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Code of Practice for Programme Approval, 
Monitoring and Review 

 
  

This Code describes the procedures to design, review and monitor programmes.  It also 
includes module approval.  Proposals involving an external partner must be approved as 
described in the Code of Practice for Collaborative Provision and in the Validation Manual. 

Procedures to Approve and Amend Programmes 

Introduction 
1. The University encourages innovative and responsive approaches to course design.  

Initiatives for new programmes may come from various sources.  They may be the 
result of University strategy or may be the result of market research.  External bodies 
(e.g. professional or accrediting bodies) may also request changes. 

2. The Quality Assurance and Validation Task Group is responsible for overseeing the 
implementation of the University’s procedures to approve and amend programmes.  
The Task Group can create groups responsible for overseeing specific aspects of the 
procedures. 

3. The Planning and Governance Office is responsible for the strategic approval of 
programme proposals (see paragraph 16).  

4. The Programme Approval Group is responsible for the academic approval of 
programmes (see paragraph 17).  The Programme Approval Group must report to the 
Quality Assurance and Validation Task Group and to Senate.  The membership of the 
Programme Approval Group is: 

 The Pro Vice-Chancellor (T&L) (Chair) 
 3 college Directors of Teaching and Learning 
 1 CELT representative 
 1 representative of the Quality Assurance and Validation Task Group 
 1 Student representative 

 
5. Every year, a list of new and revalidated programmes must be sent to Senate for 

information. 

6. The Quality Assurance and Validation Unit must maintain a list (Validation Pool) of staff 
members who can serve on Approval Panels, who can chair Approval Panels and who 
can serve as Internal Assessors.  

7. School Boards of Studies are responsible for programmes that lead to a University 
award.  Schools must make sure that programmes are designed and monitored in 
accordance with this Code of Practice.  Programmes should be designed with input 
from a wide range of sources (see paragraph 16 Step 5).  

8. Schools must make sure that the content and rationale for programmes are robust.  
Programmes must be consistent with the relevant Subject Benchmark Statement(s), 
the Framework for Higher Education Qualifications and the requirements of 
professional, statutory and regulatory bodies.  Schools must also make sure that there 
are adequate staff and other resources to teach the programme.  Specific requirements 
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for students must be identified (e.g. bench fees, costs of compulsory field courses, 
periods of overseas study or requirements for professional registration).  Programmes 
must be revalidated if substantive changes (See paragraph 12) have to be made, for 
example, if there are changes to Benchmark Statements or staff resources.  

9. Schools must discuss proposals with all other schools that will provide modules for the 
programmes or that use modules that will be discontinued or revised. 

10. The Senate Regulations and Special Cases Committee must approve: 

 New award titles.  
 Exceptions to the University Regulations including exceptions required by 

professional, statutory or regulatory bodies.  

11. The Pro Vice-Chancellor (Teaching and Learning) must approve: 

 Changes to programme titles (proposals must be submitted by the end of 
January for the next academic year). 

 Withdrawal of a programme. 

12. Schools are only allowed to make minor changes to approved programmes and 
modules.  Any such change must be made in accordance with the University’s 
Guidance on Consumer Protection Law, which includes an expectation that where 
changes are introduced, there must be consultation and communication with students.  

A programme must be revalidated if: 

 Changes are made to the mode of delivery of the programme; 

 Changes are made to more than 20% of the programme learning outcomes 
and/or 

 New core or compulsory modules are worth more than 20% of the total number 
of credits in the programme. 

A module must be submitted for approval if: 

 Changes are made to more than 20% of the module learning outcomes and/or 
 Changes are made to assessments accounting for more than 50% of the module 

mark. 

13. The timeframes in this Code of Practice apply to all proposed new programmes.  In 
some genuinely exceptional circumstances programmes may be approved within a 
shorter timeframe.  This may include, for example, programmes for which there are 
guaranteed numbers of funded students so that normal marketing considerations will 
not apply, and where the viability would be negated by following the usual approval 
procedure.  Where such exceptional circumstances apply, the proposal will be 
considered as a ‘Fast Track’ proposal, and the relevant timeframes, as well as the exact 
nature of the steps to be followed under Stage 1 of the Procedure (Strategic Approval -
see paragraph 16) may be adjusted with the approval of the Planning and Governance 
Office.  Under no circumstances will any of the steps in Stage 2 (Academic Approval - 
see paragraph17) be circumvented.  In addition, the Planning and Governance Office 
may adjust the deadline for proposed new programmes which do not fall within the 
definition of Fast Track but where there are exceptional circumstances.  For example, 
the Planning and Governance Office may decide that it is permissible for a particular 
programme to be advertised online only, which will mean that the deadline for 
inclusion in the printed prospectus will not apply.  
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The Programme Approval Process  
14. Proposals for MA/MSc or BA/BSc with the same title must:  

 Be justified as part of the programme approval processes. 
 Be presented for approval with separate programme specifications or as distinct 

routes in a single programme specification. 
 Have different learning outcomes. 
 Differ by more than 15% of the credits that contribute to the awards. 

15. The Chair of the Programme Approval Group can consider and approve proposals for: 

 New programmes created by combining elements from approved programmes. 
 Proposals for a new mode of study (e.g. a part-time version of a programme). 
 Modified programmes where the changes affect 20%-50% of the original 

learning outcomes or credits. 
 Proposals to deliver a programme at a different location or different mode of 

delivery (e.g. a distance learning version of a full-time programme). 

For each of these, schools must include a supporting statement from at least one 
external academic expert.  The statement must refer to: 

 The aims of the programme. 
 The learning outcomes. 

 The curriculum and how it reflects the aims, learning outcomes and subject 
benchmark statements. 

 The relevance of the programme, particularly in relation to developments in the 
subject area and employment opportunities. 

The Chair of the Programme Approval Group has discretion to refer any proposal, 
whether or not it meets the criterion specified above, for Strategic Approval (see 
paragraph 16). 

 
16. Stage 1: Strategic Approval 

Step 1. Appointment of Lead Programme Developer 

The school must appoint a Lead Programme Developer (LPD). For proposed 
joint programmes, an LPD must be appointed from both schools. 

Step 2. Programme Proposal Form 

The LPD must prepare a Programme Proposal Form.  The Programme 
Proposal Form must be signed by the Head of School and the College Dean.  
In the case of proposed joint programmes, the Programme Proposal Form 
must be signed by both Heads of School, and, by the College Dean(s).  The 
Form must be made available to the Head(s) of School and the College 
Dean(s) at least four weeks before it is submitted for preliminary strategic 
approval by the Planning and Governance Office (see Step 3, below).  

The Head of School and/or the College Dean may request that the LPD 
consults with an External Assessor at this stage to provide confirmation that 
the proposed programme is viable.  

Step 3. Preliminary Strategic Approval by the Planning and Governance Office 

The Programme Proposal Form must be sent to the Quality Assurance and 
Validation Unit (QAVU).  The deadline for submission is 1 December for 
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autumn starts in 22 months (e.g. 1/12/17 for an autumn start in 2019).  
Submissions in advance of the deadline are encouraged and will be 
considered earlier in the process.  The QAVU must send the Programme 
Proposal Form to the Planning and Governance Office for preliminary 
strategic approval. 

The LPD, Head of School and College Dean may be asked to attend the 
meeting with the Planning and Governance Office in which the Programme 
Proposal Form is discussed. 

Step 4. Initial Programme Outline 

If preliminary strategic approval is granted, the LPD must prepare an Initial 
Programme Outline (see Appendix 2, Sections A-E). 

Step 5. School Consultation and Business Case Development 

The LPD must nominate an External Assessor to provide feedback on the 
Initial Programme Outline, both in terms of the academic merits of the 
proposal, and the likely demand for the programme.  The QAVU is 
responsible for the appointment process.  

