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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
ASEC		Academic Standards and Enhancement Committee
CASEP	Collaborative Academic Standards and Enhancement Panel
EEAP		External Examiners Approval Panel
FASEP	Faculty Academic Standards and Enhancement Panel
FD		Foundation Degree
FE		Further Education
FHEQ		Framework for Higher Education Qualifications
[bookmark: _GoBack]HE		Higher Education
HEFCE	Higher Education Funding Council for England
HEI		Higher Education Institution
LJMU		Liverpool John Moores University
LRC		Learning Resources Centre
LSU		Liverpool Students Union
L&SS		Library & Student Support
LTA		Learning, Teaching and Assessment
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 – Collaborative Provision
SSC		Sector Skills Council
SBS		Subject Benchmark Statement
USP		University Standing Panel
VLE		Virtual Learning Environment










Types of Collaboration

	Franchise Programme
	This is where a partner institution is validated to deliver all, or part, of a programme which has been developed (and is therefore owned) by LJMU and which leads ultimately to an LJMU award. Students on a franchise programme would be LJMU students and the University would retain control and responsibility for the curriculum and standards.

	Validated Programme
	A validated programme is one where the partner institution develops its own programme and delivers it as an LJMU validated programme leading to the appropriate LJMU award. Students on a validated programme are LJMU students and the University retains control and responsibility for the curriculum and standards.

	Joint Validated Programme
	This is where both institutions validate a programme which may be delivered either at the partner institution, or LJMU, or both. Both of the partners involved would have degree awarding powers.

	Recognition
	This is where the external programme, which is owned by the partner institution, is adjudged to be equivalent to a standard entry point to a programme at LJMU, but is not validated as an LJMU award. Recognition agreements which are designed to provide a route for students into an LJMU programme are subject to separate procedures and do not normally attract an annual payment from partner institutions.

	Distance Learning Programmes
	Distance learning is where a programme is delivered by LJMU staff and does not normally require the presence of the students at the LJMU (or partner) campuses. Learners usually study these programmes overseas through the use of specially developed learning materials that can take a number of different formats and will not normally require face-to-face contact with their tutors.

	Distance Taught Programmes
	A distance taught programme is one that is delivered away from the University, often overseas, by LJMU staff with occasional pastoral support and learner support from local staff (which does not include teaching). The programme is delivered using premises and resources provided locally by the partner.

	Accredited Provision
	This is where a programme offered by an institution is approved as providing a learning experience equivalent to those provided by the University. Programmes developed by the partner institution are validated as LJMU awards, with responsibility for curriculum being devolved to the partner, subject to annual monitoring by the University.





Validation

Introduction
1. Validation is the quality assurance process used to scrutinise a proposed programme of study in order to assure Academic Board that it meets the University’s expectations of standards and quality.  Validation is conducted through a process of peer review whereby an informed and impartial panel considers a proposal for a new programme in order to confirm that it meets the required standards and offers high quality learning opportunities for students.    

2. The validation of a programme is managed in three distinct phases, as follows:

a) Development and documentation of the proposed programme of study  
b) Validation process including a discussion meeting known as the ‘event’
c) Post-event activity

3. All collaborative programme validations are managed by the Academic Enhancement Unit (AEU), through the Head of Quality and Standards (see appendix 1 for contact details), who will manage the process through to the validation and post-validation activity. Normally validation events will be held at the partner institution.

4. This Procedures Manual is intended to provide detailed information about the validation process and the roles and responsibilities of all participants - programme leaders, link tutors, panel members, faculty staff and quality officers.  

5. For Franchise collaborations the emphasis of the validation is the ability of the partner, specifically the staff and physical resources available, to be able to deliver the programmes.

Timescales for new programmes
6. It is essential that all involved understand the timescale for introducing and validating a new programme. See appendix 2 for an overview of the stages of the process and an indication of the timescales involved in the part of the process managed by the Academic Enhancement Unit.

7. For new collaborative programmes, Academic Planning Panel (APP) approval must be achieved, ideally by January of the preceding academic year in which the programmes are starting.  This is to ensure appropriate time for validation and any conditions to be met before students are recruited.

Development of a new programme proposal

Planning Approval 
8. Programme teams and link tutors will work with members of the Academic Partnerships Team (APT) to ensure that collaborative programme proposals are ready to submit for approval.

9. All new programme proposals must receive planning approval within the faculty from the Director of School or equivalent and the Dean of Faculty.  The Dean will determine whether new proposals are in line with the university/faculty strategic plans and will judge the viability and risk implications of the proposals. The Dean will confirm that, subject to validation, the programme can be introduced within existing resources or will grant approval for those requiring additional resources to proceed to validation.
10. The Dean is then responsible for obtaining final confirmation of approval from APP. For collaborative programmes, the completion of the due diligence process by APT is an essential part of the process, and APP will not grant approval without the completion of due diligence. Due diligence also includes an institutional visit to new partners. Further information on the due diligence process can be found in the Collaborative Manual on the APT website: http://www.ljmu.ac.uk/partnership/index.htm

11. Approval by APP requires submission of a completed Programme Proposal Proforma (PPP) located, with guidelines, at: http://www.planningpmi.ljmu.ac.uk/Programmeapproval.htm  In order to complete the PPP, it is necessary for the programme leader in conjunction with the Director of School or equivalent the Dean, the link tutor and APT to have developed a business case for the proposal. The business case should cover market analysis, planning projections and include a risk assessment and specify the resource requirements and their costs.  Programme teams must be able to demonstrate that there is a market for the proposal and that risks can be managed.  Particular attention must be paid to the requirements for learner support resources, including any needs for site licences for computer software and for off campus support.  Specific requirements must be agreed with the Director of Library & Student Support (L&SS) prior to submission of the PPP. For collaborative proposals these requirements are subsumed within the due diligence process and the partner programme leader is supported by the project leader or link tutor and APT. 

