
Consultation on the redevelopment of the UK Quality Code for Higher Education (the 
Quality Code) 

6. Does this proposal provide a coherent framework for quality and standards in UK 
higher education? 

Yes 

No 

Comments 

We do not consider the re-developed Quality Code to be a coherent framework as 
it appears to be driven by the regulation of English higher education and a desire 
from the Office for Students not to regulate to continuously improve above the 
baseline. We consider continuous improvement to be important for quality.  

The consultation also suggests that the supplementary practices may form part of 
the regulatory framework in some UK nations – illustrating a lack of coherence 
amongst the different nations of the UK. Given that student engagement is 
suggested as a possible supplementary practice, this could lead to a situation where 
student engagement is a core part of regulating quality in Scotland and Wales, but 
not in England. This could leave English students less empowered to improve the 
quality of their education than students in other UK nations. As a Students’ Union of 
an English University, this is concerning to us.  

 

7. Do the revised Expectations appropriately express the outcomes students and 
stakeholders should expect from higher education providers? 

Yes 

No 

Comments 

We do not think that the revised expectations appropriately express the outcomes 
students and stakeholders should expect from higher education providers. The term 
‘high-quality’ is used several times in the expectations, but little detail is given as to 
what this means, either in the expectations or in the core practices. This makes the 
definition of ‘high-quality’ far too vague, and will make it difficult for students to hold 
their institutions to account when this benchmark of quality is not met.  

 

8. Are the core practices for standards appropriate and flexible enough to serve the 
needs of all nations in the UK? 

Yes 

No 

Comments 

 



9. Are the core practices for standards appropriate and flexible enough to serve the 
needs of an increasingly diverse sector? 

Yes 

No 

Comments 

 

10. Are the core practices for quality appropriate and flexible enough to serve the 
needs of all nations in the UK? 

Yes 

No 

Comments 

We are extremely concerned about the downgrading of student engagement to a 
supplementary practice, with student feedback as a core practice. As stated in our 
answer to question no 6, this has implications for a coherent framework across all the 
nations of the UK. 

We are also particularly concerned as a SU of an English University about the impact 
that the downgrading of student engagement could have on our activities.  

The current expectation that HE providers must take steps to engage all students 
‘individually and collectively, as partners’ has had an extremely positive impact on 
our work. In recent years the University and SU have worked more and more on a 
partnership basis. For example, the University’s Wellbeing Review in 2016-17 was 
conducted through a partnership approach, with the SU leading a consultation of 
students and UoB leading a consultation of staff.  

Feedback alone cannot allow for the co-production of curricula, or the collective 
working we see in Student Staff Liaison Committees, which enable students and staff 
to problem solve and come to solutions together. Our student representatives build 
up expertise in their roles, allowing them to contribute meaningfully to such 
discussions. Student representatives’ democratic mandate meanwhile enables them 
to look beyond their own opinions, to effectively represent their peers.  

We are concerned that the re-developed code could put all our sector’s hard work 
on formal representation structures within universities at risk, in favour of constant 
surveying of students – which is exhausting for students and does not provide a 
comprehensive picture of quality or enable positive solutions and collective working. 
We think it unlikely that our University will decide to scrap our academic 
representation system, built up over many years. However, the relegation of student 
engagement gives a University without such established structures an opportunity to 
decide against such important student representation.  

We support NUS’s suggestion that student engagement should be a core part of the 
Quality Code and that the expectation on quality should be amended to “the 
provider, working in partnership with students and staff, delivers well-designed 



courses that provide a high-quality academic experience and enable a student’s 
achievement to be reliably assessed”. Reflecting this, the core practice should be 
amended to “students are engaged individually and collectively, through formal 
representation structures, in the development, assurance and enhancement of their 
educational experience”. 

 

11. Are the core practices for quality appropriate and flexible enough to serve the 
needs of an increasingly diverse sector? 

Yes 

No 

Comments 

It is positive to see a core practice around students needing to be able to 
understand how to make academic appeals and complaints and providers dealing 
with these in a fair and timely manner. However, missing from this is the need for 
students to be able access independent support for complaints and appeals, which 
many Students’ Unions provide. This is particularly important given the entry of new 
providers in the sector, which may have less established Students’ Unions. Our own 
advice service, Just Ask, offers impartial independent advice on academic matters, 
and between October 2015 and September 2016 973 students were helped by the 
service.  

 

12. Does the proposal to develop supplementary practices serve the needs of all 
nations in the UK? 

Yes 

No 

Comments 

We are concerned that student engagement will be seen in the new code as 
‘performance above the baseline’. At University of Bristol student engagement has 
been integral to the creation of a high quality educational experience for students. 
Student Quality Reviewers are recruited each year at the University, and are paid to 
work alongside staff, visiting schools and departments and identifying good practice 
in relation to academic standards and the student experience. Our full-time officers 
sit on a number of important committees related to standards and quality at the 
University, including Education Committee, Undergraduate Studies Committee and 
Graduate Studies Committee. We also have student representation on the 
University’s Board of Trustees. Our Course Reps attend Student Staff Liaison 
Committees, and often take on a chair role on these committees, illustrating the 
partnership approach we have built up with the University. Our Faculty Reps chair 
Faculty Student Staff Liaison Committees at both undergraduate and postgraduate 
level, and they also attend University Senate, the highest academic decision-making 



body of the University. These representative structures put students at the heart of 
education related decision making at the University.  

We have also more recently developed a number of new initiatives with the 
University which aim to place students as partners in the delivery of the new 
University strategy. These include the All Bristol Forum, which brings students and staff 
together to share ideas, think creatively and make connections that will help the 
University to deliver its new strategy, and support the University’s vision. Meanwhile 
the Bristol Futures Advisory Group has allowed students to shape the Bristol Futures 
initiative from its inception. Bristol Futures creates three new pathways of learning 
based around Innovation & Enterprise, Global Citizenship and Sustainable Futures, 
and students have been central in shaping what these new pathways will look like 
through the advisory group. 
 

13. Does the proposal to develop supplementary practices serve the needs of an 
increasingly diverse sector? 

Yes 

No 

Comments 

 

14. How should we involve the UK nations, the higher education sector, students and 
other stakeholders (such as graduate employers) in the future development and 
management of the Quality Code? 

 

15. Please share any additional comments and views you have on these proposals. 

 

 