The LPD must develop a business case for the proposed programme, 
working in conjunction with the College Manager(s) and college Finance 
Manager(s).  A business case pro forma and guidance are available from the 
Planning and Governance Office web site.  The business case must include: 
strategic rationale; market rationale and competitor analysis; student 
number forecast; and a cost and income forecast.  

The LPD must also demonstrate consultation with stakeholders including: 

 Students. 
 Employers. 

 PSRBs (if applicable). 
 Central Service Departments, including but not limited to: Admissions, 

Corporate Communications and Marketing; International Education 
Centre; Planning and Governance Office; QAVU; Student 
Administration; Timetabling Unit; Bangor Sustainability Lab; Careers 
and Employability Service; Library and Archives Service; Halls of 
Residence. 

 Other stakeholders, as appropriate. 
 

Step 6. Final Programme Outline 

The LPD must prepare a Final Programme Outline, which must include, and 
be informed by: (i) evidence from the consultation with stakeholders; (ii) the 
feedback from the External Assessor; and (iii) the full business case (see 
Appendix 2). 

 

Step 7. Strategic Approval by the Planning and Governance Office and the 
Executive 

The Final Programme Outline must be sent to the QAVU by 1 March for 
autumn starts in 18 months (e.g. 1/3/18 for autumn start in 2019) , though 
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submissions in advance of the deadline are encouraged and will be 
considered earlier in the process.  

After carrying out preliminary checks, the QAVU must send the Final 
Programme Outline to the Planning and Governance Office.  The Planning 
and Governance Office must consider all Final Programme Outlines and 
recommend whether strategic approval should be granted.  The 
recommendations of the Planning and Governance Office must be referred to 
the Executive for ratification. 

If strategic approval is granted, the proposed programme may commence to 
Stage 2: Academic Approval.  At this point, the proposed programme may be 
advertised ‘subject to validation’. 

17. Stage 2: Academic Approval 

Apart from Fast Track programmes (see paragraph 13), Stage 2 must begin at least 
twelve months before the proposed start date.  This is to avoid the possibility of the 
academic approval stage, which is essential for quality assurance purposes, from 
being compromised in any way.  In addition, it ensures that appropriate marketing 
can be undertaken. 

Step 1. Appointment of Student Advisers 

The school’s Staff Student Liaison Committee must nominate two or more 
Student Advisers who will contribute to the academic approval stage.  The 
Student Advisers will receive training arranged by the Students’ Union. 

Step 2. Preparation of Programme Specification 

The LPD must prepare a Programme Specification (See Appendix 3) and 
Module Descriptions (see paragraphs 24-35).  The Student Advisers must be 
provided with the opportunity to play an active part in the preparation of 
these documents. 

Step 3. Internal and External Academic Scrutiny  

Once the Programme Specification and Module Descriptions have been 
prepared, they must be sent to the QAVU.  After carrying out initial scrutiny, 
the QAVU will send them to the following for academic scrutiny and feedback 
(along with Module Descriptions for existing validated modules that will form 
part of the programme): 

 External Assessor (normally the same External Assessor as in the 
Strategic Approval stage); 

 Internal Assessor; 
 Student Assessor. 

Where necessary and appropriate (for example where an Assessor suggests 
that a change is required), the LPD may liaise with the Assessors via the 
QAVU, providing revised drafts as required. 

Step 4. Finalising the Programme Specification and Module Descriptions 

The LPD, with input from the Student Advisers as appropriate, must finalise 
the Programme Specification and Module Descriptions, maintaining a record 
of how the feedback has been taken into consideration. 

Step 5. Consideration by the Programme Approval Group 
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The finalised Programme Specification and Module Descriptions must be 
submitted to the QAVU by 31 January for autumn starts in 8 months (e.g. 
31/1/19 for autumn start in 2019).  This deadline may be adjusted for Fast 
Track proposals.  After carrying out preliminary checks, the QAVU will send 
on the Programme Specification and Module Descriptions to the Programme 
Approval Group (PAG). 

PAG will meet to consider all Programme Specifications and Module 
Descriptions, taking into consideration the items listed in paragraph 21.  The 
LPDs are expected to attend the meeting, as well as a representative from 
the QAVU. 

 

For each programme, PAG must choose one of the following options: 

(i) Approval with no conditions. 
(ii) Approval with conditions (to be completed within six weeks and 

approved by the Chair of PAG). 
(iii) Resubmission to PAG. 
(iv) Refer the programme to an Approval Panel. 
(v) Reject the programme. 

Where a resubmission is required (under option iii), the revised Programme 
Specification and Module Descriptions must be submitted to the QAVU by the 
deadline determined by PAG.  The QAVU will send the revised Programme 
Specification and Module Descriptions to PAG.  For a resubmitted 
programme, PAG can choose any one of the options (i-v) listed above. 

Option iv must be chosen if one or more of the following apply: 

 PSRB requirements stipulate that an Approval Panel is required; 
 The proposed programme is in a new subject area; 
 Where, due to any other factors, for example the level of risk 

involved, PAG takes the view that an Approval Panel is required. 

The report and recommendations of an Approval Panel must be sent to PAG, 
along with the finalised Programme Specification and Module Descriptions.  
PAG can choose any one of the options (i-v) listed above.  

Step 6. Conclusion of the Approval Process 

Once a proposed programme has been approved by PAG, it will no longer be 
‘subject to validation’ and delivery may commence. 

Procedure for Approval Panels 
18. The membership of an Approval Panel must be: 

 Head of Quality Assurance and Validation (or nominee chosen from the 
Validation Pool) 

 External Subject Specialist* 
 One representative from the Validation Pool (who must not be from the 

presenting school) 
 One academic staff member from a related discipline (who must not be from the 

presenting school) 
 Professional or employer representative, where appropriate 
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 Student representative (if available) 
 Panel secretary+ 

* Guidelines for External Subject Specialists are in Appendix 5. 
+ An Officer from the QAVU will act as the Panel secretary. 

19. Staff from the presenting school(s), including the LPD, must attend the Approval Panel 
to summarise the aims of the programme and to answer the Panel members’ 
questions.  The school must also note the Panel’s recommendations and minor 
changes. 

20. The full Programme Specification (and any other documents specified by PAG) must be 
sent in draft form to the QAVU at least 28 days before the meeting.  The finalised 
documentation must be sent to Panel members at least 14 days before the meeting. 

21. The Approval Panel must consider:  

A. For ALL schemes (i.e. those submitted for Validation and Revalidation) 

1. Aims and learning outcomes and how they reflect the level of the award and 
relevant Benchmark Statement(s). 

2. Curriculum content and design and their links to the learning outcomes. 

3. Curriculum content in each stage of the programme including the level and 
credit ratings of each module. 

4. Assessment strategy and how it supports learning and measures the 
achievement of the learning outcomes. 

5. The needs of all students, including those with disabilities and specific learning 
difficulties. 

6. Opportunities for students to engage with and participate in research. 

7. Where placement learning is part of the programme, policies and procedures to 
ensure that the Institution’s responsibilities will be met and that the learning 
opportunities during a placement are appropriate. 

8. Teaching and learning strategy, including the use of learning technologies. 

9. Resources available to deliver the programme. 

10. The demand for the course, type of student and entry requirements. 

11. Employment opportunities offered by the course and/or the extent to which the 
course enhances the employability of graduates. 

12. Issues specified in documentation/handbooks of Professional Bodies and 
organisations. 

13. Relationship of the award to the Credit and Qualifications Framework for Wales, 
ensuring that any intermediate exit points are clearly defined. 

