[image: LogoSquarewhiteSmall]






Collaborative and Internal CPD programmes: Planning, validation, moderation, review and quality assurance
Guidance Manual























Academic Enhancement Unit (Quality Support)
September 2011











Contents 

	Item
	Page

	Glossary
	4

	Introduction
	5

	CPD award programmes delivered by LJMU
	5

	Planning approval of new CPD award programmes
	5

	Fast-track mechanism for planning approval
	5

	Validation process
	6

	Documentation requirements
	6

	Timescales
	6

	Changes to CPDs in delivery
	7

	Moderation and quality assurance of CPD awards
	7

	Annual monitoring
	7

	Periodic review
	7

	Documentation required for a periodic review
	7

	CPD award programmes delivered with existing partner support
	7

	Planning approval of CPD award programmes
	8

	Validation process
	8

	Documentation requirements
	8

	Timescales
	9

	Periodic review
	9

	CPD award programmes delivered with a new partner
	9

	Planning approval of CPD programmes
	9

	Resources visit
	10

	Validation process
	10

	Documentation requirements
	10

	Timescales
	11

	Periodic review
	11

	Appendices
	

	(1) Single Module CPDs
	12

	(2) Academic Framework information for CPDs
	14

	(3) Contact details
	15

	(4) Flowchart of CPD approval process
	17

	(5) Form for use in nominating an external advisor
	18

	(6) Criteria for approval of an external advisor
	19

	(7) Template for external advisor comments
	20

	(8) Details for CP statement of rationale
	22

	(9) Staff Qualifications Policy for staff teaching on LJMU awards at partner institutions 
	23

	(10) Resource visit template for use with new partners
	24











Glossary

AEU		Academic Enhancement Unit
AF		Academic Framework
AP(E)L		Accredited Prior (experiential) Learning
APP		Academic Planning Panel
APR		Articulated Progression Route
APT		Academic Partnerships Team
AQSO		Assistant Quality Support Officer
CASEP	Collaborative Academic Standards and Enhancement Panel
FASEP	Faculty Academic Standards and Enhancement Panel
FD		Foundation Degree
FE		Further Education
FHEQ		Framework for Higher Education Qualifications
HE		Higher Education
HEFCE	Higher Education Funding Council for England
HEI		Higher Education Institution
LTA		Learning, Teaching and Assessment
L&SS		Library & Student Support
LJMU		Liverpool John Moores University
LRC		Learning Resources Centre
LSU		Liverpool Students Union
PDP		Personal Development Planning
PLN		Planning and Information
PPP		Programme Proposal Proforma
PSRB		Professional Statutory Regulatory Body
QAA		Quality Assurance Agency
QEO		Quality Enhancement Officer
QSO		Quality Support Officer
SSC		Sector Skills Council
SBS		Subject Benchmark Statement
USP		University Standing Panel
VLE		Virtual Learning Environment



Introduction

1.	The aim of these processes is to make CPD award provision more responsive to external market demand, in terms of subject provision, speed of development and production of certificates.

2.	There is a streamlined processes to enable single modules to be offered as CPD awards without the need for further validation activity. See http://www.ljmu.ac.uk/pln/academic-portfolio/118898.htm and Appendix 1 for further details of this process.

3.	CPD awards are classified as any within the Academic Framework, namely: ‘4 to 60 credits, at levels 4, 5, 6 and/or 7.’ See appendix 2 for further details.

4.	Support for the development, planning and validation of CPDs can be obtained from various departments/staff in the University: Quality Enhancement Officers (QEOs), Quality Support Officers (QSOs), Academic Partnerships team (APT) and Planning and Information (PLN). Contact details are listed in appendix 3.

CPD award programmes delivered by LJMU

5.	This section refers to those CPD modules/awards that are delivered entirely by LJMU staff whether on-campus or off-campus, with no delivery input, learner support, or special resources provided by additional partners. As such, this includes off-campus delivery by LJMU staff in, say, standard hotel conference accommodation.

