OU Handbook Changes Tracker 2025-26
	Section
	Changes Made

	General Comment 
	References to Policy compliance review changed to Partner Compliance Review.

	A – Introduction and background
	Removed: Organisations that offer programmes at higher education level may want to be approved by the OU so that they can provide OU validated awards. 
A2.1 reworked to read: Partners are responsible for ensuring that validated provision meets the OU's academic quality and standards requirements. Partners must comply with the UK Quality Code for Higher Education (2024) and establish, implement, maintain and review effective policies, procedures, systems and governance arrangements that support the delivery, quality assurance and enhancement of OU validated awards. These arrangements must enable the University to meet its statutory, regulatory and quality assurance obligations, including its obligations as the awarding body and as a registered provider with OfS and MEDR.
Partners must also comply with any legal, regulatory and professional requirements applicable to their provision and jurisdiction. 
Additionally, partners that are registered with a regulatory body must comply with the conditions of their registration.
A2.2 removed: The OU Senate takes advice from the Curriculum Partnerships Committee before proposing any new type of validated award to the OU Council. A2.2 added: Following the Partnership development and Approval process, the OU may limit the number and range of programmes that a partner may validate in the first academic year until all Institutional processes are fully embedded.
A2.2 The role of OU representative: added:  and the Office for Students (as appropriate) 

	B – The institutional approval and review process
	B2: added Nomination of a Process Panel Member (PDAP and PRP). Amended: OUVP will nominate a suitable panel member to work as a Process Panel Member (PPM) for both the PDAP process, and on occasion for the and PRP process, to support partners in PDAP and PRP activity. 
Added: PPM role amended to read: The PPM will act as a ‘critical friend’, engaging constructively with partner teams to provide thoughtful challenge, test assumptions, and encourage reflective discussion. In doing so, they will offer alternative viewpoints and informed critique, ensuring that proposals are thoroughly considered and aligned with regulatory expectations and sector best practice.
In addition to this evaluative role, the PPM will provide developmental support as partners prepare for the final event, helping to identify areas for refinement and strengthening the overall coherence and quality of documentation. This approach is designed to be both supportive and rigorous, fostering a collaborative working relationship that promotes confidence, transparency, and readiness for formal scrutiny. It is an expectation that that partners must engage with PPM support.
To support this, the OU requires a formal report from the PPM to be submitted to the panel in advance of the final event. The OU has also developed further guidance which will be supplied to PPMs as part of the appointment process. 
Added section for Meetings with senior management and board of trustees (or equivalent body) 
The inclusion of governing body representatives in final review meetings is a critical component of the OU’s quality assurance process. Their presence brings an independent, strategic perspective that strengthens oversight of academic standards and ensures that decisions are informed not only by operational considerations but also by institutional accountability and regulatory expectations. Governing body members are well positioned to provide constructive challenge, scrutinise risk, and test the robustness of evidence presented, thereby enhancing the integrity and transparency of the review. Crucially, their contribution helps to ensure that outcomes are aligned with institutional priorities, public interest, and the requirements of bodies such as the OfS, reinforcing confidence in the process and supporting continuous improvement across validated provision.
Added: Meetings with teaching staff and administrative staff and: Student support process and the student journey
B4: amended to read: If programme approval is not achieved, within one calendar year of the date of the final approval meeting, approval status will be reviewed. The partner will be required to meet its financial commitments to the OU for the duration of the agreement.
B4 – section on Advisory Meeting as part of PRP included
Removed reference to: While we do permit dual awards, it’s important that these programmes fully meet the OU’s requirements for validated awards.
Added: in advanced and
Added section for Transnational Education 

