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Degree Awarding Powers and University Title
Introduction
The Agency welcomes the opportunity to present evidence on the procedures for the
grant of Degree Awarding Powers or University Title. As explained below, decisions
to grant degree awarding powers or university title are a matter for the Privy Council.
The Privy Council is advised by the relevant Government Education Department, in
the case of Wales this being the office of the National Assembly for Wales.
In turn, Government Education Departments commission the Agency to evaluate
applications and to advise whether they should be accepted.
The general functions of the Agency are described more fully in evidence to the Post
16 Education and Training Committee, submitted in October 2000.
Background
In the countries of the United Kingdom, both the power to award degrees, and
university status, are granted on a permanent basis. At present, there is no
procedure laid down for the removal of degree awarding powers or the withdrawal of
university status. The presumption is that primary legislation would be required to do
this.
It is an offence for a body based in the United Kingdom to purport to award, or to
offer to award, a degree unless it is properly authorised so to do (Education Reform
Act 1988).
University title has been conferred or confirmed in a number of ways over the years.
The instrument that creates the title has normally conferred also the power to award
degrees. In the case of some ancient Scottish universities, foundation was by Papal
Bull. the position of some other universities has been established or regularised by
individual Act of Parliament. However, until 1992, the normal instrument of
foundation of a university was a Royal Charter.
The Further and Higher Education Act 1992 created a statutory route whereby a
higher education institution could acquire university status. It provided simply that an
institution may change its title to include the word ‘university’, if the Privy Council
gives its consent to such a change. Subsequently by means of the Teaching and
Higher Education Act 1988, this provision was further amended to provide for the title
‘university college’ to be granted in the same way. Ministers have determined that
the title ‘university college’ may be granted to institutions that have their own powers
to award taught degrees.
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The 1992 Act also provides for the grant of degree awarding powers, separately from
university title. Application may be made for either or both of taught degree
awarding powers and research degree awarding powers. (See footnote for definition
of these powers.)
Historically, universities have developed in a number of ways. A small number of
universities were created from scratch, as an act of government policy. Most of
these were created in the 1960s and include such institutions as the Universities of
York, Warwick, Essex, etc. In most other cases universities have evolved from
earlier institutions. Many started life as technical institutions of one sort or another,
for example the colleges of advanced technology that became universities such as
Bradford and Salford. A significant number were originally established as colleges
teaching for the degrees of the University of London, for example the universities of
Reading, Nottingham and Leicester. Others formed an integral part of a parent
university and broke away to establish themselves as universities in their own right,
for example the University of Newcastle which started life as a college of the
University of Durham.
The largest creation of universities from predecessor organisations occurred
following the Further and Higher Education Act 1992, when the powers mentioned
above were used to enable the former polytechnics to acquire university status. The
University of Glamorgan is an example of a university created in this way.
Whilst other means of establishing universities are not precluded, the current public
policy assumption is that any new university would be created by the development of
an established institution, using the route provided by the Further and Higher
Education Act 1992.
The grant of either degree awarding powers or university title is, to all practical
intents and purposes, irrevocable. It is thus appropriate that the procedure used for
considering and advising upon applications should be robust and rigorous.
Development of the current process for considering applications
Following the passage of the 1992 Act, Ministers (acting upon advice received from
the former Higher Education Quality Council) introduced some brief criteria to be
applied when considering applications for degree awarding powers and university
title. In 1997 the National Committee of Inquiry into Higher Education (the Dearing
Committee) recommended that the Agency should undertake a review of these
criteria. The Agency conducted a thorough review and submitted its advice to
Ministers in January 1999.
The Department for Education and Employment, acting n behalf of all UK Ministers
with responsibility for Higher Education wrote to the Agency on 29 October 1999 to
indicate acceptance of the criteria proposed by the Agency. The criteria can be
found at Annex 1 to this document. The letter appears as Annex 2. The letter
indicates that Ministers accepted the Agency’s view that research degree awarding
powers should normally be granted only in conjunction with university title. Ministers
accepted that exceptions might be made in the case of specialist institutions with an
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established research tradition, which could not meet the criteria of breadth of
provision necessary to apply for university title. It became apparent that it would be
necessary for there to be some slight modification of the criteria to deal with
specialist institutions, particularly with respect to the numbers of research degree
registrations and conferments. The Agency put proposals to Ministers, which were
accepted. These additional criteria are set out in the letter of 10 January 2001 from
the DfEE that appears as Annex 3.
The letter of 29 October states that the criteria were to apply from 25 February 1998.
This was the date on which the Government announced its response to the
recommendations in the Dearing report. There was, in effect, a moratorium on fresh
applications for degree awarding powers or university title from the announcement
on 25 February 1998 until the announcement of the new criteria on 29 October 1999.
The position in Wales
The letter sent on 29 October 1999, on behalf of all UK Ministers with responsibility
for Higher Education, made it clear that the criteria are applicable throughout the
United Kingdom. The Agency was asked by Ministers to take account of some
differences in legislation in different parts of the United Kingdom and ‘the federal
constitution of the University of Wales’.
In taking account of the federal constitution of the University of Wales, the Agency is
conscious that some applications made by Welsh institutions for degree awarding