12. Following APP approval, final committee approval of the programme will be at Collaborative Academic Standards and Enhancement Panel (CASEP). The programme can then go forward for validation. 

13. Development of the proposal will be managed via the school; a minimum level of developmental support will have been identified by the school. This is to assist with the ongoing development of the programme, particularly ensuring that the documentation is produced in the appropriate format for LJMU validations (see paragraph 29). The programme leader developing the proposal in the partner institution should ensure that this support is utilised.

14. For more specific advice and guidance on the LJMU approach to collaborative foundation degrees please see Appendix 3.

Programme Code
15. As soon as a programme has been approved by APP, a programme code will be allocated by Planning and Information (PLN). This programme code should be used on all correspondence with PLN regarding that specific programme. This is to ensure that appropriate validation outcomes can be matched to the correct programme. Once a programme proposal has been confirmed by APP and CASEP, the Quality Support Officer (QSO) will receive notification of this approval and will convene a planning meeting with the relevant members of staff.  

Development of a new recognition and articulation agreements
16. All proposed recognition or articulation agreements must be passed to the relevant Director of School or equivalent or nominee, who must indicate their willingness to pursue the link before the procedures are initiated; the proposal must then be passed to the APT.

17. On receipt of the proposal, APT will carry out checks on the proposed partner organisations similar to that of due diligence for all collaborative proposals. The information APT require will include:

· Name and location of the proposed partner
· Type of organisation (University, FE College etc)
· If overseas, a description of what status the institution has within the national education system
· List of programmes currently offered by the institution
· Details of links with any other education institutions

Categorisation of prospective partners for articulation and recognition arrangements
18. As articulation and recognition arrangements are not the type of collaborative programmes that carry most risk, the validation procedures for these arrangements will be based on the categorisation of the partner.

19. The Academic Partnerships Team (APT) will be informed of all new proposals. A member of APT will assess whether the proposal meets the criteria to be considered through the Articulation Agreement Process, or whether the proposal will the considered as a Recognition arrangement. 

20. If the proposal can be considered through the Articulation Agreement Process, further details of this process are outlined at www.ljmu.ac.uk/Quality/66930.htm. 

21. If the proposal will be considered as a Recognition, the partner institution will be categorised as either ‘A’, low risk or ‘B’, higher risk.  Category A partners are likely to be well established colleges in the state education sector with a high reputation, usually approved within national standards and possibly with existing progression arrangements with universities in the UK and elsewhere. Category B partners are newer, private organisations where programmes may not so easily be referenced against national standards and quality systems may be less well regulated.

22. The APP will discuss and decide on the category allocated to each partner. Its decisions and conclusions on risk will be notified to CASEP 

23. Those partners categorised as ‘A’ will not have an institutional visit by APT or a separate visit as part of the validation event.

24. Those categorised as ‘B’ will have an institutional visit as part of the due diligence process, managed by APT. They will also have a resource visit as part of the validation process, for details see paragraph 55.

Planning Meeting
25. The Quality Support Officer (QSO) will convene a planning meeting with relevant staff which must include the involvement of partner staff (a template for the planning meeting can be found in Appendix 4).  The purpose of the meeting is to:

· outline the process of validation
· confirm schedule of activity
· discuss panel and programme team membership
· discuss nomination and approval of external representation on the panel – further details in appendices 5 & 6)
· discuss programme issues, including variances and PSRB requirements
· discuss documentary requirements and responsibilities
· discuss planned communication between link tutor and programme team
· identify sources of further information about University and national / international requirements

The proposal will not proceed without the involvement of partner staff at this stage.

26. The following practical arrangements will be discussed:

· Involvement of Library & Student Support (L&SS) representatives. See appendix 7
· Securing and using comments from students on the proposal 
· External input into evaluation of the programme and suggested amendments 
· Timing and duration of the validation event
· Suggested venue for and type of event (see paragraph 53)
· Anticipated numbers at the validation event
· Input of programme specification onto ProdCat
· Input of modules onto ModCat

The agreed outcomes of the meeting will be confirmed in writing by the QSO with the 
attendees.

Required documentation 
27. Programme leaders must provide the agreed number of hard copies of programme documentation to the QSO by at least 3 weeks before the validation event. This is to enable the QSO to circulate the documentation and receive comments from panel members, which will identify the agenda for the validation event.  The following documents must be produced for the validation:  All documentation must be presented in English.

· Programme document
· Module Proformas  (as an output from ModCat) – for  recognition agreements this should also include the partner’s module pro-formas for the programme being recognised
· Programme Specification(s)  (as an output from ProdCat)
· Draft Student Programme Handbook
· CVs for relevant LJMU and partner institution staff (appendices 8 & 9)
· For recognition agreements only - the results of the mapping exercise carried out by the LJMU school
· For recognition agreements only – a report of the institutional visit (if applicable)
· For Foundation Degrees only – a mapping of the FD against the named Articulated Progression Route (APR)

For franchised programmes a considerable amount of this documentation will exist as the LJMU documentation, however, it must be provided separately with all the relevant partner details shown. All documentation must refer to the collaborative partnership being validated and not simply be duplicates of the internal programme documents.

Programme document
28. The programme document must include a fully completed standard title page which is shown in appendix 10. The programme document provides information for the panel about the management of the proposal and is intended to supplement information contained in module proformas, programme specifications and student handbooks.  The document must demonstrate how the proposal meets internal requirements and is aligned with external requirements, including subject benchmark statements and the Framework for Higher Education Qualifications (FHEQ), see appendices 11 and 12. All documentation must be presented in English.

29. The following table indicates the information requirements for the programme document, programme specification, student handbook and module proforma.  Where information within a field is required in both the programme document and the student handbook, the emphasis of this information should be different.  For example information concerning induction within the Programme Document should outline the strategy employed and how induction will be managed.  In the Student Handbook information will relate to what the student can expect at induction.