Planning approval of new CPD award programmes

6.	The sequence of steps to approve a new CPD award programme is as follows (also see flowchart in appendix 4):

· Preparation of a Programme Proposal Proforma (PPP) by the CPD programme team/leader, together with details of an external expert advisor for the validation process
· Consideration of the PPP by the Faculty Management Team (FMT) and approval by the Dean, including the business case for the proposal
· Engagement of the QEO in the process, who will forward the PPP to the PLN
· PLN arranges the formal submission of the PPP to Academic Planning Panel (APP)[footnoteRef:1] and, subject to approval, provides a programme code and informs the relevant QEO [1:  For CPD frameworks within Schools/Faculties, a process referred to as ‘bundling’ has been approved - CPD awards that are identical in terms of their credit ratings and internal structure, the only difference being the award title, only one PPP needs to be completed and a list attached of all the CPD titles required. The overarching criteria is that the proposals are the exact duplicate of information with the only exception being a different title.] 

· The QEO sets up arrangements for the CPD validation process, including the engagement of the nominated external advisor (see appendices 5 & 6 for further details)

Fast-track mechanism for planning approval

7.	The formal planning approval of APP should not, wherever possible, cause a significant delay in the process. To ensure that the University can respond to external market drivers, a fast-track mechanism for APP planning approval will now be as follows:

· A Faculty seeking a fast-track approval from APP as a result of external time pressures from an external client, indicates this on the PPP form
· Where a fast-track approval has been requested, PLN, on behalf of the APP Chair, emails the Deans of the other Faculties, requesting feedback on any concerns about the CPD proposal that may need to be discussed by APP members
· If no concerns have been received from the Faculties by the deadline (within 5 working days of the original email from PLN), the APP Chair takes Chair’s action, which is ratified at the next APP meeting. 
· If concerns are expressed about the CPD award proposal, Chair’s action will not be taken and the proposal will be considered at the next APP meeting

N.B. This fast-track mechanism is only available if there is pressure from an external client for rapid approval and only applies to planning approval for CPD award programmes.

Validation process 

8.	Validation of an internal CPD award will be conducted by either a sub-group of Faculty Academic Standards and Enhancement Panel (FASEP) or by FASEP itself. This can be either by an actual validation event or by a ‘virtual’ event, with comments being given on documentation. External advisor input will be via a template for written comments, see appendix 7. The University Standing Panel (USP) will receive FASEP minutes where CPD validation/programme review approval has been given.

	Documentation requirements

9.	Documentation to be provided for the validation process will be:

· A statement of rationale, covering management and organisation, programme delivery, student support details, resources to support the CPD and staff CVs for those teaching on the CPD
· Module proforma(s) for the CPD and its programme specification, both of these items requiring development on ModCat/ProdCat prior to submission of documentation
· An indication of whether the CPD could contribute to a higher award and, if so, further details of this arrangement

	Timescales

10.	The duration of the processes described above will depend on the activities of all stakeholders involved and issues that emerge. However, it is intended that it should be possible for these processes to be completed within 4 working weeks, provided documentation is complete and no issues are outstanding.


Changes to CPDs in delivery

11.	Changes to the delivery of CPD module(s) after initial approval will be presented to the relevant FASEP, as per any minor changes, for approval.

Moderation and quality assurance of CPD awards

12.	Assessment Boards for CPD programmes will be held in the usual way, as defined within the Academic Framework.

13.	The Academic Framework (C3.2) requires External Examiners to:

‘have full input into the moderation process and will be expected to confirm their involvement in the moderation process’.

	External Examiners are entitled to attend the Assessment Board but do not have to attend for the Assessment Board to be quorate.

This ensures that External Examiners remain responsible for the standards of the award and equity to students, and will continue to be required to confirm their approval of the outcomes of the assessment process by completing the C1 form, or its future equivalent.

