
School development 
discussions around the 

principles of applying for AiP 
and the development of the 

programme

AiP and 
Business Plan 

received in Q&S

Q&S Officers

Discussions sit outside the 
process and depending on the 

situation determines when 
they happen e.g with 

programme team and DM or 
to discuss a resubmitted AiP 
which has been previously 

rejected to see if it addresses 
issues that were previously 

raised before it goes through 
the whole process again.

Q&S receive AiP in 
hardcopy as it 

requires a signature.  
A meeting with DM 
might be factored in 

depending on the 
circumstances.

AiP and financial 
business plan to be 
submitted together.  

Nothing happens until 
both are received.

Discussions

Send form to 
various service 
departments 
for comments 

from Academic 
Services 

Directorate

· Library
· Marketing
· BI
· Computer Centre
· PCC
· Timetabling and 

Awarding
· Planning
· FInance

Only Head of 
Finance 
receives the 
Business Plan.

AiP proposal 
comments to be 
received back 
within 2 weeks.

Once they 
have 
commented, 
they sign off to 
acknowledge 
they have left 
a comment.

Once comments have 
been left by ASD it 
then cascades to here.  
It is not really sign off, 
but rather Chris and/
or Helen (probably 
“or”) saying “yes we 
have received all 
these comments and 
they are ok”.

Sign off from Interim 
Director of Academic 

Services / Head of Registry

· Chris Chang
· Helen Emerson

Comments and 
recommendations 
from Q&S Officer

Comments and 
recommendations 
from Head of Q&S

LTC Scrutiny Derek Milligan

Mariann Rand-Weaver

Mansoor Sarhadi

Approval by LTC

Approval by Senate

Full information on SITS

Mariann signs on 
behalf of LTC.

Mansoor signs on 
behalf of Senate.

Email is distributed 
informing certain 
departments of the 
approval outcomeAfter approval by 

Senate, Q&S 
physically take a piece 
of paper that has 
been signed by the 
chair of LTC and 
Senate to one of the 
clerical officers in Q&S 
who then sends an 
email out to various 
parts of the University 
to broadcast the 
approval outcome. 

Clerical Officer

HoS Approval

Data generated.  You 
won’t have an AiP 
without the data 

being entered.  Eg. 
Textural content like 

the academic 
rationale, marketing 
rationale and factual 

information like 
length of programme, 

name, award title.
(All these headings 

are in the AiP form).

Textural data wil 
be applicable for 
the KIS and later 

the HEAR.

OWNED BY THE SCHOOL

MANAGED BY Q&SFrom here on 
in, Q&S will 
manage the 

process.

The School 
initially owns it 

as they are 
developing it.

Comments are 
not lengthy 
enough that 
they would 
require an 
attachment 
facility, a text 
box field would 
be adequate.

Q&S office itself and 
Steve Mullins have to 
make comments.  This 
could run in parallel to 
the above (Chris and 
Helen) or in 
sequence).  This is 
then forwarded to LTC 
(Derek).

Stephen Mullins

SCRUTINY STARTS HERE

Derek needs to see all 
comments and AiP.  
Derek will then need 
somewhere to input 
his comments and 
then he will send it 
back to the QSO.  
There are various 
courses of actions, 
e.g. return it back to 
the School.

After approval by 
Senate nothing major 
can change!

IDEA: Could the system 
detect that there has 
been no response and 

thus activate a 
reminder alert email, 
say after 5 working 
days?  For example, 

you have not 
commented yet, or if 
you do not comment 

within the 2 weeks you 
will not be able to. IDEA: The Quality Officers need to 

know what is happening all the time.  
Could we mimic Je-S here?  For 

example, who has ownership, check 
its validity etc?  Colour coded, visual, 

red crosses and green ticks metaphor.  
The document cannot be returned 

without completing the actions.  

IDEA: Could the system 
have a big red tick box 

saying “Approved” with 
their signature and date 
and possibly a comment 

box for Mariann?
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