	 
	LOCATED IN:

	INFORMATION REQUIREMENTS
	Programme Document
	Programme Specification
	Student Handbook
	Module Proformas

	Institutional Context
	
	 
	 
	 

	Institution’s development and mission and the fit with LJMU’s mission
	
	 
	 
	 

	Strategic objectives and HE strategy
	
	 
	 
	 

	HE profile - existing HE provision, HE student profile and indicative numbers
	
	 
	 
	 

	Links with local community, employers and education providers
	
	 
	 
	 

	Organisational structure and framework for making policy 
	
	 
	 
	 

	Quality management and enhancement for the higher education provision
	
	 
	 
	 

	Programme Rationale, Aims & Objectives
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Intended programme learning outcomes and level learning outcomes 
	 
	
	 
	 

	Programme rationale - leading to the aims and objectives stated in the programme specification.
	
	 
	 
	 

	Relation of the aims and objectives to the strategic aims of the University and the partner institution.
	
	 
	 
	 

	Relation of the aims and objectives to the needs of employers and national needs
	
	 
	 
	 

	Progression opportunities - and anticipated employment options for graduates (c.f. employability)
	
	 
	 
	 

	Entry
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Criteria for admission
	 
	
	 
	 

	Recruitment - marketing and publicity, confirmation that evidence of market demand has been considered, enrolment targets (min and max)
	
	
	 
	 

	Admissions - admissions process, enrolment process
	
	
	 
	 

	Student profile - target profile, strategies to extend access
	
	 
	 
	 

	AP(E)L - details of AP(E)L, provision for direct entry
	
	 
	 
	 

	Disability Discrimination Act and Equal Opportunities
	
	 
	
	 

	Strategy for widening participation
	
	 
	 
	 

	Induction arrangements - pre-entry, point of entry, ongoing
	
	 
	
	 

	For Recognition agreements only – a mapping exercise should be completed against an existing programme at LJMU, comparing module learning outcomes
	
	 
	 
	 

	Standards
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Standards - how standards are set for the programme and level within the programme.
	
	 
	 
	 

	Academic Infrastructure - discussion of the influence and consideration of appropriate subject benchmark statements and the qualifications descriptors in the FHEQ. Further information in Appendix 11
	
	 
	 
	 

	Academic Framework (AF) - reference to the requirements of the LJMU AF and any variances to this that have been approved.
	
	 
	 
	 

	Mechanisms for monitoring and evaluation of the programme - to ensure quality of standards and enhancement of the programme
	
	 
	 
	 

	Scholarly activity and research - how will this be reflected in the curriculum and used to maintain currency.
	
	 
	 
	 

	Any unique or innovative features of the programme.
	
	
	 
	 

	Structure and Curriculum
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Structure of the programme - list of modules, module size, module structure (year-long/semester), student mode of attendance (e.g. full time, part time, block release). 
	
	
	 
	 

	Professional, Statutory or Regulatory Body's (PSRB) - how are any specific requirements addressed
	
	 
	
	 

	Work based and work related learning - demonstrate how the curriculum fosters and embeds employability. 
	
	
	
	

	Programme coherence and progression - the relationships between modules, progression between levels and between elements in levels must be clear and coherent; implications for progression if students vary their pace/mode; illustrate how modules contribute to level/programme learning outcomes.
	
	 
	 
	

	Relevance and currency of curriculum content - how has this been developed while maintaining the balance of breadth and depth.
	
	 
	 
	

	Personal Development Planning (PDP) - identify where opportunities are provided  and how it is to be supported at each stage of the programme. Further details at: www.ljmu.ac.uk/lid/ltweb/84042.htm  
	
	 
	
	

	For Franchise programmes only:  Correlation to the internal programme – any differences should be highlighted; review date for home programme should be included
	
	 
	
	

	For Foundation Degrees only: the Articulated Progression Route (APR) needs to be stated - a module learning outcomes mapping of the FD against levels 4 & 5 of the APR should be included and any resource implications of the additional students coming onto the APR from the FD
	
	 
	
	

	For Recognition agreements only: details of the credit transfer (number and level of credits to be transferred).
	
	 
	 
	 

	Learning and Teaching
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Learning and teaching methods - what activities will be used on the programme
	 
	 
	
	

	Learning and teaching strategy - demonstrate how the curriculum is holistic and coherent, inclusive and accessible, fosters a deep approach to learning and is linked to research and scholarship, how will this be put into practice / developed 
	
	 
	
	 

	Relation of learning and teaching strategies to programme aims and objectives - to learning outcomes of modules and to students’ backgrounds and to enhancing student employability (cf. widening participation agenda)
	 
	 
	
	 

	Virtual Learning Environment (VLE) - what is the VLE, strategy for its use and use of other learning technologies
	 
	 
	
	 

	Development of teaching approaches - within each level and between levels, and of the learning capability of students across the levels of the programme
	 
	 
	
	 

	Innovative approaches to teaching - highlight any which will be used on the programme
	
	
	
	 

	Evaluation of the balance between individual and group work, practical and theoretical activity; direct contact and individual study
	
	 
	 
	 

	Skills development - of relevant skills as indicated in the Subject Benchmark Statement (SBS)
	
	 
	 
	 

	Independent learning – development of a student-centred approach, and of  students as autonomous learners
	
	 
	
	 

	Quality of learning and teaching - systematic approaches for evaluating the effectiveness of teaching and learning eg. peer review, student feedback
	
	
	 
	 

	For Recognition agreements only: discussion of the teaching, learning and assessment strategy of the award to be recognise, and how the transition to LJMU will be managed
	
	 
	
	 

	Assessment
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Assessment plan - types of assessments used, balance and patterns, to allow outcomes to be achieved and demonstrated
	
	
	
	 

	Availability of alternative assessments to meet the needs of a range of students with disabilities
	
	
	
	 

	The assessment strategy
	
	 
	