14. Teaching schedule of the course and the implications for accommodation and 
teaching facilities/resources. 

15. That the programme conforms to the University’s regulations.  Any deviations 
from the regulations must be approved by the Chair of the Senate Regulations 
and Special Cases Committee. 
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B. For new schemes (i.e. those submitted for validation) 

16. Extent to which consultation has taken place regarding the design of the 
scheme. 

C. For schemes submitted for revalidation 

17. The rationale for any changes made since initial approval and for any planned 
further changes and development. 

22. The Approval Panel must recommend one of the following: 

i. Unconditional Approval. 
ii. Approval with minor modifications to be approved by the Chair of the Approval 

Panel. 
iii. Conditional Approval subject to specified conditions and recommendations to be 

approved by the Chair of the Approval Panel and the External Subject Specialist. 
iv. Refer back to the school. 
v. Rejection. 

Under ii and iii, the Panel must specify when the revisions have to be completed. 

23. Reports summarising the Panel’s decision will be produced by the Panel Secretary.  The 
External Subject Specialist will complete a report on the approval process using a form 
provided by the University.  The reports must be sent to PAG for consideration as 
described in paragraph 17 Step 5. 

Procedure to Approve New Modules 
24. New modules must be submitted electronically using PIP.  The submission date is 

published annually by the Quality Assurance and Validation Task Group.  

25. New modules must first undergo strategic approval by the Planning and Governance 
Office, and may then proceed to academic approval.  In order for strategic approval to 
be granted, the PIP entry must be submitted to the QAVU, along with a brief document 
setting out (a) the rationale for the introduction of the module, and (b) the resource 
implications.  Following initial screening, the module will be passed on to PAGO for 
consideration for strategic approval, and the outcome will be communicated to the 
relevant school.  Following strategic approval, the module will be considered by the 
Module Approval Panel for academic approval.  The Chair of the Panel can decide how 
many meetings of the Panel are needed every year. 

26. The membership of the Module Approval Panel must be: 

 Head of Quality Assurance and Validation (or nominee) 
 At least one college Director of Teaching and Learning and/or representative 

from CELT* 
 QA Officer (Validation)+  
 Panel secretary+ 

* The Chair will decide how many representatives are invited depending on the 
modules that have to be considered. 

+ The QA Officer can also act as the Panel secretary. 

The Panel can consult with the Timetable Officer and Awards Administrator if required. 

27. The Module Approval Panel will report general concerns to the Quality Assurance and 
Validation Task Group.  
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28. The Head of Quality Assurance and Validation can consider modules submitted late.  
The Chair can consider the modules as a special case or refer the modules back to the 
school for submission at a later date. 

29. The module approval process must consider: 

 The needs of all students. 
 The module learning outcomes, including their clarity and suitability for the 

specified level of learning. 
 The structure and content of the module, including the extent to which it 

provides appropriate learning opportunities to students to enable them to 
achieve the learning outcomes. 

 The teaching and learning strategy, including the use of formative assessment 
and ICT. 

 The credit weighting of the module. 
 The assessment strategy including how effectively it can measure the 

achievement of the learning outcomes. 
 The grading criteria and their appropriateness for the assessment methods, 

learning outcomes and level of learning (See Appendix 7). 
 The physical, human or material resources required to deliver the programme. 

 The opportunities for students to develop and demonstrate transferable skills. 
 Where a module is being revised or replaced, the impact of revisions on other 

programmes for which the module is compulsory. 
 Whether the module involves teaching and/or assessment by staff who are not 

members of the University. 
 Whether staff involved in the delivery of the module or students undertaking the 

module must undergo Disclosure and Barring Service checks, for example if the 
module involves contact with children or vulnerable adults.   

 That the module conforms to the University’s regulations and that permitted 
deviations from the regulations are properly justified and defined. 

 Subject specific skills, which should refer to QAA Benchmarks and any relevant 
PSRB requirements as appropriate. 

 The assessment strategy including how effectively it can measure the 
achievement of the learning outcomes. Modules must be assessed in accordance 
with the University’s assessment framework (See Appendix 8). 
 

30. All modules must have learning outcomes.  The learning outcomes determine the 
module’s content, the learning and teaching methods and the assessment methods.  
Learning outcomes should link to QAA Subject Benchmarking statements and, where 
relevant, professional outcomes (e.g. in Nursing, Social Work and ITET).  Further 
guidance on learning outcomes is provided in Appendix 6. 

31. Joint teaching across levels is not normally permitted.  It is only permitted across 
adjacent levels (e.g. across Levels 5 and 6 or across Levels 6 and 7) and where 
modules are designed in accordance with the following guidelines: 

 There must be separately coded and validated modules for each level with 
clearly distinguishable learning outcomes and assessment methods.  

 If modules are taught in alternate years, the Level 5 and Level 6 versions of a 
module must be designed so that each cohort group is able to fulfil all of the 
learning outcomes. 
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 Joint teaching activities across modules will typically be those where information 
is given to students as lectures or case studies.  The proportion of the contact 
time for combined activities across 2 modules that employ joint teaching across 
levels should be considered carefully, taking into account the format of the 
teaching activities.  For example, in a module delivered entirely by lectures all 
the contact time could be combined.  In contrast, in a module delivered partly 
by lectures and partly by tutorials, only the lecture component should be 
combined. 

 If students are expected to engage in discussion, analysis or interpretation, 
separate activities and assessment should be arranged for each level.  Such 
activities will typically be tutorials, seminars, group work and presentations. 

 There must be different assessments and/or marking criteria across levels.  The 
maximum proportion of identical assessment or marking criteria across 2 
modules that employ joint teaching across Levels 5 and 6 should not exceed 
25% of the marks for the modules.  There should be no identical assessments 
for modules that employ joint teaching across Levels 6 and 7.  

 Where Level 5 and Level 6 students complete identical elements of assessment, 
students’ work should be assessed and moderated within cohort groups and not 
across Level 5 and Level 6 groups.  It is also good practice for moderators to 
consider whether there is sufficient differentiation in marking between the work 
of Level 5 and Level 6 students. 

When schools wish to (re)validate modules that are taught across levels, both 
versions should be submitted for approval. 

32. Joint teaching across levels (e.g. across Levels 5 and 6 or across Levels 6 and 7) 
should not be used: 

 Where Level 5 students will not have acquired at Level 4 the necessary skills, 
knowledge or understanding of context to allow an appropriate version of a 
Level 5 module to be designed for a particular subject/topic.  

 Where Level 6 students will not have acquired at Level 4 or 5 the necessary 
skills, knowledge or understanding of context to allow an appropriate version of 
a Level 6 module to be designed for a particular subject/topic.  

 Where joint teaching across levels would compromise the standards expected in 
a professionally accredited course. 

 Where it is expected that students who have completed Level 6 modules as part 
of their undergraduate degree will pursue their studies by enrolling on a 
Master’s course at Bangor in the same discipline. 

33. For each module, the Module Approval Panel will arrive at one of the following 
decisions: 

i. Approval. 
ii. Approval with minor modifications.  The changes must be made before details of 

the module are published. 
iii. Referral back to the school. 

34. Schools are only allowed, between validation and revalidation, to make minor 
modifications to approved modules (see paragraph 12). 

35. Changes to module titles must be reported to the QAVU. 
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Programme Review 
36. Schools must review all programmes every year.  A Board of Studies may delegate the 

responsibility for completing the annual review of programmes to the school Teaching 
and Learning or Quality Assurance Committee or their equivalent.  A 
development/action plan is required for each programme or group of cognate 
programmes.  Separate forms must be submitted for collaborative programmes.  The 
Annual Monitoring Form (QA1) must be used.  The QA1 must include responses to 
student feedback, comments of External Examiners, ARQUE output, the results of 
module reviews, and the previous year’s development plan.  Schools are expected to 
respond annually to the results of the National Student Survey. 

37. The QA1 must be returned to the QAVU: (i) by the end of October for programmes 
with a summer Board of Examiners or (ii) at the end of December for programmes with 
an autumn Board of Examiners.   

38. The QAVU will provide a summary report to confirm to the Quality Assurance and 
Validation Task Group that the annual review has taken place, and that a development 
plan has been prepared.  Concerns about QA1s will also be brought to the attention of 
the Quality Assurance and Validation Task Group.  