Annual monitoring

14.	As with all University programmes leading to an award, annual monitoring of CPD programmes is required. Wherever possible, and appropriate, the monitoring report for the CPD programmes will be presented as part of a collection of programmes, rather than submitted separately.

Periodic review

15.	The periodic review of CPD programmes is required on the same time-scale as other University programmes, usually five years.

16.	Where possible, and appropriate, internal CPDs should be periodically reviewed with other programmes within a framework of related or cognate subjects. The review should be undertaken as per the validation process, paragraph 8.

Documentation required for a periodic review

17.	Documentation to be provided for the review process is as follows:

· An evaluative statement of the operation of the programme (drawing on evidence from external examiners, student feedback, admission and progression statistics etc) and details of any changes proposed for the future
· Current module proforma(s) for the CPD and programme specification (to update appropriately on ModCat/ProdCat)

CPD award programmes delivered with existing partners support

18.	This section refers to those CPD modules/programmes delivered off-campus in a partnership between an existing partner organisation already approved to provide appropriate resources for LJMU students and the University. Such a partnership can range from an external organisation providing tutorial support and/or programme-specific resources for LJMU students and the rest of delivery provided by LJMU staff, to an external organisation fully providing the delivery with monitoring input from LJMU staff in the form of the link tutor.

19.	The approval of the Collaborative Academic Standards and Enhancement Panel (CASEP) is no longer required for CPD proposals with existing partner institutions.

Planning approval of CPD programmes

20. 	The sequence of steps to approve a new CPD award programme at an existing partner organisation is as follows (also see flowchart in appendix 4):

· Development of the proposal by the programme team/leader, which is then costed by APT
· Preparation of a PPP by the programme team/leader, together with details of an external advisor for the validation process (See appendices 5 & 6)
· Consideration of the PPP by the FMT and approval by the Dean, including the business case for the proposal
· Engagement of the QEO in the process, who passes on the approved PPP to APT, who forward to PLN
· PLN arranges the formal submission of the proposal to APP[footnoteRef:2] for approval and, subject to such approval, provides a programme code and informs AEU and APT of the outcomes [2:  See footnote 1] 


Fast-track approval outlined above in paragraph 7 is also a possibility if external pressures apply.

· AEU make arrangements for the CPD validation process, including the engagement of the nominated external advisor. Since the partnership is between LJMU and an existing partner institution, there is no QA visit to the partner at this point.

Validation process

21.	Validation of a CPD award with an existing partner institution will be conducted by a small panel reporting to CASEP. This can be either by an actual validation event or by a ‘virtual’ event, with comments being given on documentation. External advisor input will be via a template for written comments, see appendix 7.

Documentation requirements

22.	Documentation to be provided for the validation process will be:

· A statement of rationale, covering management and organisation, programme delivery, student support details, resources to support the CPD and staff details (including details for members of staff from the partner institution involved in the delivery of the CPD – see appendices 8 and 9 for further details)
· Module proforma(s) for the CPD and its programme specification, both of these items requiring development on ModCat/ProdCat prior to validation
· An indication of whether the CPD could contribute to a higher award and if so, further details provided

Timescales

23.	The duration of the processes described above will depend on the activities of all stakeholders involved and issues that emerge. However, it is intended that it should be possible for these processes to be completed within 4 working weeks, provided documentation is complete and no issues are outstanding.

24.	Minor changes, annual monitoring and assessment board requirements are those described in paragraphs 11-14.

	Periodic Review

25.	The periodic review of CPD programmes is required on the same time-scale as other University programmes, usually five years.

26.	Before the process outlined in paragraphs 15-17 can be undertaken, it will be established by AEU whether the programme is in good standing. Evidence for supporting this will be obtained from annual monitoring and external examiner reports. If problems are evident and the programme is not deemed to be in good standing, a visit to the partner institution will be necessary before the review is undertaken, to enable an action plan to be drawn up for the resolution of outstanding issues, which can then be addressed as part of the review process.

