	
	
	



London Metropolitan University: Subcontracting Information Source for Collaborative Partners


[bookmark: _Toc227336131]Introduction
London Met operates a comprehensive framework for subcontracted higher education. Oversight is embedded in our governance, quality, and operational procedures as set out in our Collaborative Partnerships Operational Manual 2025‑26 (POM) and Collaborative Academic Partnership Lifecycle Process 2025‑26 (PLC).

The information below provides a clear, requirement‑by‑requirement summary of how our current arrangements meet the E10 expectations, with precise references to the POM and PLC. It also confirms practical operation (contracts, capacity/resources, evidence).
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[bookmark: _Toc227336133]1) Statement of compliance and scope
London Metropolitan University confirms that it operates a comprehensive framework for subcontracted higher education that meets the regulatory expectations for oversight of subcontracted delivery. We maintain a single, summary Subcontracting Information Source (SIS) that signposts to our established University procedures. The SIS follows the content principles: the Minimum Content Requirements take precedence, and there are no parallel documents that contradict them.
 The SIS is anchored in the following sources of record:
· Collaborative Partnerships Operational Manual 2025‑26 (POM) — operational responsibilities, governance and quality procedures for collaborative provision. 
· Collaborative Academic Partnership Lifecycle Process 2025‑26 (PLC) — end‑to‑end lifecycle for due diligence, approval, monitoring, review, change control, and closure/teach‑out. 
Scope & trigger: London Met recognises that Condition E10 applies when we have, or reasonably should have concluded we will have, 100 or more students on relevant subcontracted courses in a given academic year. Compliance runs from the later of one year prior to the relevant academic year or the point at which we should reasonably have concluded the threshold will be met; if numbers subsequently fall below 100, we continue to comply for the remainder of that academic year.
[bookmark: _Toc227336134]2) How we meet the E10 expectations 
[bookmark: _Toc227336135]2.1 Strategic rationale for subcontracting
London Met believes that the power of education transforms lives and it is the vision of London Met to make education accessible to prospective students around the globe. We are committed to ensuring there are opportunities for students from all backgrounds and that through our Student Success Strategy and Education for Social Justice Framework, working with sub-contractual providers enables London Met to attract students who may ordinarily believe that university is an unobtainable goal. Our approach is grounded in the responsibility for academic standards and the quality of learning opportunities irrespective of where/how courses are delivered, implemented through a risk‑based model of oversight. (POM §3.1–§3.3; PLC §1.1–§1.3; §2.6) 
We work with our partners to consider flexible delivery modules to support a ‘widening-participation’ agenda. In setting and operating this rationale, the interests of students and access to education are prioritised over financial considerations.
[bookmark: _Toc227336136]2.2 New arrangements: feasibility, due diligence, approval, capacity/resources
For all potential new partners, we ensure there is a strategic alliance and ‘good fit’ with London Met. We request an ‘Expression of Interest’ which sets out who the potential new partner is and their aspirations for working collaboratively. London Met’s senior leadership team vet the Expression of Interest and agree to the potential partnership developing further. This will involve the following:
· Institutional Approval / full due diligence (legal status, financial viability, governance, quality systems, student support) prior to any credit‑bearing collaborative delivery. (PLC §6.1–§6.9) 
· Academic Business Case demonstrating feasibility (resources/staffing, market case, three‑year financial plan) with School and Collaborative Partnership Committee (CPC) scrutiny. (PLC §7.1–§7.5)
· Course Approval for each delivery, including a panel with external input, resource/site verification (in‑person or virtual with ALT follow‑up site report), and staffing CV checks. (PLC §8.1–§8.11)
· Contracts executed before delivery (IMoA and CLA) so that delivery can operate in accordance with University requirements. (PLC §10.1–§10.7)
[bookmark: _Toc227336137]2.3 Governing‑body & academic oversight
The University governance structure embeds oversight of collaborative provision: the Board of Governors receives assurance via the Academic Board and its committees, with the Collaborative Partnerships Committee (CPC) responsible for collaborative quality/standards and defined reporting lines in the University organogram. (POM §2.1.2–§2.1.4; Appendix 1)
CPC meets quarterly and has responsibility for strategic oversight of collaborative partnership provision. London Met maintains a Partnership Dashboard which is updated and presented at each CPC with a summary of identified risks and an understanding of mitigation of identified risks; the dashboard is informed by numerous sources of information including external body reports, Quality Continuous Monitoring activity, financial and legal activities and information, results from auditing (internal and external) activities, Academic Liaison Tutor visits and reports, partnership reviews and repeat due diligence. 
[bookmark: _Toc227336138]2.4 Risk identification and mitigation under the overarching E10 obligation
In operating relevant sub contractual arrangements, we explicitly identify and mitigate risks to the interests of students and taxpayers that the Office for Students has highlighted as sector wide concerns, including misrepresentation of courses, unsuitable recruitment or admissions practices, inadequate student engagement and attendance, weak academic standards, and risks to the integrity of public funding.