39. The Quality Assurance and Validation Task Group can ask schools for further 
information about responses/actions on a QA1.  

40. QA1 forms for the previous three academic years will be included in the documentation 
for school Internal Quality Audit Visits and revalidation events. 

Module Review 
41. Each module must have a Module Organiser.  The Module Organiser must review 

modules annually using the QA2 form.  Similar versions of modules (e.g. a module 
taught at Level 5 and Level 6) can be reviewed together. 

42. The QA2 form must include responses to student evaluations, ARQUE output if 
available for the module, and comments from External Examiners.  The QA2 from must 
also include a development plan for quality enhancement.  The review of modules 
must inform the annual review of programmes.   

Internal Quality Audits 

Purpose of Internal Quality Audits 
43. The University uses Internal Quality Audits as part of the process to monitor and 

enhance the quality and standards of academic programmes and students’ experience 
of teaching and learning.  The purpose of an audit visit is to verify that a school has 
processes and mechanisms to maintain quality and standards, and that they are 
operating effectively and efficiently.  Links to relevant college level committees are 
explored.  The audit must also include all collaborative provision.  The audit report will 
recommend enhancements to teaching and learning.  

44. Student representatives from the school are expected to participate fully in the school’s 
preparations for the audit and in completing the self-evaluation document.  Students 
should submit a separate ‘Student Submission’.  This will be facilitated by the Students’ 
Union. 
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The Audit Process 

45. The Internal Quality Audit occurs in a 6 year cycle, as follows: 

 Cycle Year Activity 

 A 1 Member of the Validation Unit attends Board of Examiners as an 
observer 

 A 2 Internal Quality Audit 
 A 3 Revalidation of taught programmes 
 A 4  
 A 5 Mid-term Review 
 A 6  
 B 1 Member of the QA&V Task Group attends Board of Examiners as an 

observer 
 B 2 Internal Quality Audit 

Where PSRBs require revalidation to be in a cycle of fixed length other than 6 years, 
the audit cycle will be amended accordingly.  Changes to the audit cycle for a school 
can be approved by the Chair of the Quality Assurance and Validation Task Group. 
 

46. An audit visit will typically last one full day and involves: 

a. Inspection of a self-evaluation document, relevant committee minutes and other 
documentation concerned with teaching and learning. 

b. Meeting(s) with the Head of School and staff with responsibility for different 
aspects of teaching and learning (e.g. examinations, pastoral care, admissions). 

c. Meeting(s) with student representatives, undergraduate, taught postgraduate 
and research. 

d. Meeting(s) with other staff involved in quality assurance and/or teaching and 
learning (e.g. new staff members/administrators). 

e. Meetings, where appropriate, with college level staff e.g. college Directors of 
Teaching and Learning, Research, Director of Graduate School. 

47. The audit team must normally include the Head of Quality Assurance and Validation (or 
nominee chosen from the Audit Pool), a member of the Audit Pool or the Quality 
Assurance and Validation Task Group, the President of the Students’ Union (or 
nominee), an External Assessor, and the Assistant Registrar (Quality Assurance and 
Enhancement).  Other members can be co-opted onto the team at the discretion of the 
Chair. 

48. Schools must nominate three External Assessors.  An External Assessor should not be a 
current or recent External Examiner for the school and should preferably have 
knowledge of quality assurance processes and procedures.  The Chair and Secretary of 
the audit panel will choose the External Assessor.  Schools will be informed of the 
panel membership at least four weeks in advance of the audit. 

49. The University will conduct a mid-term review between successive audits in order to 
reassure itself of schools’ continuing compliance with University requirements including 
enhancement.  Such reviews will be based on documents (as listed in paragraphs 52 
and 61) and will include a meeting with students. 
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Focus of Audit Visits 
50. Audit visits will consider all programmes from undergraduate programme to taught 

Masters and Research and including collaborative provision).  The Audit team’s 
consideration will include the items in paragraphs 51 to 54 below. 

51. Undergraduate and Postgraduate Taught Programmes: 

a. The content and academic standards of programmes. 

b. Assessment and feedback. 

c. Student progression and achievement. 

d. Student support and guidance. 

e. Student representation.  

f. Teaching and learning resources. 

g. Teaching and learning methods and innovations e.g. use the use of VLE. 

h. Student Handbooks, assessment forms/checklists, safety handbook where 
applicable. 

i. Distance Learning programmes. 

j. Welsh Medium teaching (if applicable). 

k. Arrangements for work or professional placements (if applicable). 

l. Support, training, supervision and monitoring of research students, including 
those involved in teaching. 

52. Feedback Systems 

a. External Examiners’ Reports. 

b. Staff-Student Committee minutes. 

c. Feedback from Professional/Statutory Bodies (if applicable). 

d. Student Module and Programme Evaluations. 

e. QA2 forms or their equivalent. 

f. Annual Review and Development Plans (QA1’s). 

g. National Student Survey, Postgraduate Taught Experience Survey and 
Postgraduate Research Experience Survey results. 

53. The audit panel will make sure that Schools are complying with the University’s 
Regulations and Codes of Practice (available at www.bangor.ac.uk/regulations), and 
with the University’s Scheme for Published Information. 

54. Staff Development and Training 

a. University and school induction, training and development for staff. 

b. Peer Observation of teaching. 

Documents from the school  
55. The school must complete a Self-Evaluation document which will be used for 

discussion during the audit.  

56. In the Evaluation section, the school must assess its performance against a set of 
statements.  These cover the following areas: academic programmes, teaching and 
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learning, assessment and feedback, student participation and experience, academic 
staff development, and collaborative provision.  A proforma is available electronically 
on the Quality Assurance and Validation Unit’s  web site:  
http://www.bangor.ac.uk/ar/main/quality/audits.php.en 

It is suggested that a team of staff, perhaps the school Teaching and Learning 
Committee or a smaller group, agrees the scores the school assigns itself against each 
statement.  Scores should be from 1 to 4, as follows: 

4 = the school meets the statement in full 

3 = the school largely meets the statement 

2 = the school partially meets the statement 

1 = the school does not meet the statement 

57. The Comments section should be used for: 

a. Supporting evidence.   
This can include references to whole documents or sections of specific 
documents, reports, Minutes of committees or other information as appropriate.  
The documents must be available to the audit panel. 

b. Action points for quality enhancement.   
This section should indicate how the school intends to enhance quality and/or 
improve performance.   

58. In the Commentary section, the school is asked to write a commentary (no more than 
2 sides of A4) reflecting on the major strengths and challenges it has identified. 

59. The following Supporting Documentation should be supplied: 

a. Details of the composition and responsibilities of school and where relevant 
college level Committees involved in teaching and research. 

b. A chart or narrative identifying the reporting lines of these groups within the 
school and college. 

c. School student handbooks for the current academic year. 

d. Minutes of the school’s Teaching or Quality Committee, Board of Studies and 
Staff-Student Committee for the previous 3 years. 

e. The results of student evaluation of modules in the previous and current (where 
applicable) academic year. 

f. The most recent report of a professional body or external organisations (where 
relevant) on programmes offered by the school. 

g. A copy of the school’s Welcome Week programme. 

h. Minutes of specific committees dealing with franchised courses, other 
collaborative provision or distributed learning. 

60. The documents (normally 6 copies) should be sent to the Senior Quality Assurance 
Officer (Quality Assurance and Enhancement) three weeks before the audit visit.  
Additional supporting evidence should be made available on the day of the audit. 

  

http://www.bangor.ac.uk/ar/main/quality/audits.php.en
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Documents from the Quality Assurance and Validation Unit 

61. The Quality Assurance and Validation Unit will provide the audit team with the 
following documents: 

a. External Examiners Reports for the three previous academic years. 

b. Annual Review and Development Plans (QA1 forms) for all programmes included 
in the review for the previous three academic years.  

c. The previous Internal Quality Audit Report and Progress Report. 

d. Relevant statistical data. 