27.	Where possible, and appropriate, partnership CPDs should be periodically reviewed with other programmes within a framework of related or cognate subjects. The review should be undertaken as per the validation and review processes, paragraphs 8 – 9 and 15 – 17.

CPD award programmes delivered with a new partner

28.	This section refers to those CPD module(s)/awards that are offered with new partners of the University.

	Planning approval of CPD programmes

29.	The sequence of steps to approve a new/existing CPD award programme with a new partner organisation is as follows (also see flowchart in appendix 4):

· Development of the proposal by the programme team/leader, which is then costed by APT
· Preparation of an overview report by APT for approval at CASEP
· Visit to the new partner institution managed by APT, as part of the due diligence process for all new University partners. Institutional visit reports are then sent to the Faculty involved and AEU. If the report is negative the process concludes
· Preparation of the PPP by programme team/leader, together with details of the external advisor for the validation process (See appendices 5 & 6)
· Consideration of the PPP by the FMT and approval by the Dean, including the business case for the proposal
· Engagement of the QEO in the process, who passes on the approved PPP to APT
· APT liaise with PLN, who arrange the formal submission of the proposal to APP[footnoteRef:3] for approval and, subject to such approval, provide a programme code and inform AEU and APT of the outcome [3:  See footnote 1] 

· AEU make arrangements for the CPD validation event, including the engagement of the nominated external advisor (who will normally be the same external as per the resources visit). As it is a new partner institution, there will be a QA visit to the partner prior to full validation at LJMU. The validation panel will consider conclusions from the visit.

Resources visit

30.	A quality assurance resource visit may take place to new partner institutions to establish the suitability of the partner to deliver LJMU programmes. The visiting panel will consist of the validation Chair, an external advisor and a quality officer. The external advisor should also be present at the full validation event which would then take place at LJMU. However, a full validation may take place at the partner and this would be decided at the planning meeting. The normal process is to hold the validation at the partner.

Validation process

31.	Validation of a CPD award with a new partner institution will be conducted by a small panel reporting to CASEP. This can be either by an actual validation event or by a ‘virtual’ event, with comments being given on documentation. External advisor input can be via a template for written comments or attendance at an event, see appendix 7. Wherever practicable, the partner institution should be involved in the process.

	Documentation requirements

32.	Documentation to be provided for the validation process will be:

· A statement of rationale, covering management and organisation, programme delivery, student support details, resources to support the CPD and staff details (including details for members of staff from the partner institution involved in the delivery of the CPD – see appendices 8 and 9 for further details)
· Institutional details regarding the partnership – this may be cross-referenced to the institutional visit report by APT
· Module proforma(s) for the CPD and its programme specification, both of these items requiring development on ModCat/ProdCat prior to validation
· Resource visit report provided by AEU (See appendix 10 for details)
· An indication of whether the CPD could contribute to a higher award and if so, further details provided




Timescales

33.	The duration of the processes described above will depend on the activities of all stakeholders involved and issues that emerge. However, it is intended that it should be possible for these processes to be completed within 8 working weeks, provided documentation is complete and no issues are outstanding.

34.	Minor changes, annual monitoring and assessment board requirements are those described in paragraphs 11-14.

	Periodic Review

35.	Periodic review of partnership CPDs is required on the same time-scale as other AF programmes, usually 5 years.

36.	Before the process outlined in paragraphs 15-17 can be undertaken, it will be established by AEU whether the programme is in good standing. Evidence for supporting this will be obtained from annual monitoring and external examiner reports. If problems are evident and the programme is not deemed to be in good standing, a visit to the partner institutions will be necessary before the review is undertaken, to enable an action plan to be drawn up for the resolution of outstanding issues, which can then be addressed as part of the review process.