powers may be made with a view to becoming a full constituent institution of the
federal University.
In general, the expectation is that an institution, which acquires its own degree
awarding powers, will make use of them. However, the Agency recognises that an
institution that becomes a part of the University of Wales is expected to place its own
degree awarding powers in abeyance and to award the degrees of the federal
University.
In particular, the Agency recognises that an institution having an association with the
federal University might wish to acquire research degree awarding powers, with a
view to these also being placed in abeyance. The Agency will not reject an
application for research degree awarding powers, from a non-specialist institution in
Wales, solely on the grounds that the institution is not applying also for university
status.
A university proposing to accept another institution into a federation with it will wish
to be satisfied as to the academic credentials of its proposed partner. Satisfying the
extant criteria for taught or research degree awarding powers may be a means of
doing this. For example, the University of Surrey entered into a federation with the
Roehampton Institute. A condition of the formation of the federation was that
Roehampton should obtain its own research degree awarding powers, in addition to
its existing taught degree awarding powers. It was successful in doing this. Once
the powers had been granted they were placed into abeyance at Roehampton, now
federated with the University of Surrey, elected to award Surrey degrees.
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The Agency understands that the University of Wales has been minded to adopt a
similar approach, namely to require any applicant for full constituent institution status
first to acquire both taught and research degree awarding powers in its own right.
The powers, once granted, would be placed in abeyance and the institution would
award the degrees f the federal University.
The Agency regards this as a sensible and desirable approach. It is a means of
demonstrating that any new constituent institution of the University of Wales has had
its academic standards evaluated independently and rigorously, and has
demonstrated that it is fit to exercise the responsibilities associated normally with an
institution that has university status in its own right.
Were this not to be done, there is a danger that acquiring full membership of the
federal university might come to be seen as a ‘back door’ means of acquiring the
power to award degrees. Constituent institutions of the University have very wide
devolved academic powers, comparable in most respects to those exercised by
autonomous universities. Granting such powers without due scrutiny could reflect
adversely upon the standing of the degrees of the federal University. The Agency
supports fully the policy of requiring applicants for full constituent institution status to
satisfy the criteria for both taught and research degree awarding powers, and it will
operate its procedures in a manner that facilitates this.
The process for considering applications for degree awarding powers or
university title
There are two stages to the process used by the Agency in considering applications.
An application is considered at first instance by the Advisory Committee on Degree
Awarding Powers, which has been appointed by the Board of the Agency for this
purpose. The Committee considers whether there is a prima facie case for an
application to be considered in greater detail. In a number of cases, the Committee
advises the applicant institution at this stage that it is likely that further work may be
required if an application is to have any chance of success. In other cases, the
Committee may commission a report from two experienced Assessors. This
preliminary report enables the Committee to reach an informed view on whether a
full evaluation of an application is warranted.
A full evaluation involves the commitment of considerable resources by the applicant
institution, and by the Agency. The Agency’s costs in carrying out the full evaluation
are charged to the applicant institution. As such it is in the interests both of the
institution and of the Agency that an application that is unlikely to succeed is
identified in advance of a significant commitment of resources.
If the Committee feels that an application should not proceed, that view is discussed
with the applicant institution. It would normally be the case that an application would
be withdrawn by the institution in the light of that discussion, either completely, or
temporarily, depending on the nature of the views expressed by the Committee. If,
notwithstanding the views of the Committee, the institution wished to proceed, it
would do so in the knowledge that the chances of success were relatively remote.
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If the Committee agrees that an application should proceed, the second phase of the
process commences. This involves the Committee appointing a scrutiny panel,
chaired by a member of the Agency’s Board. Two members of the panel will
normally be Heads of Higher Education institutions. Two further members of the
panel will normally be persons holding Chief Executive or equivalent posts in
organisations outside higher education. This composition of the scrutiny panel is
intended to ensure that both the academic peers of the institution, and organisations
that may employ its future graduates, can have confidence in the judgements made
about the suitability of the institution to exercise degree awarding powers, or to enjoy
university status.
Academic institutions work on an annual cycle. The purpose of the scrutiny is to
assess, against the criteria, the effectiveness of the institution in managing the
quality and standards of its academic provision. The scrutiny thus lasts normally for
a period of one year. During this time, assessors acting on behalf of the scrutiny
panel will attend and observe a large number of functions within the institution, and
in particular meetings of academic bodies that are taking decisions on matters
relating to the quality and standards of academic awards. Assessors report to and
are directed by the security panel. At the end of the process the scrutiny panel itself
visits the institution for a full day of meetings with the management, staff and
students of the institution.
Thereafter, the scrutiny panel makes its recommendations to the Advisory
Committee on Degree Awarding Powers. The decision of the Advisory Committee
then goes to the Board of the Agency for endorsement and is submitted to the
responsible government education department.
Conclusion
The irrevocable nature of the grant of degree awarding powers or university title
requires a rigorous process of scrutiny of applications. the use of the same criteria,
and a common process of evaluation throughout the United Kingdom ensures
comparability of standards across the United Kingdom. At the same time, the
process is sufficiently flexible to take account of the particular circumstances in
individual countries, and especially the federal constitution of the University of
Wales.