Outcomes of the visit 
62. The report of the Internal Quality Audit will highlight the strengths within an academic 

department.  It will also list action points for consideration by the school in relation to 
academic standards, quality of the learning opportunities and maintenance of quality 
and standards.  If an issue raises a specific cause for concern, the school may be 
required to respond within a shorter period.  Issues for the University to consider will 
also be included in the report. 

63. Both the school and the University will have 1 year to respond to the action points.  
The responses will be considered by the Quality Assurance and Validation Task Group.  
If the Quality Assurance and Validation Task Group is not satisfied with a school’s 
response it can request: 

a. A visit to the school by the Chair and Secretary of the audit panel to discuss the 
action points in more detail.  

b. A follow up internal audit within 1-3 years. 

Revalidation of programmes  
64. All taught programmes must be revalidated every 6 years.  An LPD must be appointed 

(see paragraph 16 Step 1).  Schools must submit the following documents to the 
Planning and Governance Office: 
 

a. The rationale for revalidation. 

b. Programme/module evaluation data. 

c. Comments from any relevant service departments. 

d. Relevant statistical information (which could include student numbers, results 
and leaver destinations). 

65. If strategic approval is granted, Programme Specifications and Module Descriptions 
must be prepared as described in paragraph 17 Steps 1-4.  The documents that must 
be submitted to PAG are listed in Appendix 4.  The Chair of PAG must decide whether 
the programmes must be considered by an Approval Panel (see paragraphs 18-23) or 
by PAG (as in paragraph 17 Step 5).  The Chair may decide that the programmes can 
be considered by PAG the workload would not be excessive. 
 

66. Schools, in co-operation with the QAVU, must make sure that the list of programmes to 
be revalidated is accurate.  Schools should also list courses that are to be discontinued 
or suspended.  Any programmes not brought forward for revalidation during a school’s 
normal revalidation cycle will be automatically discontinued. 

67. If a programme has been reviewed for accreditation by an external body within 12 
months of the intended revalidation date, the Chair of PAG can allow the report of the 
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external review to be submitted to PAG instead of the documentation described in 
Appendix 4. 

68. Separate revalidation events can be arranged for a school’s programmes but similar 
schemes of study must be revalidated together. 

69. The membership of the Approval Panel is defined in paragraph 18.  Documents for a 
panel must be sent in draft form to the QAVU at least 28 days before the meeting.  
The finalised documentation must be sent to Panel members at least 14 days before 
the meeting. 

70. The presenting school should be present at the Panel meeting to summarise the main 
aims of the programmes and to answer the Panel members’ questions. 

71. The Approval Panel must consider the items listed in paragraph 21 and the rationale 
for changes to the programme(s). 

72. The Panel must recommend one of the following: 

i. Validation to continue. 
ii. Validation to continue subject to minor modifications to be approved by the 

Chair of the Approval Panel. 
iii. Validation to continue subject to specified conditions and recommendations to 

be approved by the Chair of the Approval Panel. 
iv. Refer back to the school. 
v. Withdrawal of validation. 

 
Under ii and iii, the Panel must specify when the revisions have to be completed.  
Under iii, the Panel can ask the Chair and External Subject Specialist to approve the 
revised documents. 

If validation is withdrawn, students who have already started a programme can 
complete their studies. 

73. Reports summarising the Panel’s decision will be produced by the Panel Secretary.  The 
External Subject Specialist will complete a report on the approval process using a form 
provided by the University.  The reports must be sent to PAG for consideration as 
described in paragraph 17 Step 5. 

Appeals 

74. Heads of School may appeal against the decision of an Approval Panel.  The appeal 
may only be based on the grounds that were defects or irregularities in the approval 
process, and which might, in the school’s opinion, have had an adverse effect on the 
outcome. 

75. Appeals must be submitted to the Head of Quality Assurance and Validation for the 
attention of the Pro Vice-Chancellor (Teaching and Learning).  If the Pro Vice-
Chancellor (Teaching and Learning) decides that there is a case to be considered, it 
will be referred to an appeal panel consisting of a minimum of three people, appointed 
by the Pro Vice-Chancellor (Teaching and Learning).  

76. For professional or other awarding body programmes an appeal to that body should be 
made via the Head of Quality Assurance and Validation. 
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Appendix 1: New Programme Approval Procedure 

Stage 1: Strategic Approval (see paragraph 16) 

 
  

Deadline: 1 December for 
autumn starts in 22 months 

Lead Programme 

Developer (LPD) 
appointed by school 

Lead Programme 
Developer prepares 

Proposal Form 

Preliminary approval  
by the  

Planning and Governance 

Office 

Lead Programme 
Developer prepares the 

Initial Programme Outline 

School undertakes 

consultation and business 
case development 

Lead Programme 

Developer prepares Final 
Programme Outline and 

Business Case 

Strategic approval  

by the  
Planning & Governance 
Office and the Executive 

Progress to Stage 2. 
Advertising permitted 
“Subject to Validation” 

External Assessor 

Stakeholders 
- Students 

- Employers 
- PSRBs 

- Others 

Relevant Service 

Departments e.g. 
- Corporate 

Communications and 
Marketing 

- International Education 

Centre 
- Planning & Governance 

Office 
- Quality Assurance and 

Validation Unit 
- Student Administration 
- Timetabling 

Deadline: 1 March 
for Autumn starts 
in 18 months 
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Stage 2: Academic Approval (see paragraph 17) 

 
  

Student Advisors 

appointed by 
school SSLC 

Lead Programme Developer 

prepares Programme Specification 
and Module Descriptions with input 

from Student Advisors 

Internal and External 

Academic Scrutiny  

Programme Specification 

finalised by Lead 
Programme Developer 

Consideration by the 

Programme Approval 
Group 

Conditions met  
(if applicable) 

Academic Approval confirmed. 
Process Concluded. 

Programme Delivery may 
commence.   

Approval Panel  

(if required) 

External Assessor 

Internal Assessor 

Student Assessor 

Quality Assurance and 
Validation Unit 

Deadline: 31 
January for autumn 
starts in 10 months 
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Appendix 2: The Programme Outline 

The Programme Outline has the following sections.  

A. Summary of the Programme 

1. Full title in English and in Welsh 
2. Name and level of the award (e.g. BA, MSc etc) 
3. List of Intermediate or exit-point qualifications 
4. Whether the programme is to be delivered on a full-time or part-time basis 
5. Duration of the course 
6. Planned start date 
7. Details of deviations from the University’s regulations 
8. College/School presenting the programme 
9. Proposed student intake 
10. Does the programme include: 

a) Collaborative or distributed provision? 
b) Elements delivered at locations away from the University’s campus or 

involving second or third parties? 
c) Compulsory year abroad? 
d) Compulsory placement or work experience? 
e) Provision for learning a foreign language? 
f) Teaching through the medium of Welsh? 
g) Distance learning? 
h) Significant elements delivered by staff who are not full time employees of 

the University? 
i) A requirement for compulsory accreditation by a professional, statutory or 

regulatory body? 
j) A requirement for CRB checks? 

B. Rationale for the Programme 

The rationale for the programme must be presented in no more than 500 words and must 
include: 

 1. The reasons why the programme is being developed. 

2. The expected demand for the programme and the employment 
opportunities, including, where relevant, evidence of consultation with the 
International Education Centre and Corporate Communications and 
Marketing on the opportunities for recruitment. 

3. The extent to which the programme overlaps with existing programmes at 
the University. 

4. Type of student that is likely to be attracted to the Scheme. 

5. A summary of consultation with industry and other relevant 
organisation/bodies. 

C. Resources for the Programme 

1.  General 

a.   Does the proposed course substantially/wholly replace existing provision? 

b.   How will the course fit within the school’s current quota? 

c.  Will the course mainly target home/EU or overseas students? 
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2.  Modules 

How many of the Modules are existing / new? 