37.	Where possible, and appropriate, partnership CPDs should be periodically reviewed with other programmes within a framework of related or cognate subjects. The review should be undertaken as per the validation and review processes, paragraphs 8 – 9 and 15–17.


Appendix 1: Single Module CPDs
1. That all validated single modules can be offered as CPD awards without the need for further programme validation, and will have with the same award title as the module title.   These single modules can have two origins:
· they are already approved within an existing LJMU programme and will be taught by LJMU staff or approved staff in a collaborative partner institution.    
· they are specially created in response to external demand.  In this case the module validation process will include approval of the delivery methodology and staffing, and should follow the procedure outlined in the CPD Procedures Manual on the QUS website. 
These single-module CPD awards will be subject to normal School/Faculty oversight of the student experience.  This will require an adjustment to the normal reporting routines.

2. That the module proforma for a single module CPD award becomes the equivalent of/ proxy for a programme specification for the CPD and should contain the 'core' items of information (taken from the QAA Guidelines for preparing programme specifications QAA 115 06/06).

3. That the Modcat version of the module proforma is updated to enable 2, above.  However in the short term any extra information about the module should be added to the free-text section of the module proforma.  PLN and CIS colleagues are developing a short-term technical solution (details presented in Annex 1) and are considering longer-term implications for processes and systems. The process for gaining permission from APP to create a CPD award around a single module, described in below.

Multiple-module CPD awards:
1. Where a CPD award is being constructed from 2 or more modules, the procedure for approval of this programme is that outlined in the CPD Procedures Manual which can be found at this url: 
http://www.ljmu.ac.uk/Quality/66927.htm - Please choose CPD manual in the A-Z list.

2. In this case a full programme specification is required, and should be generated via ProdCat in the usual way. 

Formulating the Single Module CPD Process
In order to satisfy reporting requirements whilst maintaining the underlying principle of keeping the administrative burden to a minimum then a new and simple solution is required.  The solution adopted involves setting up four single programmes to encompass level of activity and method of funding.  

A number of features that are particular to the process are: 



Programme Code set-up 
· Reporting requirements mean that we must keep SHA funded programmes isolated from  open programmes.  These open programmes can take HEFCE students or students funded in any other way.  These programmes are ‘open’ and either HEFCE- or SHA-fundable.  If a group of students are to be invoiced on a full-cost recovery basis then this will be recorded at the student level, complete with appropriate fee category and residency details.
· Subsequently we are also required to separate out study at undergraduate level and postgraduate level.
· Whilst four distinct programme code records have been created to support the process and to drive specific functionality, the overall solution is predicated upon the principle of modules leading to awards, without the ‘validated entity’ of a programme.

Fees
· For single module CPDs fees are to be charged on a per-credit basis only.  Owing to the technical architecture of the student system, a single flat-rate fee only can be recorded against a given student programme attempt at a given point in time.  Attempting to record two or more flat fees would fail system logic.  This makes sense anyway as the credit value of modules varies (between 4c & 60c).
· In order to overcome significant difficulties with financial accounting and debt management procedures, any student undertaking a single module CPD should be enrolled in line with recommendation 1 of the Student Finance Process Review: “Strict compliance with FULL student enrolment process (to include module registration [on the student system] and financial enrolment)”.  This means that students must either pay up-front, make available the means for paying up front, or provide evidence of sponsorship.

Related Processes
· Award Certificates will be derived via the module title as will a student transcript.  This will also highlight any future Advanced standing potential from students who wish to proceed at a later date to a degree program.
· Since the student will be enrolled on to a specific module the student’s Blackboard rights are exactly as any other student studying the module.
· Security and access will be driven from the module also and allow us to track areas where students are studying in this particular method.

Future Developments
· In the first instance to satisfy QAA guidelines for programme specifications a small amount of information will be required within the module notes section of the Module Proforma.  In time with a more futuristic version of the Module Catalogue this will be handled more comprehensively.