These risks are managed through a combination of front‑end controls, ongoing monitoring and escalation mechanisms, including: institutional due diligence and course‑level approval prior to delivery; approval and audit of admissions activity (including non‑standard applicants); direct oversight of teaching, assessment and standards through Academic Liaison Tutors, External Examiners and Assessment Boards; structured monitoring of student engagement and attendance; and review of student outcomes, complaints and academic misconduct. Where risk indicators emerge, the University applies proportionate intervention through its Cause for Concern / High‑Risk Partner process, with escalation to senior academic and governing body committees as required.
The effectiveness of these controls is tested through regular monitoring activity, audit, review and reporting, and informs adjustments to oversight intensity, contractual terms, or continuation of arrangements where necessary. London Metropolitan University therefore treats compliance with Condition E10 not as a documentary exercise, but as an integral part of its academic governance and student protection framework.
[bookmark: _Toc227336139]2.5 Policies and procedures that control risk and protect students/taxpayers
Our approval and ongoing monitoring processes are used to assure compliance with OfS Conditions B1–B5 for subcontracted delivery.
Our POM/PLC set out the core procedures partners must follow, including:
· Admissions (incl. non‑standard/exceptions) — partner processes to agreed criteria; ALT approval for non‑standard applicants; audit of admissions records. (POM §10.1.3–§10.1.8) . For sub-contractual arrangements where students will seek to access Student Loan Company funding via London Met’s Student Loan Company portal, all unconditional offers are approved by the London Met Admissions team.
· Assessment, external examining and assessment boards — principles, moderation/sampling, external examiner oversight, and board conduct. (POM §13; §14; §15–§16)
· Student voice and course committees — bi‑annual meetings with student representatives; minutes to ALT/AQD; student feedback feeding continuous monitoring. (POM §21)
· Complaints — partner complaint handling aligned to University expectations, escalation to University review, and onward access to independent adjudication as applicable. (POM §24.5)
· Collaborative partners will be expected to report at timely intervals on the number and nature of complaints (including E6 related complaints) received with a precis of how they have been resolved.
· Academic misconduct — University policy and procedures; partner arrangements must be consistent. (POM §24.3) 
· Collaborative partners will be expected to report at timely intervals on the number and nature of academic misconduct cases received with a precis of how they have been resolved.
· Attendance/engagement & protection of public funding — attendance/engagement monitoring, attendance monitoring visits at regular intervals, and status reporting obligations. (POM §10.10.3–§10.10.8)
· Access to information and data protection — secure student data sharing/record creation; defined staff IT access (e.g., ARMs/WebLearn) for designated partner personnel; Data Protection policy responsibilities. (POM §10.1.2–§10.1.5; §19.4; §30.1–§30.7)
· Ongoing oversight and review — Continuous Monitoring, Partner Review, Periodic Course Review/Revalidation, with External Examiner reports and student voice as key inputs; Repeat Due Diligence with risk ratings and consequential oversight. (PLC §13–§17; §15; POM §14; §21; §31)
· Controlled change management — location changes/additional sites, additional cohorts/courses, staffing changes, course modifications and variation control, ensuring delivery remains within approved parameters. (PLC §19–§22; §21; POM §27)
· Escalation for poor performance/risk — Cause for Concern / High‑Risk Partner procedure with investigation, improvement plan, close monitoring, and escalation to SLT/CPC; emergency review or termination where necessary. (PLC §18.1–§18.5)
· Teach‑out / delivery failure — termination process and teach‑out/transfer arrangements to protect students and conclude provision responsibly. (PLC §25–§26)
· Recruitment agents: Partner promotion is governed through marketing approval (POM §8) and CMA compliance (POM §9), with periodic checks of partner webpages (PLC §23) and escalation via the Cause for Concern / High‑Risk Partner process where needed (PLC §18.1–§18.5); 
· Where partners use recruitment agents, London Met requires sight and approval of the partner’s ‘Agents Policy’ as part of the due diligence information request; London Met will, from time-to-time, ask students about their experience with agents and report any concerns it has to the collaborative partner for immediate action.
· Academic performance of students including academic outcomes, continuation and progression will be monitored through continuous monitoring mechanisms with recourse to ‘Cause for Concern’ processes should these be necessary to improve performance.
[bookmark: _Toc227336140]2.6 Whistleblowing and conflicts of interest in subcontracted provision
We maintain clear routes for the identification and escalation of serious concerns relating to subcontracted provision, including whistleblowing and conflicts of interest.
Staff and students of collaborative partners are able to raise concerns relating to safeguarding, academic standards, misconduct, or improper practice through established University reporting routes, including safeguarding ‘cause for concern’ mechanisms and escalation via Academic Liaison Tutors or University professional services. Concerns raised through these routes are investigated in accordance with University procedures and may trigger enhanced monitoring, a formal Cause for Concern review, or escalation to senior academic governance where appropriate.