3.  Staff Resources 

Does the school/college have sufficient staff resources to deliver the new 
programme, both in terms of academic expertise and capacity for 
supervising/dissertations/field-courses?  If not, what additional staff are required 
(FTE, grade)? 

4. Library/Equipment Requirements 

 Are there any specific library or equipment requirements? 

5.  Physical Estate Resources Requirements 

 a.  Are any additional physical estate resources required e.g. resource rooms, 
storage for portable equipment, housing for static equipment?   

 b.  Can the school/college propose a suitable space from within their existing 
space holdings or would additional space need to be identified?    

6. Fees 

Is it intended that students on this course will pay the standard University fee?  
If not please provide a justification for any change. 

D. Comments from the External Assessor(s) 

E. Comments from stakeholders 

F. Partial Programme Specification 

The Partial Programme Specification must include sections from the Programme 
Specification as follows. 

1. Awarding Institution 
2. Teaching Institution 
3. Name of external accreditation body (where appropriate) 
4. Final Award 
5. UCAS Code (where known) 
6. Name of appropriate QAA Benchmarking Group 
7. Date when Partial Programme Specification was produced 
8. Main educational aims of the programme  
9. Intended programme outcomes, categorised to correspond to the Benchmark 

Statement, and including subject specific knowledge, subject specific skills, 
cognitive abilities and generic skills  

10. List of modules for each year of the Scheme indicating those that are Core or 
Compulsory and that are new 

11. Criteria for admission 
12. Regulations of assessment 
13. Student employability and careers 

G. Full Business Case 
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Appendix 3: The Programme Specification 

The Programme Specification should be a more detailed version of the Partial Programme 
Specification in Section C of the Programme Outline (as described in Appendix 2).  The 
additional elements are: 

 Section 9. Intended outcomes 

The Teaching and Learning Strategies.  For each of the four sub-sections 
(Knowledge and Understanding, Subject Specific Skills, Cognitive Skills, and 
Key Skills) how the achievement of outcomes will be assessed. 

Section 10. List of modules 

Section 10 should be supplemented by tables to relate the learning outcomes 
to a) the modules, b) the teaching and learning methods and c) the 
assessment methods. 

Section 14.  Indicators of Quality 

Section 14 should refer (with examples appended to the Programme Specification) 
to  

- external examiner reports 

- degree results 

- student feedback 

- professional body accreditation. 

Section 15. Staff Development 

Section 15 should refer to the tHE scheme, attendance at conferences and to 
other staff development activities or opportunities in the school. 

Section 16. New Modules 

a) Details of new modules – submitted using the appropriate module 
approval form. 

b) Details of all previously approved modules – normally submitted in the 
form of University gazette entry printouts. 

Section 17. Assessment Profile 

Section 17 should include a table showing what assessment methods are to 
be used either in the compulsory modules of the programme or those that 
would be taken by a typical student. 
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Appendix 4: Revalidation  

When presenting programmes for revalidation, schools should submit the following: 

 

1. A self-evaluation document for the school (usually from the recent internal 
quality audit) 

 2. Programme specification (as described in Appendix 2) for each programme 

 3. Copies of recent QA1 forms 

 4. Copies of recent External Examiners reports 

 5. Copy of the most recent Internal Quality Audit applicable to the programmes 

 6. Copies of course handbooks 

 7. Copies of all module outlines associated with the programmes to be  

revalidated 
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Appendix 5: Guidelines for External Subject Specialists on Approval Panels 

1. Introduction 

The University is divided into colleges representing major subject divisions.  Some colleges 
are further divided into academic schools representing specific subject areas. 

Most courses are delivered within schools but there is increasing emphasis on provision 
across schools, particularly in multi-disciplinary courses.  Teaching and Learning at the 
University is overseen by the Pro Vice-Chancellor (Teaching and Learning) and by the 
Teaching and Learning Task Group.  Quality assurance and validation is the responsibility 
of the QA & V Task Group that reports to the Teaching and Learning Task Group. 

2. Quality Assurance and Validation Procedures 

The procedures for approving programmes and modules, and for routine monitoring of 
QA, are described in detail in the body of this Code of Practice.  In summary, all 
programmes and modules are approved by centrally co-ordinated procedures overseen by 
the QA and V Task Group.  All programmes are subject to annual monitoring (via QA1 
forms) as are all modules (via QA2 form).  QA2 forms are scrutinised at school level but all 
QA1 forms are centrally monitored and, where necessary, matters of concern are reported 
to the QA & V Task Group.  Comments from External Examiners, appointed for each 
programme (or groups of programmes) must be addressed via the QA1 forms. 

Programmes are subject to periodic revalidation and all schools are subject to regular 
Internal Quality Audits. 

3. Programme Approval and Revalidation 

External Subject Specialists are an integral part of the approval and revalidation process.  
As a member of the approval Panel, an External Subject Specialist will receive a full 
programme proposal (as described in Appendix 2).  The External Subject Specialist will be 
expected to: 

 Provide general comments on the modules that form part of the programme. 

 Contribute to the Panel’s conclusions about approving (or otherwise) the 
programme. 

 Write a report (using the pro-forma provided) on the course and including 
other matters that require the University’s attention. 

4. The Validation Event 

The composition of the approval panel is described in the Code of Practice.  Each event 
will normally follow the following sequence: 

 a) Introduction 

 b) Summary from the presenting school 

 c) Summary comments from the External Subject Specialist 

 d) Summary comments from Panel members 

 e) Detailed review of the programme documents and modules 

 f) Conclusions 
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Appendix 6: Learning Outcomes 

The design of a module involves specifying learning outcomes, assessment of the 
attainment of those outcomes, subject content, learning and teaching strategies and 
evaluation of the module.  Learning outcomes are expected to be the initial 
consideration in module design.  Once they have been agreed, then other decisions 
about student assessment, content and learning strategies are expected to follow. 

1 What are learning outcomes? 

 Writing learning outcomes is part of an approach to course design that:  

 Takes the description of what is expected of a successful student as the starting 
point when designing a programme or module. 

 Describes a degree programme or module in terms of what a student is expected to 
know, understand and be able to do at the end of a module (outcome) instead of a 
general description of what the lecturer intends (aims). 

 Requires the assessment of individual students to know whether the learning 
outcomes have been attained. 

 Leads to, or integrates with decisions about appropriate course content and 
teaching and learning strategies and activities. 

 Requires monitoring to review the appropriateness of the learning outcomes.  
Learning outcomes should be re-evaluated each year.  

2 What are the educational justifications claimed for learning outcomes? 

 Students will be clear about what is expected of them.  They will be able to make 
better informed choices about taking particular programmes/modules.  Learning 
outcomes encourage a student-centred approach. 

 Students will be able to monitor their own learning progress more effectively. 

 Employers will also know what students have achieved.  Where there is credit 

transfer, previous learning will be ‘up-front’.  

 A module is not assessment-led.  Assessment is based on learning outcomes.  It 
then becomes easier to judge whether the assessment methods of the 
course/module are appropriate and sufficient i.e. Do they provide evidence that the 
learning outcomes have been met? This also aids evaluation and quality assurance 
i.e. are the students on this course achieving the learning outcomes intended? 

 There may be an increased consistency of standard (but not standardization) across 

modules. 

 The specification and justification of learning outcomes in a course or module 
encourages lecturers to think reflectively. 

3 Learning Outcomes should: 

 Be written as threshold targets i.e. every student passing the module will be 
expected to have achieved the outcomes described. 

 Be written in a student-friendly manner and be easily comprehensible to employers 
etc. 