Annexes
1.
Guidance on procedures and criteria for degree awarding powers and
university title.
2.
Letter of 29 October 1999 from the Department for Education and
Employment.
3.
Letter of 10 January 2001 from the Department for Education and
Employment.
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4.
Schematic representation of the degree awarding powers and university title
process.
Footnote
The Further and Higher Education Act 1992 defines taught degree awarding powers
as the power to make “awards granted to persons who complete an appropriate
course of study and satisfy an appropriate assessment” and research degree
awarding powers as the power to make “awards granted to persons who complete
an appropriate programme of supervised research and satisfy an appropriate
assessment.”
February 2001
si/0206
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Annex 1

APPLICATIONS FOR THE GRANT OF TAUGHT DEGREE
AWARDING POWERS, RESEARCH DEGREE AWARDING POWERS AND
UNIVERSITY TITLE
INSTITUTIONAL GUIDANCE ON PROCEDURES

1

INTRODUCTION

1.1

This paper sets out the procedures for making applications for the award of
degree awarding powers and/or university title.

1.2

Section 76 of the Further and Higher Education Act 1992 and Section 48 of
the Further and Higher Education (Scotland) Act 1992 empower the Privy
Council to specify institutions of higher education as competent to grant
awards, namely to grant them powers to award their own degrees. In
considering applications for such powers, the Privy Council seeks advice from
the appropriate territorial Minister with higher education responsibilities. In
turn, the appropriate Minister seeks advice from the Agency.

2

BACKGROUND

2.1

Ministers maintain criteria against which applications are considered. In 1998
the Agency was invited to review these criteria, and proposals for revised
criteria were submitted. On 29th October 1999, it was announced that
Ministers had concluded that the criteria proposed by the Agency were
appropriate, and had asked the Agency to offer its advice on the basis of
them. In advising on applications for degree awarding powers received after
25th February 1998, the Agency is therefore guided by these criteria. The
criteria appear as Appendix 1 to this paper.

2.2

Applications for degree awarding powers should relate to “taught” or
“research” degrees, as defined in the relevant legislation. This distinction is
reflected in the criteria. Ministers have stated that the title “university college”
will be available to institutions which have been granted taught degree
awarding powers. It is for institutions to decide whether they wish to seek
such a title, and if so, to submit an application for approval of a particular title
to the Privy Council.