	 

	Clearly defined assessment criteria - and discussion of how this is used
	
	
	
	 

	Workload - discussion of student workload and staff workload, and how these are monitored
	
	
	
	 

	Assessment process - who sets, marks and moderates assessment, what procedures are used for this, how will communication in the process work
	
	
	
	 

	Assessment feedback - strategy and timing of feedback, including the programme team’s approach to diagnostic and formative feedback
	
	
	
	 

	How the programme meets the requirements of the LJMU Assessment Strategy guidelines (www.ljmu.ac.uk/lid/ltweb/84069.htm) 
	
	
	 
	 

	The role of ICT in assessment
	
	
	
	 

	Assessment of non subject specific transferable skills - the team’s approach to assessment of personal development planning (PDP)

	
	
	
	 

	For recognition agreements only: confirmation of the language of assessment of the recognition element (to include a rationale if this is anything other than English)
	
	 
	 
	 

	For recognition agreements only: are there arrangements for input / attendance by LJMU staff at partner institution’s assessment boards.
	
	 
	 
	 

	Management and Organisation
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Key roles and responsibilities - identification of the key roles in the management of the partnership
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Communication - arrangements for formal / informal communication between the partner and LJMU.
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Student participation - informal and formal mechanisms for feedback from students, including any student representation in the programme management structure (e.g. Boards of Study)
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Student Guidance and Support
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Institutional support - provide brief details of what is available at the partner institution and at LJMU
	 
	 
	
	 

	Identification of needs and support of any specific student groups - e.g. international students, part-time students, mature students, students with disabilities.
	 
	 
	
	 

	Accessibility of staff - operation of open door policies, academic guidance and pastoral support
	 
	 
	
	 

	Learner support recommendations - demonstrate how the programme team is addressing and implementing these 
	
	 
	
	 

	Complaints, grievances and appeals - details of how these are considered.
	 
	 
	
	 

	Data Protection Act (1998) Information
	 
	 
	
	 

	Student representation system 
	
	 
	
	 

	For Recognition agreements only details of the support offered by LJMU to students transferring from the recognised award, e.g. visa applications, cultural & educational context
	
	 
	 
	 

	Resources
	 
	 
	 
	 

	List of academic staff - brief staff CVs to be included in programme document (see appendices 8 & 9) 
	
	 
	
	 

	List of support staff - technical and administrative
	
	 
	
	 

	Partner resources - details of the resources available to students including library, e-resources, subject software and LJMU's off-campus support (and any licensing issues)
	
	 
	
	 

	Specialist resources - are there any required to support the programme?
	
	 
	 
	 

	Teaching accommodation - evaluation of its suitability
	
	 
	 
	 



Programme specification 
30. One standard template is used across the university for all programme specifications, including collaborative programmes.  Development of programme specifications is undertaken via the Product Catalogue (ProdCat).  A brief overview of the Programme Specification section headings can be found in Appendix 13. More detailed guidance on developing the Programme Specification is available via: 
http://www.ljmu.ac.uk/DevAndInfo/DevAndInfo_docs/PRODCAT_Guidance_Notes.doc.

31. For Franchise programmes only the programme specification will mostly match the specification for the home programme but should include some specific details related to delivery by the partner, such as in Section 10 the delivery mode and in later sections the support available at the partner institution.

32. For recognition agreements leading onto an already validated LJMU programme, a validated programme specification will already exist and this should be supplied to the panel for information. For recognitions leading to a new LJMU programme, a programme specification will need to be developed as outlined above.

33. For partnerships involving some element of recognition the table in section 10 of the programme specification should only list the LJMU modules that students will register for whilst undertaking the programme. Partner modules that form part of the recognition AND contribute towards the final degree classification should be listed in the free text box of section 10.

34. Colleagues in the Academic Enhancement Unit can further support development of the programme specification (see appendix 1 for contact details).  

35. Following approval of the programme specification by the validation panel (subject to any necessary changes) Product Catalogue should be updated. The link tutor should facilitate this in accordance with school processes.

36. The programme specification can be used as a source of information for students, employers, teaching teams, internal reviews, external examiners and professional and statutory regulatory bodies. It is considered best practice to seek comments from potential employers, where appropriate, on the programme specification during the curriculum development phase. The programme specification will be reviewed and approved as part of the validation event.

Module Proformas
37. One standard template is used across the university for all LJMU module proformas including collaborative programmes.  Development of module proformas is undertaken via the Module Catalogue (ModCat).  The link tutor should facilitate this in accordance with school processes.

38. For recognition agreements all module proformas for both partner modules and LJMU modules should be submitted as part of the event.

Minor changes to a programme
39. Any subsequent minor changes required to the programme specification or module proformas between validation and programme review, will require Faculty Academic Standards and Enhancement Panel (FASEP) approval, via ProdCat or ModCat. (See appendix 14 for a summary of the procedure for making minor changes). For recognition agreements minor changes required to the partner or LJMU element of the award between validation and programme review will also need to be approved through Faculty Academic Standards and Enhancement Panel (FASEP).

Staff CVs
40. These should be provided in advance with the required documentation, in the format shown in appendix 8. LJMU has a staff qualifications policy for staff teaching on its programmes at partner institutions, this is shown in appendix 9.

Draft student handbook
41. The student handbook provides all the key information for students. A draft copy of the handbook has to be produced for the validation event. Guidance on the information to be included is contained in appendix 15. 

Curriculum Mapping 
42. For recognition or foundation degree programmes, a mapping exercise should be completed to demonstrate comparability of the programmes being considered. A template and guidance for mapping is provided in appendices 16 and 17. 

Students’ comments on the proposal
43. Consideration by students should normally take place early in the planning and development phase of the proposal.  The programme leader needs to ensure that there is appropriate student input from existing students in the area.  This consultation must be confirmed in the validation documentation and noted in the event report.