	C – Procedures following institutional approval or review
	C2: revised to read:  Partners cannot publish any co-branded publicity materials or produce any materials that imply in any way that they have been approved by the OU 
before validation has been confirmed via the formal programme approval letter. Any new programmes pending approval may be advertised as ‘subject to validation by the Open University’, provided that the templates, wording and guidance set out in the Marketing before (Re)Validation Guidance are strictly followed. Please note, partners cannot enrol students onto a programme until conditions have been met and the programme has been formally approved. 
C2: added requirements, and OfS C Conditions and Office of the Independent Adjudicator guidance
C2: Added section on Marketing before Validation and Revalidation
C3: amended and redeveloped section
C3.7 added: any material 
Table section 1: reworked to include information on Marketing, advertising, promotional materials and social media
Table Section 4. Programme specifications: added: for validated programmes
Table, section 6. Renamed to Partner websites. Amended to read: Partners are required to check and confirm that all public-facing website content is accurate and clear and complies with consumer law, as per OU requirements via regular partner monitoring processes
Added: Material information (printed or electronic information provided to prospective or current students about validated programmes) should be retained for at least 6 years after the last cohort has completed or withdrawn from the programme. This will enable the institution to evidence exactly what was provided to a student at the research and application stage, for example a student complaint reaches the OIA, CMA scrutiny, OfS regulatory investigations, programme closure or teach out.
For validated provision, the following should ordinarily be retained:
· Prospectuses and programme brochures 
· Website content and programme pages 
· Offer letters and applicant communications 
· Programme specifications 
· Tuition fee information 
· Terms and conditions 
· Marketing materials 
· Course closure/change communications 
· Records showing when material information was amended and approved
Amended Degree Outcome statement section
C4 amended to read: the OU will usually undertake a review of the changes. Partners are asked to consult Section D7 for information on minor, moderate and major changes and the CMA implications and discuss with their S/QPM should they need further information about the review process.
C4.1 Interim review, added: Financial concerns/irregularity and Concerns triggered by the execution of the Market Exit Plan
C4.2 section reworded.
Reportable events section reworded
Engagement with external regulatory and quality bodies section reworded
C5 section amended to clarify exiting requirements and Market Exit Plans 
University Secretary’s Office amended to: Governance, Compliance and Legal Services (GCLS)
C6.2, C6.3, C6.4 all reworded. 
Student Debtors moved to this section from D7
Amended ‘these’ to the key operational compliance responsibilities
Update wording in Updaters to responsibilities section

	D – Validation and Revalidation
	D1 Documentation. Added: and for PSRB based programmes
Amended to read: Throughout the (re)validation process, partners are required to use the documentation templates provided by the University. The University will advise on the specific documentation required during planning discussions. Templates should be completed in the format provided to ensure consistency, ease of review and effective consideration by panel members and University staff. Where additional information is needed, this should be provided as supporting appendices rather than by altering the template structure.
Added: The partner should ensure that the title should accurately reflect the subject focus, there should be a clear rationale for the title, and any named pathway should be sufficiently distinctive in curriculum content to justify separate recognition in the award title.  The Partner should ensure that they present the information with the programme specification in a manner which can be  understood by students, and is demonstrably distinct from other pathways or routes within the same award. Therefore, a named pathway may only be included in an award title where it represents an approved and clearly defined specialism within the programme, accurately reflects the student’s completed study, and is demonstrably distinct from other pathways so as to justify separate recognition. The (re)validation panel will explore the rationale and structure of the pathway at the (re)validation event with the partner
Added: That the proposal addresses PSRB requirements
Added: The SQPM will discuss with the partner the most appropriate way to submit the documentation to OUVP.
Added: and the subject area under consideration.
Added: The validation panel will typically consider the following areas on a risk‑based basis; in some instances, evidence may be submitted in advance for virtual review, and, where possible, activities such as tours and meetings with senior management should be arranged efficiently and, where appropriate, combined.
Removed: retrospective validation: Retrospective approval may be recommended in exceptional cases where the proposed programme has already been operating under approval arrangements other than those of the OU, with full external assessment in place, including external examining, and when there are no outstanding conditions of approval requiring significant changes. This will require detailed conversation with OUVP.
Section on Correspondence events summarised.
Added: providing the Institutional level requirements have been satisfied and signed off.
Added: Where the programme has PSRB involvement, further information from the partner indicating that they have investigated PSRB requirements and instigated a conversation with the PSRB to explore these requirements
Added: A programme development toolkit is available to support the design and approval of new and revised provision. Programme teams are expected to make use of this resource when developing submissions and are drawn to its contents for guidance and information – link to be inserted.
Added: Exit awards can only be classified as pass or fail. A distinction or merit cannot be given for an exit award.
Added: The assessment strategy for postgraduate programmes must be explicitly designed or adapted to reflect the level and nature of postgraduate study, ensuring appropriate academic challenge and the assessment of advanced, higher‑order skills.
Added: your SQPM will discuss and plan the inspection visit.
Current partners – development of new programmes/development of existing programmes relocated to earlier in section D.
Future Partners – development of new programmes – relocated to Section A
D3 added: (including a mapping to the competencies/ Key Performance Indicators required by the PSRB).
Redeveloped section on WBL documentation 
D3.2 (Re)validation of awards leading to higher or degree apprenticeships. Added: Partners will need to provide evidence they have applied, or are already are an Apprenticeships
‘and any assessment of it’ and ‘only’
Revised link to ASET Good Practice Guide
As with all external links referenced in the Handbook, this guidance was UpToDate at the point of publication, though partners should check to see if any updates to surpass this guidance.
Removed: During initial discussions, agreement must be reached on responsibility for end point assessment. Partners may want to use existing validated qualifications to deliver against an apprenticeship standard. In these circumstances, apprenticeship students may be studying alongside non-apprenticeship students, so consideration needs to be given on how parity of experience will be achieved.
D4 removed: As well as assuring the programme content, the (re)validation panel also ensures the support systems for tutors delivering the programme, and students receiving the programme are appropriate. One of the benefits of providing distance learning delivery is that it helps programmes retain currency and adjust quickly.
D7 update to read: Partners must distinguish between:
· the University's assessment of academic significance for validation purposes; and
· the impact of a proposed change on students and applicants under consumer protection law.
A change categorised as minor, moderate or major for academic purposes may nevertheless constitute a material change from a student or applicant perspective.
D7 onwards inserted references to ‘applicant’
Section on Consultation and agreement: amended.
Examples of minor change, amended to read: Although categorised as minor for validation purposes, partners should consider whether any proposed change could constitute a material change from the perspective of applicants or students.
Partners should also comply with the University's guidance on Marketing, Advertising, Recruitment and Offers Prior to Programme (Re)Approval and any associated requirements relating to material changes, applicant communication and consumer protection obligations.
D7.4 removed: The panel usually comprises three academics, with two of them usually being an OU academic reviewer and a panel member from the most recent (re)validation.
Student Debtors section moved to section C 
Removed: In the case of foundation degrees, the time limit within which students may progress from pre-Level 4 study to HE Level 4 should reflect the length of time the skills gained at the former are current in the latter.
D8.2 renamed to : Validation of programmes which are subject to PSRB approval
Added: Should you be considering a PSRB approval of a programme at (re)validation you should flag this to the SQPM via the programme description template and at the annual planning meeting. In all instances it is the partners responsibility to ensure that PSRBs are kept informed.