Appendix 2: Academic Framework Information for CPDs
Section B4.2 of the Academic Framework states:

Certificate of Professional Development (CPD) / Graduate Certificate 
4 to 60 credits, at Levels 4, 5, 6 and/or 7 (the Graduate Certificate is at Level(s) 6 and/or 7 only). 
The award is a titled award, reserved for validated programmes of study related to professional areas. Where such a programme of study comprises 60 credits (drawn from Levels 6 and/or 7) and is undertaken by a graduate, this may lead to the award of a Graduate Certificate. 
Where students are considered to have graduated from a sub-degree programme leading to professional registration, such as a DipHE in Nursing, it is possible for such students to be registered upon a Graduate Certificate programme. 

Appendix 3: Contact details

	Department
	Title
	Name
	Contact details

	Planning and Information
	Director of Planning and Information / Chief Information Officer
	Mark Power
	0151 231 3789
m.a.power@ljmu.ac.uk

	Academic Partnerships Team
	Head of Academic Partnerships and International Recruitment
	Julie Hargreaves
	0151 904 6491
j.m.hargreaves@ljmu.ac.uk 

	
	Academic Partnerships Manager
	Gill Murphy
	0151 904 6350
g.murphy@ljmu.ac.uk

	
	Academic Partnerships Manager
	Alison Topping
	0151 904 6351
a.topping@ljmu.ac.uk

	
	Summer Semester Operations Manager
	Maureen Evans
	0151 904 6480
m.evans@ljmu.ac.uk

	Academic Enhancement Unit
	Head of Quality and Standards
	Trish Barker
	0151 231 8770
p.m.barker@ljmu.ac.uk

	
	Quality Support Officer – Collaborative Provision
	Kris Barrow
	0151 231 8088
k.barrow@ljmu.ac.uk

	
	Quality Support Officer – Collaborative Provision
	Vicky Jones
	0151 231 8771
v.r.jones@ljmu.ac.uk

	
	Assistant Quality Support Officer
	Lina Pierce
	0151 231 2769
l.m.pierce@ljmu.ac.uk

	
	Quality Support Administrative Assistant/Quality Assistant - TAE
	Helen Joyce
	0151 231 8064
h.joyce@ljmu.ac.uk

	
	Quality Enhancement Officer – BLW
	Lucy McKenzie
	0151 904 6075
l.h.mckenzie@ljmu.ac.uk

	
	Quality Assistant - BLW
	Cathy McMahon
	0151 231 3402
c.mcmahon@ljmu.ac.uk

	
	Quality Enhancement Officer – ECL
	Carol Swaisland
	0151 231 8076
c.a.wurcbacher@ljmu.ac.uk

	
	Quality Assistant – ECL
	Ruth Hindley
	0151 231 5360
r.hindley@ljmu.ac.uk

	
	Quality Enhancement Officer – HEA
	Jagori Banerjee
	0151 904 6076
j.banerjee@ljmu.ac.uk

	
	Quality Assistant – HEA
	Denise Williams
	0151 231 5860
d.williams2@ljmu.ac.uk

	
	Quality Enhancement Officer – MAS
	Helen Summers
	0151 231 8092
h.summers@ljmu.ac.uk

	
	Quality Assistant - MAS
	Jan Sullivan
	0151 231 3163
j.z.sullivan@ljmu.ac.uk

	
	Quality Enhancement Officer – SCS
	Jenny Moran
	0151 904 6074
j.r.moran@ljmu.ac.uk

	
	Quality Assistant - SCS
	Cathy McMahon / Jan Sullivan

	0151 231 3402
c.mcmahon@ljmu.ac.uk
0151 231 3163
j.z.sullivan@ljmu.ac.uk

	
	Quality Enhancement Officer – TAE
	Janet Flexney
	0151 904 6077
j.e.flexney@ljmu.ac.uk