Conflicts of interest are identified, declared and managed for all decisions relating to collaborative provision, including partner selection, due diligence, course approval, monitoring, review and exit decisions. Individuals participating in approval panels, monitoring activity or decision‑making bodies are required to declare relevant interests, and appropriate mitigation (including recusal) is applied to ensure objective and transparent decision‑making.
These arrangements ensure that material risks arising from subcontracted activity can be surfaced and addressed promptly, independently and proportionately.
[bookmark: _Toc227336141]2.7 Adaptability
The PLC includes controlled processes for location changes, additional sites, additional cohorts, additional courses, staffing changes, and course modifications; Repeat Due Diligence risk‑rates partners and adjusts oversight accordingly; Partner Review and Periodic Course Review provide further assurance that arrangements remain fit for purpose. (PLC §15–§21; POM §27)
[bookmark: _Toc227336142]3) Operating in accordance with our SIS (assurance of practice)
[bookmark: _Toc227336143]3.1 Contract enablement and sequencing
We do not commence delivery until contracts are fully executed (IMoA + CLA). Contract sequencing is aligned so that arrangements can operate in practice according to the University’s procedures summarised in the SIS. (PLC §10.1–§10.7)
For new and varied contracts, terms will enable operation in accordance with the SIS. For existing contracts, London Met will take all reasonable steps to amend terms accordingly; if, after exhausting those steps, operation in line with the SIS is not possible, we will submit a reportable event and mitigate risks while resolving the issue.
We assure ourselves that subcontracted provision operates in accordance with this Subcontracting Information Source through aligned contractual terms, defined roles and responsibilities, routine monitoring and reporting, and targeted audit and review activity. Where gaps between documented arrangements and operational practice are identified, we take corrective action, which may include contractual amendment, enhanced oversight, or escalation through governance and regulatory reporting routes as appropriate.
[bookmark: _Toc227336144]3.2 Capacity and resources
The process of due diligence, submission of a business case, a site visit and the partner course approval process are all designed to invite information relating to the collaborative partner’s capacity and available and / or planned resourcing to deliver and maintain delivery of a franchised course. Where there is not sufficient information or evidence to support the delivery of a course, approval may be withheld until such a time as the partner is able to demonstrate they have the ability to resource the teaching and learning appropriately. Resourcing covers both staffing resources as well as required resources which may include teaching and study space, specific and or specialist hardware and software, independent study resources such as a library / e-library, access to support services and other resources conducive to a positive student experience.
Roles and responsibilities are defined and deployed proportionately to the scale/complexity of the subcontracted activity: AQD, Schools (including Academic Liaison Tutors and Heads of Collaborative Partnerships), the Partnerships Office, Student Records/Assessments, and enabling services (Library/IT/Student Services/Marketing/Finance). Access control (e.g., ARMs accounts) and workload expectations are set out for effective operation. (POM §27; Appendix 3; §19.4)
[bookmark: _Toc227336145]3.3 Evidence of operation (available on request)
We acknowledge that OfS may draw on complaints, whistleblowing and reportable events, quality assessments, data audits and investigations, and provider‑submitted data when assessing compliance, and that OfS may determine breach based on the overarching obligation even where detailed arrangements appear to be in place.
We maintain and review evidence of the operation of subcontracted provision on a routine basis, proportionate to the scale and risk profile of each arrangement. Evidence is reviewed at appropriate points within the academic governance cycle and informs decisions on continuation, enhancement of oversight, or intervention. 
We can evidence day‑to‑day operation through but not limited to: ALT visit reports and site/resource verification; attendance monitoring visit records; External Examiner reports and correspondence; assessment‑board records; course‑committee minutes; continuous‑monitoring submissions and action plans; partner‑review documentation; repeat due diligence outputs and risk ratings; and change‑control approvals. (PLC §8.6–§8.11; §13–§17; §19–§21; POM §10.10.5–§10.10.6; §14; §15–§16; §21; §31).
The evidence is reviewed at School level and through central oversight functions, with summaries and identified risks reported to the Collaborative Partnerships Committee and where required, escalated through Academic Board and to the Governing body. Material concerns relating to academic standards, student experience, integrity of admissions or protection of public funding are escalated through the Cause for Concern / High‑Risk Partner process and managed in accordance with University procedures.
[bookmark: _Toc227336146]4) Readiness, transparency and maintenance
· Readiness: Our SIS (summary and signpost format) is in place and will be maintained and implemented throughout the relevant period.
· Transparency: We will publish any required transparency information for subcontracted provision (e.g., strategic rationale and fee‑retention proportion) and provide the URL on request.
· Maintenance: AQD and the Partnerships Office will coordinate annual updates; the SIS will be kept current, and all historical versions will be retained for at least five years; we will provide the SIS to OfS on request.