44. For recognition agreements where the partner has been categorised as category B and a resource visit is necessary, the resource visit panel will meet with prospective students and look at students’ assessed work. A report from the resource visit will be produced which would include the discussions with the students.

Scrutiny of the programme documentation at pre-validation stage
45. The objective of the process is to ‘get it right first time’ and that it is not desirable to have conditions and recommendations as outcomes of the validation. However, validation panels will not avoid these where necessary, so considerable importance is attached to a thorough process of pre-validation. 

46. Before it is submitted for consideration by a validation panel, all documentation will be considered and approved as ‘complete and ready for submission’ at pre-validation stage. The pre-validation scrutiny will take place virtually and will involve a critical analysis of the documentation to confirm that the documentation meets the technical requirements (paragraph 29). The panel of critical readers will include:

· a Quality Support Officer (the Event Officer)
· an APT representative 
· a member of staff from within the Faculty, who has not been involved in the development of the programme
· a member of staff from outside the Faculty, with experience of collaborative validation.  

It is not intended that the pre-validation scrutiny should mirror the validation event.

47. In cases where the link tutor is not the lead author of the documentation, it is also recommended that prior to submission of the pre-validation documentation to the QSO, the link tutor has read and approved the documentation.

48. The full set of documentation will be submitted electronically by the programme team to the Quality Support Officer. These will be circulated to the pre-validation panel of critical readers. The deadline for receipt of pre-validation documentation will be agreed with the QSO at the planning meeting.

49. The pre-validation panel must consider the technical requirements of the validation documentation; it must ensure the adequacy of documentation, approving, where appropriate, that the proposal proceeds to full university validation. It is not anticipated that the process will explore issues that are more properly discussed during the validation event, for example, curriculum content.

50. Pre-validation panels must examine:

· All required documentation as stated in paragraph 27 has been provided
· Module proformas: for technical consideration – have they all been developed on ModCat, are they all complete? Does a proforma exist for each module? Are they accurate, up to date and complete? For recognition agreements is there sufficient information regarding modules of the partner programme?
· Programme specification: that the programme specification is complete and relevant information has been entered into each of the fields in the template on Prodcat.
· Programme document: that the programme document contains the specified materials (paragraph 25 above) with appropriate evaluative commentary.
· For recognition agreements – that a mapping exercise has been completed and adequately reflects the alignment of the partner programme and the LJMU receiving programme.
· For Foundation Degrees – that a mapping exercise of the FD against levels 4 and 5 of the APR has been completed.
· Draft student handbook: that this contains the specified information as listed in appendix 15.
· That the proposal demonstrates how the programme is aligned with the Academic Infrastructure (programme specifications, FHEQ, subject benchmark statements, Code of Practice – see appendix 11).
· That the proposal demonstrates how the programme meets the requirements of LJMU policies and strategies (appendix 12).

51. The pre-validation panel may specify amendments or additions to documentation that will need to be provided for the validation event. The pre-validation panel/critical reader will note the amendments or additions that needed to be made to the documentation on a template (Appendix 18). The Quality Support Officer will send the combined comments to the programme team and critical readers normally at least 7 weeks before the validation event.

52. An electronic copy of the amended set of documentation will be submitted by the programme team, normally 4 weeks before the validation event, to the Quality Support Officer. It should be clearly highlighted where the amendments have been made to the documentation. The QSO will check this documentation against the outcomes of the critical analysis to ensure that all appropriate changes have been made. If the changes have not been made the documentation will be considered unfit for purpose and the proposal will not proceed to full validation until all of the amendments have been made.

The validation process and event

53. The event will normally take place at the venue where the programme will be delivered, and this will then become the approved site for delivery. If the programme team feel there is a reason to hold the event at an alternative venue, this should be discussed with the event officer at the planning meeting. The type of event will be determined by the type of collaboration and will be discussed at the planning meeting. Normally, the type of event will be decided as follows:

	Validation required at partner institution
	1. Partner staff involved in teaching or academic support of the programme / students. 

	Resource visit to partner institution followed by validation at LJMU
	1. No partner staff involvement in the teaching or academic support of the programme / students;
OR
1. Recognition of partner institution award when the partner has been classified as category B.

	Validation based at LJMU with no visit to partner institution required
	1. Recognition of partner institution award when the partner has been classified as category A.



54. The Academic Enhancement Unit will need to be informed if there is any intended change to the site of delivery or if it is intended to deliver the programme at any additional venue(s). LJMU has a process for approval of additional teaching venues which is outlined in Appendix 19.

Resource visit for recognition agreements

55. If the partner has been categorised as a category B partner, a resources visit will be necessary for the University to be assured of the quality and standards of the partner institution. The panel undertaking the resources visit consists of the QSO, the Chair for the event and the independent external advisor, who will also attend the full event at LJMU. A template for a resources visit is shown in appendix 20, and a report of the visit will be circulated to the validation panel. 

56. Once a resource visit to a site has taken place this will then become the site approved within the recognition agreement. The Academic Enhancement Unit will need to be informed if there is any intended change to the site of delivery or if it is intended to deliver at any additional venue(s). LJMU has a process for approval of additional teaching venues which is outlined in Appendix 19.

Composition of a validation panel
57. A validation panel should comprise of:

· 1 Chair
· 1 panel member from another faculty 
· 1 external advisor (a second external can be nominated depending on the size, complexity or level of expertise required for the proposal)
· 1 Quality Support Officer as the event officer

A representative of APT will be invited to attend and faculty quality representatives are invited to attend with the programme team.