	E – Institutional and Programme Monitoring
	Renamed Annual review (all references to Institutional and Programme Monitoring (IPM) changed to annual review throughout the Handbook.
Information on IPM removed. Added information on Annual review 

	F – Assessment and External Examiners
	Section F1.24 aegrotat awards – revised to read Where available an, and added:– further information on aegrotat awards and how they are awarded is in the Regulations for validated awards of The Open University.
Section F1.27 Renamed to Complaints and academic appeals. Added: All partners based in Northern Ireland must follow the Northern Ireland Public Services Ombudsman (NIPSO) Model Complaints Handling Procedure (MCHP). However, all OU validated students retain the right to request a review by the OU and the OIA.
OUVP has additional guidance on complaints and academic appeals which can be accessed here: Link to be added Guidance specific for Northern Irish Parters can be accessed here: Link to be added
Added: References to NIPSO throughout document 
Definition of complaints moved within the section.
All amendments to academic appeals and complaints amended to complaints and academic appeals.
Removed: It is important that students are aware of the timeframes involved in each process: The OIA good practice framework states that each process should be completed within 90 calendar days from the start of the formal stage replaced with: Students should be clearly informed of the timeframes for each stage of the process. The OIA Good Practice Framework states that the process should be completed within 90 calendar days from the start of the formal stage.
Amended This means the stage two formal process and the stage three OU review process need to be completed within 90 calendar days to include “of the formal complaint/academic appeal being received by the partner”.
· Staged process amended to read as follows: Stage one – Early resolution (Informal)(by the partner)
· Stage two – Formal consideration (by the partner) – up to 41  calendar days to carry out and complete
· Partner issues ‘Completion of Internal Procedures’ letter to student
· Student has up to 21 calendar days in which to then contact the OU for review
· Stage three – Formal review by OU –up to 28 calendar days to carry out and complete.
Please refer to Appendix 1 for a table outlining these timescales
Removed “in more detail”
OU escalation/review stage – renamed to OU/review stage
Submit a review to the OU reworded to request for review by the OU
Policy amended to policies and by amended to with
Consideration of appeals by the academic board or its appointed sub-committee amended to: Consideration of appeals by the academic board or its appointed sub-committee
Removed: 
· Procedures of the appeals committee or equivalent
· Consequences of established cases of procedural irregularity
Added: Appeals to the OU
F4 – added section on ratification process for UK-based partners and partners offering awards aligning with dual awards
F6: added: Uk-Based
Added: Following the disbanding of the Module Results Approval and Qualifications Classification Panel (MRAQCP), a revised, proportionate approach to the ratification of student outcomes has been established for validated provision, with distinct processes for UK and international partners. Both models are designed to ensure continued assurance of academic standards, alignment with sector expectations, and timely confirmation of results, while reducing unnecessary duplication and administrative burden.  
For international partners, ratification will take place within the final Board of Examiners (BoE), with an Academic Reviewer in attendance alongside the External Examiner and OUVP representative. This enables awards to be both recommended and ratified at the point of decision-making, reflecting the higher risk profile of overseas provision and ensuring direct, independent oversight. For UK partners, a streamlined post-board ratification process will be applied through a Module Awards Result Group (MARG), comprising appropriately experienced academic staff who review and formally confirm outcomes after the BoE. This dual approach maintains robust oversight across all provision, balancing risk, proportionality, and efficiency, and is supported by standardised documentation, clear governance arrangements, and ongoing monitoring and review