 Be based on a particular level (e.g. different outcomes expected at Levels 4,5,6 and 
7). 
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 Reveal progression through the levels by subsequent levels having more exacting 
and challenging learning outcomes, and/or extra learning outcomes. 

 Lead to decisions about assessment methods. 

 Lead to decisions about subject content, resources, learning and teaching strategies 
and activities (seminars, lectures, and laboratory work, giving an oral presentation). 

Criteria for judging performance above the threshold, such as allocation to 1st class, 2i, 
2ii and 3rd class standard, will be separate from learning outcomes. 

Depending on the module, learning outcomes may be about knowledge, 
understanding, application, analysis, interpretation, synthesis, evaluation, concepts, 
abilities, skills, transferable skills, attitudes, etc.  

Some learning outcomes will be subject-specific, some may be generic outcomes (e.g. 
expected of all graduates), some may be life skills / transferable skills / personal skills 
(e.g. communication skills, teamwork, self-evaluation, problem solving, numeracy, 
literacy, ICT etc.).  

Modules may have overlapping learning outcomes.  Modules should be seen as 
creating an integrative whole such that a course results in overall ‘macro’ learning 
outcomes for students.  Such ‘macro’ learning outcomes will be expressed in the 
Programme Specification. 

4 Some Examples of Learning Outcomes 

 On successful completion of the module, students will be able to:  

 Critically evaluate a specified author’s use of imagery. 

 Analyse the nature and limitations of market segmentation.  

 Demonstrate an understanding of why religious explanations of evolution have 
been criticised. 

 Assess positive and negative aspects of the government’s policy on pensions for 
OAPs. 

 Confidently and competently present a 10 minute talk.  

 Demonstrate knowledge of how to harmonize a hymn tune. 

 Apply knowledge of x in a given experiment. 

 Measure a patient’s blood pressure, oxygen uptake, heart rate. 

 Demonstrate skills in the summary and presentation of business data from a large-
scale company.  

5 How to write learning outcomes  

 (i)  One suggestion is that learning outcomes start with the phrase: “On 
successful completion of the module, students will be able to:” 

 (ii)  Then decide what outcomes in terms of student knowledge, demonstrating 
understanding, competence or ability, and transferable skills that all students 
should achieve by completion of the module.  What will be developed in 
students in this module? How will they have changed as a result of this 
module?   

  What threshold level of performance is expected so as to pass the 
module/programme?  
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 Be clear about the level of the outcome, as it will be important to show 
progression from one level to another. 

 A learning outcome should begin with a verb.  Typical opening verbs in writing 
learning outcomes include:  

 assess, evaluate, critically evaluate, analyse, argue, interpret, examine, 
understand, discuss, deduce, think critically, show balanced judgement, 
appreciate, differentiate, judge, explain, appraise, demonstrate, summarise, 
utilise, distinguish, inquire, solve, estimate, apply, compare, contrast, predict, 
calculate, develop, design, test, determine, generate, create, discriminate, 
discover, become competent, infer. 

 Often we need to add the context in which a learning outcome is achieved.  
For example, ‘demonstrates team skills’ would need to specify teamwork in a 
biology laboratory, forestry fieldwork or archaeological project.  

 (iii) Then explicitly link each learning outcome with assessment.  Sometimes 
various learning outcomes will be assessed together (e.g. by a project or 
dissertation).  Occasionally, a learning outcome may be assessed more than 
once (e.g. ‘critical thinking’ by essay and examination).  

 Ask yourself how you will know that students have achieved those outcomes.  
Are the assessment devices appropriate? 

 (iv) Make sure that the subject content and learning and teaching strategies of the 
module are designed to help deliver those learning outcomes.  When possible 
show the links in module documentation between learning outcomes and 
subject content and learning and teaching strategies. 

6 Using module aims and objectives to write learning outcomes.  

 Modules will often have both general aims and more specific learning outcomes.  
Modules with learning outcomes differ from those with aims in two main ways.  
Firstly, aims tend to be expressed in rather general, generic ‘macro’ terms (e.g. to 
develop a love of Shakespeare; to appreciate the concept of evolution).  Learning 
outcomes state more specifically what is required of the student.  Typical examples: 

Aim: to understand questionnaire design and construction 

Outcomes: to be able to:  

analyse critically a given questionnaire; 

compose a questionnaire without major design faults; 

demonstrate an understanding of the sequence of questionnaire 
construction. 

Aim:  to acquire a range of core biochemical practical skills 

Outcomes: to be able to: 

measure the rate of an enzyme catalysed reaction; 

assay protein and glucose concentrations; 

construct and use calibration curves; 

distinguish between good and bad analytical practice. 
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7 Educational Health Warnings:  

 (i)  Beware trivialising learning outcomes to make assessment easy.  Creativity, 
originality, the ability to synthesise complex material and critical thinking, for 
example, may be important outcomes of a module.  We must not over-value 
the highly measurable and more exactly definable.  

 (ii)  The process of a module, the voyages of discovery, are very important - not 
just outcomes and products. 

 (iii)  Module experience is not always predictable.  We cannot always forecast what 
individual students will gain from a module.  Spontaneity and serendipity are 
important in quality learning experiences. 

 (iv)  The structure of University programme is highly complex, valued and debated.  
Learning outcomes need critically re-assessing on an annual basis so that 
module enhancement occurs.  
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Appendix 7: Generic Module Grading Criteria 

These module approval form criteria provide schools with guidance on what must be 
included as grading criteria when presenting a new module for approval.  These criteria 
are intended as generic ‘baseline’ standards.  Schools are encouraged to adapt the criteria 
to link them as closely as possible to particular assessments.  For example, in a module 
with an examination and an oral presentation it is good practice to provide criteria for both 
forms of assessment.  The criteria need not be as detailed as the criteria that are 
published in student handbooks/module outlines but schools may choose to present the 
module achievement criteria in the new module form. 
 
Excellent (Grade A) 
Work displays comprehensive knowledge and detailed understanding, reflecting extensive 
background study.  The work is highly focussed, well structured, logically presented and 
with defended arguments.  The work contains original interpretation and new links 
between topics are developed.  The work is presented to a high standard with accurate 
communication and no factual or computational errors. 
 
Good (Grade B) 
Work displays sound knowledge and understanding but with some limitations.  There is 
evidence of background study.  The work had a defined and logical structure but with 
some weaknesses in the way in which arguments are presented.  There is some original 
interpretation and demonstration of links between topics.  The work is presented carefully 
with accurate communication and few factual or computational errors. 
 
Pass (Grade C or D at Level 4-6: Grade C at Level 7) 
The work only demonstrates knowledge of key areas/principles and there is limited 
evidence of originality or of background study.  The work contains some irrelevant 
material and weaknesses in structure.  Arguments are presented but they lack coherence.  
The work contains factual/computational errors with little evidence of problem solving.  
There are weaknesses in the standard of the presentation and its accuracy. 
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Appendix 8: Bangor University Assessment Framework 

 

1. Introduction  

 

Designing effective assessment is vital, not only as a means of effectively measuring the 
attainment of learning outcomes, but also as a means of enriching the learning 
experience. Assessment is central to students’ academic life, and evidence suggests that 
students will often base module choices on the assessment methods that are used.  

 

This Framework was drafted in consultation with a range of persons involved in teaching 
and learning at Bangor University, including students. It is designed to be used by 
programme and module leaders, working in partnership with students, when designing 
and reviewing assessment methods. The Framework includes general principles to be 
taken into consideration, as well as guidelines relating to assessment workload, and 
equivalences for different types of assessment. 

 

2. Principles of Assessment 

 

The following principles should be taken into consideration in the design and delivery of 
assessment: 

 

1. In accordance with the University’s Code of Practice for Programme Approval, 
Monitoring and Review, assessment for new programmes and programmes put 
forward for revalidation should be developed in partnership with students.  