The responsibilities of the validation panel
58. The validation panel will consider each programme proposal and has a vital role in managing risk. The validation panel is responsible for:

· Assessing at the point of initial design that the programme will meet the university’s expectations of standards and quality
· Ensuring that students will be provided with the learning opportunities to achieve identified and agreed intended learning outcomes
· Ensuring that the programme proposal is in line with national expectations and national benchmarks
· Exploring issues relating to the discipline, the validity and appropriateness of the structure and content of the programme
· Ensuring adherence to university policies (appendix 12)
· Identifying good practice in design and delivery and recommending methods of dissemination
· Ensuring the resources and staffing at the partner institution are adequate to deliver the programme
· For Foundation Degrees only – ensuring that the APR stated is a suitable progression route for the programme
· Recommending approval or non-approval of the proposal to CASEP which will act on behalf of ASEC and the Academic Board

Roles of panel members
59. All members of validation panels (except for external advisors) will have attended compulsory training organised by the Academic Enhancement Unit.  These training events will be run annually, either as an updating event for those already involved in validation and review, or as an introductory event for those that are new to the processes. AEU will maintain a record of all staff trained for panel membership.

60. Chair: senior member from a faculty (other than that of the proposing team) or service team, who will have prior experience of chairing validation events, and who should have extensive experience of collaborative programmes. The Chair is responsible for managing the conduct of the meeting, ensuring all aspects of the proposal are fully and properly considered and that all participants are afforded the opportunity to contribute to discussions (Appendix 21).

61. One panel member from another faculty who has experience of collaborative validation events, or will have been on appropriate training. The panel member may be a senior technical or administrative officer (Appendix 22).

62. External advisor: there will normally be one external advisor to provide the subject expertise on the panel. Normally, this will be a representative from another HEI, with relevant expertise, but could be a representative from industry or a professional body, if appropriate. External advisors are expected to provide an expert and objective judgement of the proposal, advising the panel, where appropriate, on curriculum, benchmarking, assessment and the comparability of standards (Appendix 23).

63. Event officer: a QSO will act as the event officer and will be a full member of the panel. The event officer and the Chair will liaise to ensure the smooth running of the day. The officer will draft the agenda for discussion during the day and provide advice and support to the panel on the quality criteria to be addressed, the protocols of validation and university policies to be adhered to. The event officer will ensure that all panel member comments received before the event are circulated to all panel members. The event officer has final responsibility for booking rooms, organising refreshments and setting up of panels. The event officer will be responsible for producing the validation report (Appendix 24).

Briefing pack for the validation panel
64. AEU will prepare a briefing pack of information to be sent with the programme proposal to the validation panel. The programme leader will receive details of the programme for the day, details of panel membership and a briefing paper. This pack cannot be prepared until after the programme documentation has been received. The briefing pack will contain:

· A list of panel members and their roles
· The programme for the validation event (Appendix 25)
· Briefing paper
· Programme Proposal Pro-forma
· Planning Meeting notes
· Pre-validation report
· Procedures manual for the validation of new collaborative programmes (external panel member only)
· Resource visit report (if applicable)
· Maps
· Financial claim forms (external panel member only)
· Programme documentation

65. A copy of the (unsigned) contract and the institutional visit report (if applicable) will be available from APT in advance of the validation event for the panel Chair and Event Officer.

66. All panel members will be expected to provide the event officer with written comments on the documentation one week before the validation event. These will inform the agenda for the meeting. Guidance and a template will be provided electronically in advance of the validation event (Appendix 26). Suggested agenda and criteria for a validation event are shown in appendix 27. Ideally, a draft agenda will be drawn up by the event officer and Chair and have been shared with the programme leader(s) prior to the event.

The responsibilities of the programme team and link tutor 
67. The programme leader and team and the LJMU Link Tutor have responsibilities before and during the validation event, which can be summarised as follows:

· maintain contact with the Academic Enhancement Unit; 
· nominate the external adviser;
· confirm the venue for the event (including appropriate directions/room etc); 
· ensure that there are students available to meet the panel at the review event;;
· Programme leader: ensure that team is motivated and engaged with the process and that appropriate student input has been secured;
· Programme team members: engage with process and contribute equally to discussion.

Programme for a validation event
68. An example programme for a validation event can be found in appendix 25. This will have been discussed and agreed at the earlier planning meeting.  

Involvement of a Professional, Statutory and Regulatory Body (PSRB) 
69. Professional body input to the validation event will have been discussed and identified at the planning meeting and appropriate action taken to ensure the correct involvement of the PSRBs in the validation event.

Outcomes of a validation event
70. At the end of the validation event, the panel will formulate its recommended decision.  The following decisions may be recommended to the Academic Standards and Enhancement Committee (ASEC), on behalf of the Academic Board.

· Approval, with/without conditions and/or recommendations for the standard length of approval (5 years)
· Approval for a fixed period, with/without conditions and/or recommendations
· Rejection, with detailed reasons

71. The validation event will conclude with verbal feedback to the programme team. The outcomes will be a specified period of approval (normally five years, though this may differ in exceptional circumstances) with any attached conditions and recommendations where necessary. Dates for receipt of responses to conditions and submission of definitive documentation will also be agreed. If a proposal is rejected, detailed reasons must be given in the validation report.  Any conditions arising from a validation event will be detailed points of action that must be fulfilled satisfactorily by a given (agreed) date.  The panel and the Chair will agree how responses to conditions will be considered, whether by the whole panel or by approval of the Chair only.

72. Panel members and programme leaders will be asked to complete a feedback form after the validation event, in order to identify any issues and any items of best practice from the process. These can be found in appendices 28 and 29 respectively.

Post-Validation Activity

Event report
73. The conclusions of the validation event will be written immediately by the event officer for approval by the panel and sent to the programme leader for completion of any outstanding action. The full event report should normally be available within 2 working weeks of the event. CASEP will be informed of all event outcomes. A template for the validation report can be found in appendix 30.

Responses to conditions
74. All responses to conditions should be returned to the QSO (using Section Five A of the report template in appendix 30 to show where/how conditions have been addressed) The QSO will ensure they are approved through the process agreed by the panel.  If further action is identified, this will be relayed to the programme leader, with a new timescale for production of the further information.  If no responses to conditions are received by the relevant deadline, this will be reported to CASEP for consideration. Failure to comply with conditions means that the programme details are not updated on the student database and that the programme is not in approval and cannot run or have students enrolled on it.  The contract with the partner institution will only be signed following approval by the panel that all conditions have been met.