Annex A — Minimum‑content compliance mapping 
Column 2 points to the relevant section in this response; Column 3 points to the exact University document headings (POM/PLC) holding the operational detail.
	OfS minimum content area
	Where addressed in this response
	Where the operational detail lives 
(University sources)

	Strategic rationale (student‑first; applies to existing arrangements)
	§2.1
	POM §3.1–§3.3; PLC §1.1–§1.3; §2.6 

	New arrangements – feasibility (Academic Business Case)
	§2.2
	PLC §7.1–§7.5

	New arrangements – due diligence (Institutional Approval)
	§2.2
	PLC §6.1–§6.9 

	New arrangements – delivery approval & partner capacity/resources
	§2.2
	PLC §8.1–§8.11

	New arrangements – assurance of compliance with OfS Conditions B1–B5
	§2.2 (Course Approval) and §2.4 (B1–B5 assurance & monitoring)
	PLC §8.1–§8.11 (approval incl. externals, resource/site verification, staffing CV checks); PLC §13–§17 (continuous monitoring; partner review; periodic review); POM §14; §15–§16; §21 (external examiners; assessment boards; course committees).

	Governing‑body & risk/audit oversight (committee structure)
	§2.3
	POM §2.1.2–§2.1.4; Appendix 1 

	Complaints
	§2.4
	POM §24.5 

	Whistleblowing (partnership activity)
	§2.4
	POM §25.4 (Safeguarding report route); PLC §18.1–§18.5 (Cause for Concern / High‑Risk Partner) 

	Conflicts of interest (define/manage)
	§2.4
	(Explicitly codified in SIS; aligned to existing decision‑making practices)

	Protecting public funding (attendance/SLC; data accuracy)
	§2.4
	POM §10.10.3–§10.10.8; POM §31 (Repeat DD) 

	Recruitment‑agent oversight
	§2.4 (current position & controls; explicit statement will be codified in the SIS)

	POM §8 (Marketing); POM §9 (CMA Compliance); PLC §23 (Monitoring of Marketing Materials);
PLC §4.1 (Initial Contact context); (oversight statement explicit in SIS)

	Admissions oversight (incl. non‑standard/exceptions)
	§2.4
	POM §10.1.3–§10.1.8

	Assessing/approving delivery of courses
	§2.2 & §2.4
	PLC §8.1–§8.11

	Ongoing monitoring to ensure compliance with B1–B5
	§2.4
	PLC §13–§17; POM §14; §15–§16; §21; §31 

	Academic misconduct
	§2.4
	POM §24.3 

	Access to information/data held by partners
	§2.4
	POM §10.1.2–§10.1.5; §19.4; §30.1–§30.7

	Verification of partner‑held data (incl. onsite)
	§3.3 & §2.2/§2.4
	PLC §8.6–§8.11; POM §10.10.5–§10.10.6; §14; §31 

	Delivery failure (teach‑out/transfer)
	§2.4
	PLC §25–§26

	Poor partner performance (identify → intervene → escalate)
	§2.4
	PLC §18.1–§18.5

	Adaptability (scaling/changes over time)
	§2.5
	PLC §15–§21; POM §27



[bookmark: _Toc227336147]Document References (University sources)
· Collaborative Partnerships Operational Manual 2025‑26 (POM) — operational responsibilities, governance and quality procedures for collaborative provision. 
· Collaborative Academic Partnership Lifecycle Process 2025‑26 (PLC) — end‑to‑end lifecycle for due diligence, approval, monitoring, review, change control, and closure/teach‑out.
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