	G – Registration
	No amendments 

	H – Equality and Diversity
	Added sections/wording on student support and fitness to study/practice 

	Appendix 1 – Student Complaints and Academic Appeals Procedure
	Now renamed as section I Student Complaints and Academic Appeals Procedure - References to (academic) appeals and complaints to complaints and academic appeals.
Added: For students studying an OU Validated Programme in Northern Ireland, please see section 5 for additional information
1.4 revised to: The information below is an overview on how to submit a review request.
Removed: complaint - covers concerns about services or facilities that have not met expected standards or were not provided when they were reasonably expected to be.
Describes amended to define
Added: This would include concerns about services or facilities that have not met expected standards or were not provided when they were reasonably expected to be.
Removed section on academic appeals 
Review request – appeal to changed to request
Any references to ‘we’ and “us” changed to the “OU” 
Amended 1.6 to read: If you require any reasonable adjustments to support you in submitting a review request for a complaint or academic appeal, you should contact the  Student Casework Office. This includes adjustments needed to take account of a disability. The OU will consider such requests in line with its obligations under the Equality Act 2010 (England, Scotland and Wales), the Disability Discrimination Act 1995 (Amendment) Regulations 2004 (Northern Ireland), and any other relevant statutory duties.
2.1 renumbered to 2.0 2.1 renumbered to 2.2 etc.
(new) 2.0: amended to read: You can only request a review of your complaint or academic appeal if you have exhausted all of your partner institution’s internal procedures and have been provided with a Completion of Internal Procedures letter. This may be in email form. This will include details on how to request a review by the OU
2.1 added: All academic appeal requests for the Secretary to the SAARP are received within the Student Casework Office.
2.2 amended to read: To request a review, you must:
Added: For a complaint: write to the Student Casework Office or submit a review form  within 21 calendar days of the date of the Completion of Internal Procedures letter from your partner institution.
Amended: For an  academic appeal: write to the Secretary to the SAARP (Senate Academic Appeals Review Panel), within 21  calendar days of the date of the Completion of Internal Procedures  letter from your
partner institution.
22. removed: to be eligible for further consideration 
Added: Requests for a review should include the following:
2.1b Taken in to account amended to considered
2.1c included Where appropriate
2.2 ‘will’ changed to ‘could’
References to working days changed to calendar days 
Removed: (please see ‘Methods of appeal’ for details of escalation to the Office of the Independent Adjudicator).
2.7 and 2.8 removed references to senior authority 
2.9 amended to read; If your partner institution’s decision is partially upheld or not upheld following the review, we will send you and them a summary of recommendations to remedy the complaint, together with the Vice Chancellor’s Delegate’s report.
2.12 amended to read: Where a request for a review meets the requirements set out in 2.1
2.13 removed the following: The review will be conducted in accordance with the procedure set out in The Open University Student Complaints and Appeals procedure (page 46). 
2.14 amended to read: on review of the information provided to them. Added: can apply the decisions set out in 2.14-2.16. This may include referring
2.19 amended to read: If your appeal is referred back to your partner institution for, the reconsideration should be completed within 15 -calendar days. The decision of this reconsideration following a review by the Panel, their decision will be final. Your partner institution will inform the OU of this decision and a Completion of Procedures letter will be issued.
5.1 amended to read: Once you have exhausted both your partner institution’s procedures and that of The Open University the OU, you will be sent a Completion of Procedures letter
5.3 amended to read: You must request an independent review of your complaint to the OIA within 12 months from the date of the Completion of Procedures letter.
5.3 amended to read: This procedure does not apply to complaints from applicants or people making enquiries.
Timeframes for consideration of a complaint or academic appeal – table amended
Section 6.0 added: OU Validated Provision in
Northern Ireland

	Appendix 2 – Requirements for Programme Documentation
	Moved to standalone document 

	Appendix 3 – Guidance on the content of student handbooks
	Now Appendix 1: Guidance on Student Information and Handbook Content
Added: This appendix provides guidance on the information that should be made available to applicants and students studying on OU validated provision. It explains which information must be publicly accessible, which information may be provided through student-facing channels such as handbooks or virtual learning environments, and where material and pre-contract information should be published

	Appendix 4 – the role of the Academic Board 
	Removed to standalone guidance   

	Appendix 5 – Glossary
	Now Appendix 2: Glossary 
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