2.3

Ministers consider it will normally be appropriate for applications for research
degree awarding powers to be considered in conjunction with an application
for university title. However, specialist institutions with an existing research
tradition (and in exceptional circumstances other institutions) may be deemed
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fit to be granted research degree awarding powers without also seeking
university status.
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2.4

Ministers have stressed the responsibility that degree awarding institutions
have in maintaining the world class reputation of United Kingdom higher
education. As such, before higher education institutions are allowed to award
their own degrees, Ministers must be satisfied that the quality of degrees will
be such as to maintain that world class reputation. University status carried
an even greater commitment to quality and high standards.

3

THE CRITERIA

3.1

An institution aspiring to the status of University, or seeking the power to
award its own degrees, should be one acknowledged as a worthy peer by the
community of academic institutions it seeks to join. It should itself be a well
found, cohesive and self-critical academic community that demonstrates firm
guardianship of its standards.

3.1

This is not to say that it should be a mere clone of a single model of academic
excellence. It should have the self-confidence to pursue its own mission, and
to contribute to the diversity of the sector as a whole. But it should do so in a
way that commands the respect and confidence of its peers and of its
stakeholders.

3.1

The criteria provide a framework to enable an institution to demonstrate that it
is worthy of the status that it seeks. In formulating its advice, the Agency will
consider not only the individual criteria themselves, but will also take a view on
the way in which the institution is meeting the expectations of the criteria as a
whole.

3.4

3.5

3.6

An applicant institution should be able to demonstrate that it has considered
all strategic options open to it for its own academic development, and that the
making of an application is a culmination of a considered process of strategic
planning.
An application for degree awarding powers and/or university title will not
normally be entertained unless the institution can demonstrate that over the
preceding five years:
•

None of its provision has been subject to a finding by the responsible
quality assurance body that quality is unsatisfactory, or to a requirement
for an improvement plan to be produced, and

•

There has been no academic audit or institutional review report that has
identified serious weaknesses of academic management.

In considering any request for an exception to this general rule, the Agency
will have regard to the extent and nature of the weakness, the way in which
the institution has responded to it, and any countervailing evidence. The
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3.7

Agency will also take account of any adverse findings or withdrawal of
recognition by a professional or other accrediting body over the preceding five
year period, and, where appropriate, the institutions'’ validation or
accreditation arrangements with other institutions.
In all cases, the Agency will consider applications on their individual facts and
merits, and make a robust and consistent assessment of the institution’s
ability to maintain quality and standards.

4

MAKING AN APPLICATION

4.1

Institutions applying for either degree awarding powers and/or university
status will be required to prepare a Critical Self Analysis. The Analysis should
describe, analyse and comment clearly and frankly on the effectiveness of the
means used by the institution to satisfy itself that it is able to meet the criteria
relevant to the powers being sought. Although it is for institutions to
determine how they structure their Analysis, regard should be had to the
relevant criteria and supporting “evidence” listings. Whilst the list of
“evidence” is reasonably detailed, it is not intended to be exhaustive.

4.2

The Analysis should be accompanied by a list of the evidence used by the
institution itself to test whether its processes are operating as intended, to
enable it to know whether it is discharging effectively its responsibility for
quality and standards relative to the powers being sought. All the documents
identified by the applying institution should be available to the Agency upon
request. Applicant institutions are encouraged to supplement their Analysis
with documents, such as prospectuses, strategic and operational plans,
teaching quality handbooks, and staff handbooks, in order to help the Agency
to an improved understanding of the institution and its structure and function.
The Analysis will be regarded as being confidential to those directly
concerned with consideration of the application.

4.3

Experience suggests that an effective Analysis will be some 60 pages in
length, although there will be no penalty for shorter or longer submissions.

4.4

Applications should be submitted to the Clerk to the Privy Council, Privy
Council Office, Whitehall, London SW1A 2AT. Institutions should submit one
copy of the application to the Privy Council Office. The Agency will seek
further copies (normally 20) of the application from the institution after the
relevant Education Department has approached it with a formal request for
advice.