	
	Head of Academic Practice
	Clare Milsom
	0151 231 8774
c.v.milsom@ljmu.ac.uk

	
	Head of Technology and Enhanced Learning
	Alice Bird
	0151 231 8660
a.bird@ljmu.ac.uk














































Appendix 4: CPD Programme Approval Process
	CPD Programme Approval Processes

	Internal Programmes
	Programmes with Existing Partners
	Programmes with New Partners
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) (
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) (
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) (
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) (
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Appendix 5: External advisor nomination form
(To be submitted to the Quality Enhancement Officer / Quality Support Officer for approval)

	Programme being validated:

	 

	Partner institution:

	

	Link faculty:

	

	Link school:

	

	Proposed date of validation/review:
	



Details of proposed external advisor:

	Name and title:

	


	Present post:

	

	Address correspondence:
	

	Telephone number:

	

	E-mail address:

	

	Main area of teaching/research:

	



	Reason for selection, including relevant experience pertinent to the validation process:

	



	Rationale for proposal, if nominee does not meet the criteria specified:

	





Approval:
By signing you are indicating that you have read the criteria for external advisors and that, to your knowledge, the nominee meets the criteria, specifically regarding independence from the programme, the partner institution and LJMU

	Programme leader signature: 
	

	Date:
	



	Approved by Quality Support Officer/Quality Enhancement Officer:

	

	Date:

	





Appendix 6: Criteria for approval of an external advisor

External panel members make an important contribution to the University’s validation and review process in terms of:

· Providing relevant subject expertise
· Making comparisons with similar provision elsewhere within the sector
· Ensuring that students are adequately prepared for future career development
· Identifying best practice

All validation/review panels will include at least one external member. Programme leaders should complete the application form and return it to the QSO. The QSO will consider the nominations and programme leaders will be informed of the decision. Once nominations have been approved, AEU will contact the proposed panel members.

Criteria
· Nominees must have current academic or professional experience and subject expertise – to be able to advise on new modules, the appropriateness of the programme and its comparability nationally
· Nominees must be independent of the programme development
· Nominations will not be accepted from current or previous external examiners (within the last 5 years)
· Nominations will not be accepted from former employees/students of the university (within the last 5 years)
· There should be no close association between the nominee and the programme/School/Faculty/partner institution, or any other factors which may compromise objectivity (e.g. placement tutor, research collaborator, relative, consultant, board member, close friend, employee of a competing institution in the field, or for collaborative employees of the same institution as a programme undergoing review’s external examiner)
· For Foundation Degree programmes it would be desirable to have experience of managing and/or validation of these programmes

It is recognised that in some new and highly specialised areas the number of individuals working in the field is very limited and this can cause difficulties in selecting external panel members. In such cases, a rationale must be provided on the nomination form, in support of the proposal of an individual who does not meet all the specified criteria.

N.B. The same external advisor can only be used on two occasions.

Fees
LJMU pays the following fees for acting as an external advisor:
· Within the UK - £150 per event;
· Overseas - £300 per event;
· Virtual event - £75 per event.
The external advisor fee should be entered onto the expense claim form along with any other expenses incurred. The signed form should be returned to AEU at LJMU.




Appendix 7: Template for external advisor comments

This form should be returned to the Quality Support Officer (Collaborative CPDs)/Quality Enhancement Officer (internal CPDs) by……….(insert date)

	Please insert your name here:


	Name of CPD programme:


	Based on the evidence provided by the documentation, please comment on the following, information should be found in the programme rationale statement and the programme specification, if information is not clear, please seek advice the Quality Officer:

	Are intended learning outcomes likely to be obtained by students?  Are quality and standards likely to be achieved and can the programme specification be delivered?





	Is the programme current and valid in the light of developing knowledge in the discipline, practice in application and developments in teaching and learning?





	What are the notable strengths/innovations?  Is there evidence of good practice?