Production of definitive documentation 
75. One of the outcomes of all validation events will be the production of definitive documentation.  

76. The complete set of definitive documentation (electronic-version only) should be forwarded to the QSO by the date specified in the event report. The definitive documentation (updated if necessary) will include:

· programme specification(s)
· module proformas
· student handbook 
· programme document (including any mapping)
· staff CVs 
· other relevant documentation e.g. professional body reports, additional site approval form, additional evidence submitted in response to conditions

The electronic files will be stored on a shared university computer drive. This drive will hold all the formal documentation of each programme across the university and each member of university staff shall have read access to the files.  

Event Completion Form
77. Following submission of the definitive documents and the approval of the programme specification on ProdCat by the QSO, an event completion form will be signed by the Head of Quality and Standards and a copy will be sent to the Link Tutor, Programme Leader, Partnerships Manager, Faculty AF Manager and Faculty Quality Contact.

Responses to recommendations
78. Recommendations are not requirements, but they are issues that may necessitate action by the programme team.  Programme leaders are requested to respond to recommendations (using Section Five B of the report template in appendix 30) in the first annual report(s) that they complete. The programme team’s response should show consideration of the recommendations and the outcomes of these considerations. It is expected that the programme team will indicate how the recommendations have been considered and whether (or not) any action is being taken to incorporate them in the programme.

Overview report
79. At the end of each academic year, the Head of Quality and Standards will produce an ‘overview report’ of the validations and reviews that have taken place for collaborative programmes that year. Event reports, feedback forms and completed recommendation templates will inform the writing of the report. 

80. ASEC will consider the report along with the reports from the faculties and specify any action to be taken at institutional level. CASEP will receive a copy for information and discussion.

















Appendix 1: 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
	Helen Joyce
	0151 231 8064
h.joyce@ljmu.ac.uk

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

	
	Quality Assistant – APS 
	Cathy McMahon
	0151 231 3402
c.mcmahon@ljmu.ac.uk

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

	
	Quality Assistant – APS 
	Jan Sullivan
	0151 231 3163
j.z.sullivan@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 – 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

	
	Quality Assistant – TAE
	Helen Joyce
	0151 231 8064
h.joyce@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 2:  Overview of the programme approval process

 (
Hard copy final documentation submitted
Electronic documentation for QSO
 sign off submitted
First draft electronic documentation submitted
Response to any conditions to be submitted to 
the QSO
 by date agreed at the validation
APP
 approval
Planning meeting
Usually approx 3-4 months
Validation event
Panel members deadline to approve if conditions are met.
QSO
 feedback to programme team
Critical reader’s comments deadline
Programme approval complete
If the changes required by the critical readers have not been adequately made, the 
QSO
 can feedback changes still required before hard copy docs are submitted, and if necessary the date for validation will be re-negotiated.
2 weeks
3
 weeks
1 week
1 week
3
 weeks
)This is an overview to provide an indication of the requirements only. Exact dates and validation requirements will be agreed in the planning meeting.














































Appendix 3: Guidance notes to FDs


The Department for Education and Skills (DfES) introduced foundation degrees in 2000 to provide graduates who are needed within the labour market to address shortages in particular skills.  Foundation degrees also aim to contribute to widening participation and lifelong learning by encouraging participation by learners who may not previously have considered studying for a higher level qualification.

The distinctive features of a foundation degree are that they:

· Are an employment-related higher education qualification and thus work-based learning is central to the curriculum
· Are equivalent in level and intellectual challenge to level 4 and 5 of an undergraduate programme but differ in the way the learning is achieved
· Are delivered flexibly to facilitate HE learning to those wishing to study part-time due to either employment or family commitments as well as full-time
· Are designed to target new student markets and address skill shortages within the Merseyside region
· Provide students with the specialist technical knowledge and skills for jobs at the professional and higher technical level
· Are a target award in their own right, but the accrediting institution must provide a guaranteed articulation arrangement with at least one honours degree programme lasting no more that 1.3 years (full-time or part-time equivalent)

There are a number of websites and guidelines that would be useful in the design of a foundation degree:

· The QAA Foundation Degree qualification benchmark statement: www.qaa.ac.uk/Publications/InformationAndGuidance/Pages/Foundation-Degree-qualification-benchmark-May-2010.aspx 
· The frameworks for Foundation Degrees developed by some Sector Skills Councils
· The Foundation Degree Forward website: http://www.fdf.ac.uk – Foundation Degree Forward (FDF) closed on 31st July 2011. As of September 2011, the website still lists some further links that would be useful in the development of a foundation degree. 

The North West Universities Association Design and Development of Foundation Degrees Document

10 Point Checklist

Introduction
This document has been developed through a partnership of Foundation Degree Forward and eight Sector Skills Councils (SSCs) representing the Skills for Business Network. Other stakeholders representing the interests of the Foundation degree provider network were consulted as part of this development.

The document is intended as a guide for HE/FE institutions to demonstrate how their proposed Foundation degree (s) maps against the appropriate Sector Skills Council Foundation Degree Sectoral Framework. Utilising the Programme Specification and other sources the intent is to provide an evidence base that demonstrates a clear and concise mapping of the proposed Foundation degree against the Sectoral Framework in term of both the process of design and development, and content.

The 10 point checklist provides a focus upon the salient features of Foundation degree design and development viewed from an SSC perspective, whilst being cognisant of the exemplary practice that prevails within the sector. The 10 points are arranged to reflect the processes of programme development and are not necessarily in order of priority.  This guide does not replace any of the existing guidance from other stakeholders and should be used in parallel with other sector and qualification specific guidance.

