period, or there are external stipulations (eg. PSRB requirements relating to the period of approval)
· Major Modifications:  the next review will often be as scheduled at the time of the last approval/review event.  The Panel may recommend that, following the introduction of a modification, the review of the programme is put back, particularly in cases where there has been a substantial review of the curriculum.
· EQAL Modifications:
this will be the date of the existing scheduled Periodic Review, as indicated at the last full Approval/Review event.
4.
BEFORE CLOSING THE MEETING

· Ensure that the Panel Secretary 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 Panel Secretary can ensure that the outcomes and reports can be circulated in an appropriate way/timescale to minimise any disruption. 

5.
PREPARATION AND CIRCULATION OF THE OUTCOMES

· The outcomes of the Standing Panel business will be recorded as a separate report for each proposal scrutinised
· A draft of the outcomes (ie the conditions/recommendations and deadline date) should be circulated to the relevant Faculty/Campus Quality Administrator (F/CQA) within a week.  It is the responsibility of the F/CQA to circulate the outcomes to the appropriate staff in the Faculty and to co-ordinate the response to any conditions for submission to CASQE within the designated timescale.  This should include:

-
a written response from the proposer;

-
any new or revised documentation required to support the response;

-
a completed “Response to Conditions of Approval” section of the report
· The Panel Secretary should send a draft of the reports to the Chair before they are circulated to the Panel.  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 two weeks of the event.  

· If any changes are proposed to the reports by other members of the Panel, it is the Chair’s responsibility to decide whether these should be incorporated.

· Once the Chair has agreed any changes with the Panel Secretary, the confirmed report will be sent out to the relevant F/CQA for circulation, as appropriate within the Faculty.
6.
RESPONSES TO CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
· As Chair of the Standing Panel your 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 proposer.  

· On receipt of the response to any conditions of approval, the Panel Secretary will forward these to you. If you are satisfied that the response is appropriate and that the proposer has taken action as required, sign the Response to Conditions section of the report confirming this and return it to the Panel Secretary.  It is important that you do send written confirmation back to the Panel Secretary to complete the University’s audit trail.

If you are not satisfied with the response, you should pass your concerns, in writing, to the proposer (via the Panel Secretary) as soon as possible.  You should articulate clearly exactly what further action is required to fulfil the condition. Be wary of using verbs such as ‘suggest’, or ‘recommend’ as these may indicate that the requested action is optional.  Time is usually of the essence and if the programme team needs do further work they need to know as quickly as possible.  If there are serious issues that have not been resolved, contact the Head of CASQE.

· Once the Panel Secretary has received a positive response from the Chair, they will update the electronic copy of the report to indicate the Chair’s approval and submit this to the Academic Standards Sub-committee (via the Head of CASQE) for approval.

Appendix II

DOCUMENTATION for the Partnership Approval Standing Panel should comprise the following as a minimum:

.

	Documentary Evidence


	Co-ordinated by

	Signed Due Diligence Form


	CPO

	Initial scrutiny of the partner’s quality management and assurance processes 

Refer to the quality management and assurance documentation requirements below


	Supporting faculty* Academic Link Tutor (or nominee) in consultation with the Faculty Quality Administrator (FQA)



	Additional documentary evidence required by the Head of CASQE


	Supporting faculty



	Report of formal visit to the partner (if required by the Head of CASQE)


	CASQE


	Quality management and assurance documentation requirements



	
	Criteria for approval
	Supporting evidence



	1
	Appropriate arrangements to support the quality of an appropriate student learning experience
	Student Feedback:

· Responsiveness 

· Timeliness

Student voice - all students should be able to contribute to and enhance their experience while studying at the partner institution:

· What mechanisms are in place to ensure that all students are able to participate?

· How is student feedback responded to?

· How is student feedback used to develop the curriculum and fed back to MMU?

What are the recording and action planning arrangements to support the above?

Arrangements for student support: 

· Academic and personal tutoring

· Pastoral support

· Counselling services

· Careers support



	
	


	2
	Effective procedures for maintaining and enhancing academic standards


	Responsibility for the assurance of quality rests with MMU and whilst the University will directly apply its own quality assurance to collaborative provision, the partner will be expected to outline how it plans to fulfil its obligations to ensure that the standards of HE provision meet MMU’s requirements.

In some cases a Quality Handbook will be available. Non-educational partners, especially those without prior experience of working with HE providers, will not be expected to provide a handbook, but information should be provided on how the University (in the first instance this will the supporting faculty) will work with the partner to ensure compliance with MMU Regulations and Procedures, including any agreed staff development.



	
	

	3
	Appropriate learning support resources 
	Any additional information to support the preliminary visit report contained in the Due Diligence Form.

If the partner is not an educational institution, evidence is to be supplied of a discussion between a representative of the partner institution and the relevant subject librarian at MMU as to how students will be supported in terms of library and ICT access.

If a partner is an educational institution the librarian/learning resources manager should complete the Assessment of Learning Support Resources form provided by MMU Library Services.



	
	

	4
	Satisfactory staffing policies to enable the partner to meet the requirements of awards delivered in MMU’s name

.
	General information about the selection, appointment, appraisal and development of partner academic staff who will be delivering (elements of) the programme leading to an MMU award.  This might include:

· Minimum teaching qualifications.  If the partner staff hold non-standard qualifications the faculty must provide information on how the partner staff will be supported to deliver and assess at HE level;
· Staff student ratios;

· Use of FT and PT staff;

· Support for staff new to teaching;

· Research informed teaching;

· Peer support;

· Staff development plan;

· Agreed arrangements for the provision of MMU Staff Development.

Staff CVs are not required at this stage of the approval process – these will be considered as part of the PARM process. 




	
	If appropriate:



	5
	An acceptable record of partnership with other HE institutions 
	A summary of the operation of previous and/or current collaborative partnerships with other HE institutions



	6
	Satisfactory outcome of external audits and reviews undertaken by external and independent bodies
	Outcomes of audits and reviews and any action plans in place to address conditions or recommendations




. 
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