	Please comment appropriately on the following areas:

	Programme Rationale, Aims and Objectives:





	Entry:




	Standards:




	Structure and Curriculum:





	Teaching and Learning:





	Assessment:





	Management and Organisation:





	Student Guidance and Support:





	Resources:





	Please make any other points that you would like to make which are not covered above:





	Please confirm that the CPD programme is suitable/not suitable for approval:









Appendix 8: Details for CP statement of rationale

The statement should cover the following as a minimum:

Management and organisation
· Overview of the operation of the mechanisms of quality assurance which will be in place for monitoring and evaluation of the programme
· Identification of keys roles and responsibilities
· Liaison with LJMU

Programme delivery
· Teaching and Learning Strategy
· Assessment Strategy
· Programme structure

Student support details
· Details of what is available at the partner institution and at LJMU to support the student
· Accessibility of staff for academic guidance and pastoral support
· Details of how complaints, grievances and appeals are considered
· Details of student representation system

Resources to support the CPD
· Academic staff details– staff CVs to be available
· Support staff details, if appropriate
· Identification of specialist resources to support the programme
· Details of teaching accommodation
· Details of learner support resources, including access to e-resources, subject software and off-campus support

Appendix 9: Staff Qualifications Policy for staff teaching on LJMU awards at Partner Institutions

The following staff qualifications policy is for use in validations/programme reviews of collaborative programmes and for FASEPs when approving new staff to teach on LJMU programmes:

· All staff would normally be qualified to degree level (or equivalent professional/overseas qualifications), when teaching on undergraduate programmes.  Exceptionally, appropriate  equivalent professional experience could be considered[footnoteRef:4] [4:  In this case, the School managing the collaborative proposal should provide relevant subject advice regarding equivalence to the validation panel. Experience in matters of teaching and assessment should also be considered.] 

· Programme leaders for undergraduate programmes would be expected to be qualified to degree level
· All staff will be qualified to masters level when teaching on post-graduate programmes.  Exceptionally, appropriate equivalent professional experience could be considered1

The following guidance can be applied if staff members are not qualified to the appropriate level:

· A judgement can be made based on the overall constitution of the programme team
· A judgement can be made based on the level of teaching and assessment that the member of staff is undertaking (i.e. level 4 only)
· A judgement can be made based on the award and specific expertise of the member of staff, e.g. sector experts teaching on foundation degrees
· Qualifications should be in a cognate area to the programme to be taught

N.B If there are higher qualification requirements from a professional body or statutory requirements, these will apply.


Appendix 10: Resource visit template – for use with new partner institutions

Criteria for the Report on the levels of the learner support resources at {partner institution} that will be made available for students undertaking the {programme}. Confirmation is required regarding the accessibility of the following resources:

Student Support and Guidance

1. Clarification of the teaching model in terms of deployment of the academic staff from {partner}.  Indication of the level of local learner support and the adequacy of any associated local staffing base in terms of numbers and qualifications.
1. There is evidence that the programme team has mechanisms in place to enable support for students with differing needs.  Where specialist resources are used (laboratories, workshops, studios) has the programme team demonstrated what alternatives may be available?

Learning Resources

· That there is a sufficient number of appropriately qualified staff to support the expected number of students to be recruited.
· There are details of the procedure for informing LJMU regarding new staff appointments in a learner support role.
· There are adequate human and physical learning resources and access to those resources to meet the needs of the anticipated number of students to be recruited.  To include lecture space, library provision and access to relevant texts, journals and study space, the quality of the learning environment and the ability of the library to support HE level programmes of study.
· That there are PCs with internet access and access to the LJMU Off Campus Gateway (functionality, numbers sufficient for students, in particular if a distance learning programme, and hours of opening).  Whether there are alternative means of access to PCs available to the students on this programme, such as class sets or open access PCs within {partner}.  Are there any relevant specialist facilities?  Technical support in support of students' use of PCs and access to LJMU Off Campus Gateway and the associated electronic resources, such as Blackboard and relevant on-line journals.
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