4.5

Institutions are advised to approach the Agency for informal discussions
before lodging a formal application. The Agency is willing to meet institutions
to discuss proposed applications at an early stage to ensure that the
institution has a clear understanding of the criteria, documentation
requirements and scrutiny processes.
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5

SCRUTINY BY THE AGENCY

5.1

Confirmation that the Agency will provide advice about the application in
question will be sent to the appropriate Education Department and to the
institution. The applicant institution will be advised of the arrangements for
co-ordinating the processing of the application.
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Consideration by the Agency’s Advisory Committee on Degree
Awarding Powers
5.2

The Agency’s Advisory Committee on Degree Awarding Powers (ACDAP) will
consider:
•

the documentation submitted by the applying institution

•

a preliminary report on the submission by ACDAP Committee’s officers

•

where appropriate, comments received from a validating partner(s)

•

initial advice from the relevant funding council

and will determine whether there is a case for considering further the
institution’s application.
5.3

If the Committee determines that, in the light of the preliminary report, the
application should receive further consideration, a Scrutiny Panel will be
appointed by the Committee to examine the application in detail. Scrutiny
Panels are chaired by members of the ACDAP and normally consist of
between four and six people, of whom some will be heads, or senior members
of, higher education institutions. The other members may include individuals
with professional or other experience relevant to the applicant institution.
Institutional scrutiny

5.4

The Scrutiny Panel may commission a preliminary visit to the applicant
institution to explore matters arising from the initial submission documentation
and other information available to the Panel. the information made available
should include the plans of the institution and its validating partner for the
progressive transfer of full responsibility for degree awarding functions, in the
event that the application succeeds. The visit will normally be undertaken by
two assessors and the ACDAP Committee Secretary. A report of the visit will
be prepared for consideration by the Scrutiny Panel. In the light of that report,
the Panel will decide either to proceed with its scrutiny, or to advise the
institution to undertake further development work before proceeding with its
application.

5.5

Where the Panel decides to proceed with a scrutiny, the Agency will appoint a
small team of assessors to collect evidence on the application. In selecting
assessors, the Agency will seek to balance academic seniority, experience of
institutional operations and appreciation of the applicant institution’s position
in the higher education sector. The assessors will not make
recommendations on the application but will, with reference to the agreed
criteria (both individually and collectively), offer peer referenced views on the
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detail of institutional operations and will identify matters for subsequent further
consideration by the Scrutiny Panel.
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5.6

Scrutiny activities will take a number of forms including, for example:
•

reviewing documentation made available by the applicant institution;

•

observing formal meetings, including committee meetings,
validation/review events, and examination boards;

•

structured discussions with staff, students and external interest
groupings.

Regular monitoring reports on the institutional scrutiny process will be
submitted to the appointed Scrutiny Panel by the ACDAP Secretary.
The precise nature and length of the scrutiny process will vary according to
the powers being sought and the particular circumstances of the applicant
institution. In scrutinising the institution(s) application, the Agency will seek
external perspectives on the operation of the institution and review reports
arising from external programme/institutional scrutiny processes.
5.7

Though not mandatory, the institution may see merit in the establishment of
an external advisory group to offer advice and guidance on institutional
development, both as part of the application process and subsequently.
Institutions which decide that there would be benefits in establishing such a
group will need to bear in mind the important contribution that, where
appropriate, may be made by representatives from their validating
institutions(s) or other external bodies.

5.8

Subject to satisfactory progress, applications for degree awarding powers
and/or university title will culminate in a Scrutiny Panel visit. The visit will
normally involve meetings with governors, senior managers, teaching and
other staff; with students; and with relevant external interest groups.
Thereafter, the Panel will formulate its report.

6

REPORTING ARRANGEMENTS

6.1

At the end of the scrutiny process, the report of the scrutiny Panel will be
considered by the ACDAP. The ACDAP will then formulate its advice on the
application. Subject to the approval of the Board this advice will then be
transmitted to the appropriate Education Department. The advice will be
given in confidence, it is for the appropriate Minister to determine if it should
be published or disclosed to the applicant institution. A final decision on an
application, and the notification of that decision, is a matter for the Privy
Council.
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7.1

7.2

ACDAP normally meets at quarterly intervals in mid to late March, June,
September and December each year. The Agency will normally need to
receive a request for advice, and the full application from the institution, at
least five weeks before the meeting of the Committee at which it is to be
considered.
While it is not possible to give a precise indication of the duration of the
process, applicants should be aware that the nature of the scrutiny process is
both intensive and extensive and is, therefore, likely to extend for at least one
complete annual cycle of academic decision making. The QAA will advise on
the likely duration of individual scrutiny processes.

8

ROLE OF THE FUNDING COUNCIL AND VALIDATING INSTITUTION(S)

8.1

An Education Department may seek views from the relevant Funding Council
on the financial stability of an institution seeking degree awarding powers
(irrespective of whether the institution is in receipt of funding from that
Council).

