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Purpose of this 

paper: 

This paper outlines the proposed development of additional verifiers, plus the 

clarification process for QSU Verification visits. 

1. The Lead Verifier develop a training schedule for all new verifiers, starting 

with an anticipated "cohort", to be approved by the Charity Board, with 

direct feed in for content from the Quality Advisory Group. 

2. This cohort approach may not be suitable for future needs, so after each 

Part B, the union should be invited to submit an application for appropriate 

staff to join the pool and a rolling training programme established. 

3. An invitation is sent to all unions who have completed the Part B process to 

submit applications for management staff to be trained as verifiers in the 

first cohort (This would be Kent, Coventry, Leeds, Newcastle and Cardiff at 

this stage). 

4. A review of these submissions is conducted by the NUS staff team to 

ensure a diverse mix of candidates (a guide from the Board as to next steps 

should we fall short would be appreciated). 

5. Training is conducted over the summer period, including feed in from the 

VP Union Development, NUS SLT and the Development Department of NUS. 

6. The Lead Verifier to outline an agreed clarification process to all unions 

signed up to QSU, especially those currently working on Part B. 

Action: The Board is asked to Approve the approach and task Management with 

identifying resource to achieve to work. 
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Background 

A full Quality Students' Unions rating is based on a two day on site visit, following the submission of a 

self-assessment. This visit includes interviews with senior university staff, a range of union staff and 

students, as well as discussion about the self-assessment with the President (or equivalent) and the CEO 

(or equivalent).  

 

Current approach  

Currently, Quality Students' Unions Part B is delivered solely through the Lead Verifier and a clarification 

process (yet to be tested) lies with the Charity Board, allowing unions to disagree with their on-site 

assessment. It takes the lead verifier 5 weeks from self-assessment to verification visit and another 3-4 

weeks for the production of the verification report once that has been completed. 

 

Analysis 

The current model is not sustainable if the framework continues to grow. With the number of Part A 

completions exceeding 40 for the first time, it is expected that it will only be a few months before more 

Part B verification requests will be received than can currently be accommodated. Already, there have 

been occasions where it has been necessary to draft in an alternative verifier to best accommodate the 

union’s needs. In order to stay in front of anticipated demand, it is recommended that a process is quickly 

established and a team of verifiers trained. 

The new language regarding "verification" as opposed to "audit" and "clarification" as opposed to "appeal" 

has yet to embed across the scheme, so reiteration of the model's self-assessment element is a crucial 

part of this next stage. Having a pool of well-trained verifiers from a range a backgrounds, unions and 

levels will only help QSU's credibility within the sector, but there needs to be some quality control over 

the individuals put forward, as well as recognition for unions who have completed the process themselves. 

Arguably, this would make staff from these unions better placed to guide new unions through Part B than 

those from unions yet to participate. It could also assist with the momentum of unions progressing to the 

final stage. The ability to become a verifier would stay with an individual staff member should they leave 

a Part B accredited union, so as talent moves across the movement, this pool would not be diminished.  

The clarification process has yet to be utilised, so it is challenging to foresee all the potential needs, but 

there should be an easily understandable process by which a union can have a genuine discussion about 

the appropriateness of their final rating, including the possibility of an alternative rating being proposed. 

This process should be transparent and in line with the existing framework’s self-assessment and 

determination ethos. It is hoped that this process will be only rarely employed, but that it should be 

signposted at the earliest stages of the initial verification.  

Quality control measures need to be included across both the verification and clarification processes to 

maintain the integrity of the scheme. There is merit in peer review, and this has been incorporated into 

the recommendations below, but the majority of unions are primarily concerned with the speed of their 

final verification report and the externality of the process to avoid suspicions of pre-conceived 

judgements, both positive and negative. The report itself needs to be designed more heavily around an 

easy to complete template, which will allow for a more speedy resolution for the verification union and for 

simpler comparison across reports. Completed reports are utilised by unions progressing through Part B 

and the more aligned the report is to how the self-assessment is best presented, the easier it will be for 

unions to develop their documents.   



 

 

 

Recommendations – as presented to the Quality Advisory Group 

(Comments, questions and concerns from the group highlighted in red, 

management comment in green) 

1. The Lead Verifier develop a training schedule for all new verifiers, starting with an anticipated 

"cohort", to be approved by the Charity Board, with direct feed in for content from the Quality 

Advisory Group. 

 

o CONCERN raised from a member of the Quality Advisory Group that peer verification might 

not sit well with students’ unions; that the external element had been a draw for unions to 

participate. 

 

o There is the opportunity to expand the pool of external verifiers at the same time as the 

students’ union cohort is developed – Jan Sowa and Ian Robinson have both expressed a 

willingness to be involved if deemed appropriate. We still believe that the best approach is 

for peer verification to be embedded across the process. 

 

 

o QUESTION from the Quality Advisory Group about how verifications are “signed off” 

o Currently, there is a sense check approach from the NUS staff team to ensure that the 

report is clear and links to the criteria, but as it is a self-assessment driven process, it is 

desired to keep the “checking” to a minimum. The Lead Verifier, once stepping back from 

their verification role, will be able to moderate the different reports and the Charity Board 

would receive timely referencing of this. All reports are publically available to all member 

unions, so there is also a built-in peer review element. 

 

2. This cohort approach may not be suitable for future needs, so after each Part B, the union should 

be invited to submit an application for appropriate staff to join the pool and a rolling training 

programme established. 

 

o CONCERN raised from a member of the Quality Advisory Group that we may be missing out 

on talented individuals whose unions have not progressed through Part B. 

 

o We believe that the verification pool should be limited to those who have real time 

experience of Part B verification in order to protect the integrity of the scheme. If Quality 

Students’ Unions is to become the accepted norm across the movement, then it needs to 

form part of how we allocate opportunities. 

 

 

3. An invitation is sent to all unions who have completed the Part B process to submit applications for 

management staff to be trained as verifiers in the first cohort (This would be Kent, Coventry, 

Leeds, Newcastle and Cardiff at this stage). 

 

4. A review of these submissions is conducted by the NUS staff team to ensure a diverse mix of 

candidates (a guide from the Board as to next steps should we fall short would be appreciated). 

 

5. Training is conducted over the summer period, including feed in from the VP Union Development, 

NUS Executive team and the Union Development team of NUS. 



 

 

 

6. The Lead Verifier to outline an agreed clarification process to all unions signed up to QSU, 

especially those currently working on Part B. 

o Because the scheme is built around self-assessment, submitted in advance of the 

verification visit, it is usually possible to determine whether there is likely to be a difference 

in opinion as to the final level awarded. This means that additional time – and if needed, 

support for verification – can be taken to ensure that the union and verifier are in 

agreement on as much of the report as possible. 

 

o This process should run along the lines of: 

 The question(s) raised within 5 working days of the report being issued, but 

hopefully at the time of the verification visit 

 The Lead verifier to review the report and the union’s question(s) to see if there is a 

way to seek additional evidence to support the union’s assertion(s) 

 If this is not possible, a final and binding judgement will be made based on the 

report and evidence supplied 

 If a union has a general concern about the conduct of the verifier, they should make 

this known to the Lead Verifier, who will conduct an initial investigation and make a 

recommendation to the Board as to next steps 

 

General COMMENT from Quality Advisory Group – the credibility and reputation of the scheme needs to be 
given top priority 

General COMMENT from Quality Advisory Group – that they have insight into the verification process and 
standards of reports 

 As mentioned above, the reports are all publically available, but we would also 

expect the Lead Verifier’s reports to the Advisory Group to contain pertinent analysis 

of the verifications and reports 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