 

2. Consultation with students is essential before introducing any changes to 
assessment. In reviewing the effectiveness of assessment methods, student 
feedback should be sought and taken into consideration, including data gathered 
through module evaluations. 

 

3. Steps should be taken to ensure coordination of assessment at the programme 
level, in order to ensure appropriate balance and variety. It should be recognised 
that there is a danger of inadequate variety, or of inconsistencies between 
programmes, if decisions are made solely at the module level. In addition, if 
students are guaranteed an appropriate diversity of assessment across a 
programme, they will be more likely to base module choices on the content as 
opposed to the assessment. 

 

4. Assessment should be equitable and inclusive. In ensuring balance and variety, it 
should be recognised that different students perform better in some types of 
assessments than others. The needs of all students, including students with 
disabilities and learning difficulties, should be taken into account in assessment 
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design. Assessment outcomes should be routinely monitored in order to ensure that 
particular groups of students are not disadvantaged. 

 

5. All modules, regardless of credit value, should normally have more than one 
assessment, and in particular, an exam that is worth 100% of the overall 
assessment should be avoided. As a guideline, modules should have between two 
and four assessments, depending on the credit rating. There may be exceptions, for 
example dissertation modules, or modules where students are expected to compile 
a portfolio, or perform an ongoing series of related exercises. 

 

6. Assessment should be designed to promote student engagement and student 
retention. There should be a balance of formative and summative assessment 
within programmes. Assessment workload should be balanced across the academic 
year, and should be coordinated at the programme level – taking into account 
student feedback – to avoid deadlines being bunched. Assessment should be 
redeemable insofar as is possible. 

 

7. Assessment should be suitably demanding, and should incrementally reflect the 
level of study. Particular care should be given to ensuring that the assessment 
genuinely measures students’ attainment of the relevant learning outcomes, and 
provides students with the opportunity to demonstrate that attainment to the 
highest level possible. 

 

8. Assessment should be efficient. Over-assessment encourages surface learning, and 
presents an unnecessary workload burden for both students and staff. Learning 
outcomes should not be assessed repeatedly within a module. In addition, the 
effort required by students for a given assessment should genuinely reflect the 
weighting with which it is accorded. In particular, there is a danger that tasks with 
a low weighting have the potential to take up a disproportionate amount of effort. 

 

9. Peer assessment may be used where appropriate, particularly as a means of 
formative assessment. Assessing the work of their peers enables students to 
understand and apply marking criteria to the work of others, thereby directly 
assisting them to learn to be reflective and objective about their own work. 

 

10. Group assessment may be used where appropriate, but where it is used, students 
should be graded individually whenever possible. 

 

11. Students should be provided with subject-specific marking criteria, which is 
applicable to the assessment method being used. 

 

12. Feedback must be provided within four working weeks, and insofar as possible in 
advance of the submission date of any related subsequent assessment. This will 
maximise the benefit of the feedback. Where possible, students should be provided 
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with a feedback date prior to submitting an assessment. In the case of exams, 
feedback should be provided in the subsequent semester. 

 

13. Feedback should be as constructive and encouraging as possible. It should explain 
the basis of the grade awarded, and should explain how improvements could be 
made. Feedback should be viewed as an ongoing dialogue between students and 
markers, and a variety of methods should be used, for example peer-led, one-to-
one, group feedback etc. 

 

14. Assessment should be designed to minimise the risk of plagiarism and unfair 
practice insofar as is possible. 

 

3. Assessment Workload and Equivalence Guidelines 

 

In order to implement the above principles, steps should be taken by those designing 
modules and programmes to ensure that the assessment workload is appropriate, and falls 
within what is deemed acceptable under Bangor University’s regulations. 

 

As a guideline, it is suggested as a starting point that assessment should have a notional 
effort time of 2-2.5 hours per credit.1  

 

For traditional assessment methods this could be translated into 200-250 words per 
credit (for an essay), and 12-15 minutes per credit (for an exam). This is based on 
the assumption that a 1 hour exam represents 10 hours of effort time, and that a 1,000 
word essay also represents 10 hours of effort time. 

This suggests that, based on a hypothetical single assessment method (though note 
principle 5 above), a 10 credit module would have either a 2,000-2,500 word essay or a 2-
2.5 hour exam, with a total effort time of 20-25 hours. 

Where a module uses a combination of essays and exams, the following examples 
illustrate potential measurements: 

 

 

 

 

                                                      
1 Please note that this figure is for guidance only in designing assessment. Students may 
need to spend more or less time on any given assessment task as appropriate, and in 
accordance with any adjustments set out in Personal Learning Support Plans. Care should 
be taken when developing modules to ensure that in addition to contact time and the time 
needed for assessment, students also have appropriate self-study time, including time to 
prepare any formative assessment. 
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Example A (20 credit module) 

 

Assessment Type Assessment 
Measurement/Effort 
Time 

Assessment 
Weighting 

Essay 2,000 words (20 hours) 50% 

Exam 2 hours (20 hours) 50% 

 

Example B (20 credit module) 

 

Assessment Type Assessment 
Measurement/Effort 
Time 

Assessment 
Weighting 

Essay 3,000 words (30 hours) 60% 

Exam 2 hours (20 hours) 40% 

 

Example C (10 credit module) 

 

Assessment Type Assessment 
Measurement/Effort 
Time 

Assessment 
Weighting 

Essay 1,500 words (15 hours) 60% 

Exam 1 hour (10 hours) 40% 

 

Due to the move away from traditional types of assessment (in particular essays and 
examinations), which are more easily quantifiable, to alternative forms of assessment such 
as blogs and posters, careful consideration needs to be given to ensuring that the effort 
required on the part of students for any given assessment is consistent and 
commensurate with the weighting of that assessment. 

 

In terms of equivalents, it is suggested that the following would each amount to 10 hours 
of effort time: 

 A poster; 

 A 1 hour MCQ test; 

 An oral presentation of 10 minutes; 

 A musical performance of 10 minutes; 

 A 2,000 word reflective journal/blog entry; 

 A 10 minute clinical assessment. 
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To provide some further examples, this would mean that a module could have the 
following assessment measurements: 

Example D (10 credit module) 

 

Assessment Type Assessment 
Measurement/Effort 
Time 

Assessment 
Weighting 

Essay 1,000 words (10 hours) 50% 

Oral presentation 10 minutes (10 hours) 50% 

 

Example E (10 credit module) 

 

Assessment Type Assessment 
Measurement/Effort 
Time 

Assessment 
Weighting 

Exam 1.5 hours (15 hours) 60% 

Reflective journal 2,000 words (10 hours) 40% 

 

Example F (20 credit module) 

 

Assessment Type Assessment 
Measurement/Effort 
Time 

Assessment 
Weighting 

Essay 3,000 words (30 hours) 75% 

Oral presentation 10 minutes (10 hours) 25% 

 

Example G (20 credit module) 

 

Assessment Type Assessment 
Measurement/Effort 
Time 

Assessment 
Weighting 

MCQ Test 1 hour (10 hours) 20% 

Essay 2,000 words (20 hours) 40% 

Exam 2 hours (20 hours) 40% 

 

It would be impractical to compile a list of all possible assessment methods, so it is 
suggested that where a different method is used, consideration is given to the effort time.  
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In some instances, it may not be immediately apparent how much effort time is required 
for a particular assessment, for example ‘take-home’ exams. Where this is the case, 
appropriate guidance should be provided to students. 

 

The assessment workload can also be adjusted depending on the level of teaching in a 
module. For example, if the structured study time/contact time is low, then the 
assessment workload may be proportionally higher (for example, a dissertation). 

 

This Framework recognises that a one-size-fits-all approach to workload is impractical, and 
that there may be sound pedagogic reasons or other factors such as professional body 
requirements which makes some variation inevitable. As a rule, however, anything 
exceeding 10% either side of the suggested workload above would normally require 
justification at the time of validation. 

 