8.2

An applicant institution=s validating partner(s) will be advised that an
application has been made. They will be invited to offer their comments on
the nature of the operational relationship that has been established and their
judgement as to the suitability of the applying institution to be granted the
powers they are seeking.

9

COSTS

9.1

The Agency will levy a charge on applicant institutions to recover the costs
that it incurs in scrutinising the application and providing advice to the relevant
Education Department. The Agency has no other income that it is able to
apply to dealing with applications. The charge will cover the direct costs of
the Scrutiny Panel and its assessors, and the associated staff and overhead
costs incurred by the Agency. Charges will be set at a level that recovers
these costs, no surplus will be generated from the activity.

9.2

An initial charge will be made to cover costs incurred up to and including the
initial report to the Scrutiny Panel (see paragraph 5.4 above). The current
(January 2000) charge is £15,000. A further charge will be made for the
remaining work. Because the amount of such work may vary between
applications, such further charges will be set individually. The Agency will be
happy to advise on the likely charges for any application.

9.3

Before submitting applications for either taught degree awarding powers or
university title/research degree awarding powers, institutions will wish to give
serious consideration to the internal resource costs arising from the
preparation and subsequent consideration of the application.
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10

Further information

10.1

Enquiries regarding the submission of applications for degree awarding
powers or university status should, in the first instance, be made to the
ACDAP Committee Secretary at the following address:
Dr Chris Haslam
Assistant Director
Institutional Review and Degree Awarding Powers
Quality Assurance Agency for Higher Education
Southgate House
Southgate Street
Gloucester GL1 1UB
Tel:
Fax:
E-mail:
Secretary:
Tel:
E-mail:
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c.haslam@qaa.ac.uk
Ms Lynne Banin
01452 - 557117
I.banin@qaa.ac.uk
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Appendix 1

CRITERIA COMMON TO ALL APPLICATIONS
Governance and Management
Criterion
The institution’s governance, management, financial control and quality
assurance arrangements are sufficient to manage existing operations and
respond to development and change
Evidence
The institution should be able to demonstrate that:
•

its academic and financial planning quality assurance and resource allocation
policies are coherent and relate to its mission, aims and objectives;

•

there is a clarity of function and responsibility in relation to its governance and
management systems;

•

across the full range of its activities, there is demonstrable depth and strength
of academic leadership;

•

policies and systems are developed, implemented and communicated in
collaboration with staff and students;

•

its mission and associated policies and systems are understood, accepted
and actively applied by staff and, where appropriate, students;

•

it is managing successfully the responsibilities vested in it pursuant to the
grant of degree awarding powers, or by its validating university;

•

its operational policies and systems are monitored, and that it identifies
where, when, why and how changes might need to be made;

•

there is demonstrable information to indicate continued confidence and
stability over an extended period of time in its governance, financial control
and quality assurance arrangements, and organisational structure.
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Quality Assurance
Criterion
The institution has clear and consistently applied mechanisms for establishing
its academic objectives and outcomes
Evidence
The institution should be able to demonstrate that:
•

its programmes of study are offered at levels that correspond to the levels of
the overall qualifications framework for higher education;

•

in seeking to establish, and then maintain, comparability of standards with
other providers of equivalent level programmes, advice is explicitly sought
from academic peers in other higher education institutions and, where
appropriate, professional and statutory bodies.

Criterion
The institution seeks to ensure that its programmes of study consistently meet
stated objectives and outcomes
Evidence
The institution should be able to demonstrate that:
•

self-assessment is integral to quality assurance and the management of the
institution;

•

ideas and expertise from within and outside the institution, on programme
design and development, on teaching, and on student learning and
assessment, are drawn into its arrangements for programme approval and
review;

•

staff are informed of, and provided with guidance on, its policy and
procedures for programme design, monitoring and review;

•

its strategies for teaching, learning and assessment relate to its stated
objectives and learning outcomes;

•

there is a close interrelationship between academic planning matters and
decisions on resource allocation.
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Criterion
Programme performance is carefully and regularly monitored
Evidence
The institution should be able to demonstrate that:
•

responsibility for amending/improving new programme proposals is clearly
assigned and subsequent action carefully monitored;

•

close linkages are maintained between learning support services and
programme approval, planning and review;

•

clear mechanisms exist for assigning and discharging action in the scrutiny,
monitoring and review of existing programmes;

•

coherence of programmes with multiple elements or alternative pathways is
secured and maintained;

•

clear mechanisms are employed when a decision is taken to close a
programme or programme element, and, in doing so, the interests of students
are safeguarded.

Criterion
The effectiveness of the institution’s learning and teaching infrastructure is
carefully monitored
Evidence
The institution should be able to demonstrate that:
•

the effectiveness of teaching and learning is monitored in relation to stated
objectives and learning outcomes;

•

collections of books and other materials contained in, or directly accessible
through, its library/learning resources centre are adequate to facilitate the
programmes pursued by students in the institution;

•

action is taken to maintain and enhance quality and the role of staff and
students in this process;
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•
•

students are advised about, and inducted into, programmes and study and
account is taken of different students’ needs;
means exist for identifying good and poor practice and for disseminating and
implementing improved operational methodologies.

Criterion
The academic and related support requirements of students studying off-site
are taken into account
Evidence
The institution should be able to demonstrate that:
•

clear and understood arrangements exist for monitoring the opportunities and
achievements of those of its students studying outside the institution,
including those outside the UK.

Criterion
Standards of students’ achievements are maintained at a recognised level and
there is a strategy for developing the quality of academic provision
Evidence
The institution should be able to demonstrate that:
•

through its assessment practices, it seeks to define, monitor and maintain its
academic standards;

•

its assessment criteria and practices are communicated clearly to students
and staff;

•

it assures itself that its assessment practices fully cover all declared learning
objectives and learning outcomes;

•

external peers are engaged in its assessment processes;

•

consistency is maintained between internal and external examiners’ marking;

•

the reliability and validity of its assessment procedures are monitored and that
its assessment outcomes inform future programme and student planning;

•

students are informed of the outcomes of their assessment;
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•

information on assessment outcomes is given to students in a timely manner;

•

constructive feedback is given to students on their performance.

Criterion
Effective action is taken to address weaknesses, promote strengths and
demonstrate accountability
Evidence
The institution should be able to demonstrate that:
•

a rigorous approach is adopted in response to matters raised through selfassessment;

•

actions are regularly monitored to ensure the maintenance of quality and
standards;

•

feedback from students, staff and external interest groups is secured and
evaluated and clear mechanisms exist to provide feedback to interested
stakeholders;

•

use is made of feedback at departmental, programme or programme-element
level;

•

external views and involvement are sought in programme design and review,
teaching and student learning;

•

information arising from feedback is disseminated within programmes and
across the institution;

•

the effectiveness of student advisory and counselling services is monitored
and resource demands arising from such activities are considered and acted
upon;

•

effective means exist for encouraging the continuous improvement of quality
of provision and student achievement.

Administrative Systems
Criterion
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The institution’s administrative systems are sufficient to manage its
operations now and in the foreseeable future
Evidence
The institution should be able to demonstrate that:
•

its administrative support systems are able to monitor student progression
and performance and provide timely and accurate information to satisfy
academic and non-academic information needs;

•

it provides access to comprehensive library and computing services, support
and demand for which is regularly monitored and, where appropriate,
improved;

•

high quality and confidential support services are provided for students and
staff;

•

equality of opportunity is achieved in its activities;

•

it has in place effective and confidential mechanisms to deal with all
complaints regarding academic and non-academic matters;

•

its administrative staff are given adequate opportunities for professional
development.
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ADDITIONAL CRITERIA FOR TAUGHT DEGREE AWARDING POWERS
Academic Staffing
Criterion
The qualities and competences of staff are appropriate for an institution with
taught degree awarding powers
Evidence
The institution should be able to demonstrate that a significant proportion of its
academic staff have:
•

higher degrees and relevant professional qualifications;

•

teaching experience in other higher education institutions;

•

experience of curriculum development and assessment design;

•

relevant experience outside higher education, for example in professional
practice.

Criterion
The institution’s staff are actively engaged with the pedagogic development of
their discipline
Evidence
The institution should be able to demonstrate that:
•

a proportion of its academic staff are active in subject associations and
relevant professional bodies;

•

a significant proportion of its academic staff participate in professional
development schemes;

•

there are institutional and local level strategies of staff development designed
to establish, develop and enhance staff competences;

•

an extensive portfolio of teaching development activities has been
established;
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•

staff contribute to academic publications.

Criterion
Staff maintain high professional standards
Evidence
The institution should be able to demonstrate that:
•

feedback on performance is regularly received from students, employers and
other institutional stakeholders;

•

the outcomes of external scrutiny exercises undertaken by bodies such as the
Quality Assurance Agency for Higher Education, the funding councils and
professional and statutory bodies are carefully considered and actioned.

ELL 09-01(p.2)

24

P770U571LT (01) JD

ADDITIONAL CRITERIA FOR UNIVERSITY TITLE AND/OR RESEARCH DEGREE
AWARDING POWERS
The Environment Supporting the Award of Higher Degrees
Criterion
The institution has an environment of academic staff, postgraduates and
postdoctoral workers which fosters and actively supports creative research
and scholarly activity
Evidence
The institution should be able to demonstrate that:
•

it exercises prudent management of its portfolio of research and consultancy
activities;

•

a substantial proportion of its academic staff are engaged in research and
scholarship;

•

in the majority of academic areas within which it undertakes research, or other
forms of advanced scholarship consistent with its mission, it demonstrates
achievement of national and/or international standing;

•

it is successful in securing income for its research activities;

•

it has implemented effectively the provisions of the QAA Code of Practice on
Postgraduate Research programmes.

Academic Staffing
Criterion
The qualities and competences of staff are appropriate for an institution with
university title and/or research degree awarding powers
Evidence
The institution should be able to demonstrate that a significant proportion of its
academic staff have:
•

higher degrees, doctorates, relevant professional qualifications and fellowship
of learned societies;
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•
•
•

teaching and/or research experience in other universities in the United
Kingdom and abroad;
experience of curriculum development, assessment design and research
management in other universities and higher education institutions;
relevant experience outside higher education, for example in professional
practice or in industrial research and development.

Criterion
The institution’s staff are actively engaged with the pedagogic development of
their discipline
Evidence
The institution should be able to demonstrate that:
•

a significant proportion of its academic staff are active in subject associations,
learned societies and relevant professional bodies;

•

a significant proportion of its academic staff participate in professional
development schemes;

•

there are institutional and local level strategies of staff development designed
to establish, develop and enhance staff competences;

•

an extensive portfolio of teaching development activities has been
established.

Criterion
Staff of the institution have acknowledged academic expertise
Evidence
The institution should be able to demonstrate:
•

that a significant proportion of its academic staff are engaged in research,
academic reviews and scholarly commentary, produce articles, text books and
other academic related materials;

•

that it has academic staff who are invited to contribute to the work of expert
committees, either as advisers, expert witnesses or commentators;
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•

that it is able to attract individual or institutional commissioned research and/or
consultancy;

•

the extent to which it is able to attract funding or sponsorship for academic
development initiatives;
that it is valued as a partner in collaborative projects;

•
•

that it is involved in research partnerships and technology transfer schemes
with outside enterprises.

Criterion
Staff maintain high professional standards and willingly accept the
professional responsibilities associated with operating in a university
environment
Evidence
The institution should be able to demonstrate that:
•

feedback on performance is regularly received from students, employers and
other institutional stakeholders;

•

the outcomes of external scrutiny exercises undertaken by bodies such as the
Quality Assurance Agency for Higher Education, the funding councils and
professional and statutory bodies are carefully considered and actioned;

•

a significant proportion of its staff act as external examiners in other higher
education institutions;

•

a number of its academic staff act as external academic auditors, external
subject reviewers, or in some other external review capacity.
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ADDITIONAL CRITERIA FOR UNIVERSITY TITLE ONLY
Criterion
An institution wishing to apply for approval to use the title ‘University’ should
normally have:
•

at least 300 full-time equivalent higher education students in five of the subject
areas listed for this purpose below;

•

a higher education enrolment of at least 4,000 full-time equivalent students;

•

at least 3,000 full-time equivalent students on degree level courses;

•

at least 60 current research degree registrations and more than 30 Doctor of
Philosophy (or direct equivalent) conferments.

Subject Categories
Clinical and Pre-Clinical subjects
Subjects and Professions Allied to Medicine
Science
engineering and Technology
Built Environment
Mathematical Sciences, Information Technology and Computing
Business and Management
Social Sciences
Humanities
Art, Design and the Performing Arts
Education, Initial Teacher Training and Qualified Teacher Status
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