1. Have you aligned your proposed curriculum to the relevant sector Foundation Degree Framework and the QAA Academic Infrastructure including:
· The Framework for Higher Education Qualifications (FHEQ)
· Foundation Degree Qualification Benchmarks 
· Subject Benchmark Statements
· The Code of Practice for the Assurance of Academic Quality and
· Standards in Higher Education 
· Have you taken account of other key references such as the:
· National Occupational Standards 

2. Is there a demand from employers and learners for your Foundation degree?
· Have you checked out the labour market intelligence?
· Have you checked the relevant Sector Skills Agreements and Sector Qualification Strategies where they are in existence?
· Does your proposed Foundation degree meet workforce development
· Needs locally, regionally or nationally – have you checked
Regional Development Agency priorities?
· Is there a learner demand and sustainability for your Foundation degree?

3. Have you got employer involvement?
· To what extent are employers involved in the:
· design
· development
· delivery
· assessment
· review of your Foundation degree?
· Does the employer have any existing recognised qualifications and/or inhouse training that could be accredited and/or incorporated/adapted into your Foundation degree?
· How will employer involvement be sustained?

4. What are/will be the potential business benefits of the Foundation degree for employers and the career development of the learners?
· What arrangements are in place to monitor the benefits derived by employers and learners?
· What arrangements are in place to ensure that the programme is developed and reviewed to ensure continued benefit?

5. How have you embedded work-based learning into the Foundation degree?
· To what extent is work-based learning integrated and balanced with academic learning and delivered in the work place?
· What are your arrangements for workplace mentoring?

6. Do your assessment strategies reflect the type of learner and learning involved in the programme?
· Have you consulted with employers and learners in determining your assessment strategy?
· Have you taken account of the different learning styles of the potential learners?

7. Have you got appropriate resources to deliver the course?
· To what extent do your staff have the necessary sector experience to support learners in the workplace and the different styles of learning?
· Can you bring in expertise where necessary?
· To what extent does your equipment reflect current industry/workplace standards?
· To what extent will you make use of employer’s equipment and resources?

8. Have progression opportunities (both academic and work-based) to the course been given due consideration?
Do the entry criteria and AP(E)L arrangements take account of the qualifications / experience that potential learners currently employed within the sector are likely to have?

9. Do the delivery mechanisms meet the needs of employers and learners?
Is there sufficient flexibility in the delivery mode and learning, and teaching methods?

10. Are you providing sound information, advice and guidance to learners and employers (existing and potential); are you providing the support required?
To what extent are you providing information, advice and guidance on qualifications, career progression, and personal development?



Appendix 4:  Record of the Planning Meeting

Date of Planning Meeting – 
Present at Planning Meeting – (to be invited – programme leader, link tutor, L&SS rep, APT rep, QEO, any other partner staff as appropriate)

About the Proposed Programme
	Programme title & award:
	

	Partner institution:
	

	AEU event no:
	

	Programme Code:
	

	Date of APP Approval:
	

	Programme leader:
	

	Link tutor:
	

	Link Faculty and School:
	

	Type of Arrangement:
	E.g. Validation written by partner institution, franchise, recognition, distance taught.

	Location of Study (full address) / more than one site?:
	

	Proposed start date (exact date where possible):
	

	Programme issues / variances:

	

	PSRB involvement / requirements:
	



Documentation to be submitted – requirements and responsibilities
	Document type:
	To include:
	Responsibility of:

	Programme document 
	Standard title page
All sections outlined in paragraph 29 of procedures manual
	

	Programme specification
	To be completed on Prodcat
	LJMU 

	Module pro-formas
	To be completed on Modcat
	LJMU 

	Student handbook
	Information requirements as outlined in appendix 15
	

	Staff CVs 
	To be completed in staff CV template
Both LJMU and partner staff where appropriate
	

	Mapping 
	To be completed on standard template
	

	Programme and module details of partner award 
	(recognitions only)
	

	Critical evaluation 
	(for reviews only)
	

	Placement handbook 
	(optional)
	



Areas for consideration, information and support in writing documentation:
· University requirements – Academic Framework www.ljmu.ac.uk/Quality/120020.htm
· National requirements – Academic Infrastructure www.qaa.ac.uk/AssuringStandardsAndQuality/AcademicInfrastructure/Pages/default.aspx 
· Curriculum Design Guide – www.ljmu.ac.uk/lid/ltweb/116315.htm 
· LJMU Assessment Strategy Document – www.ljmu.ac.uk/lid/ltweb/84069.htm
· Learner Support Guide – www.ljmu.ac.uk/lid/ltweb/84042.htm
· Personal Tutoring Guide – www.ljmu.ac.uk/lid/ltweb/84040.htmLink tutor guide   
· Guidance for Link Tutors – www.ljmu.ac.uk/partnership/89318.htm 
· Academic Partnerships Team – www.ljmu.ac.uk/partnership/index.htm 
· L&SS / off campus support – www.ljmu.ac.uk/offcampus 
· Student consultation
· Employers / industrial input
Possible contacts for school support (for input on Prodcat and Modcat): 

Arrangements for the Validation Process
	Ongoing communication
	Communication planned to the point of validation / review between the partner and link tutor e.g. visits / Skype / e-mail

	Pre-validation stage
	Critical read of the documentation to take place virtually by 1 university rep, 1 APT rep and 1 AEU rep.

	Validation Programme:

	Will include:
· Tour of resources
· Meeting with programme team
· Meeting with students
· Meeting with senior management
(A programme of the day will be provided nearer the time, an example can be found in appendix 23 of the manual.)

	Validation Panel:

	To be appointed by LJMU:
· 1 Chair
· 1 other university representative
· 1 external representative
· 1 QSO

	External representation:

	Nomination by the programme team to be submitted to the Quality Support Officer for approval.
The nominee should meet the requirements outlined in appendix 6.

	Venue:

	The validation will take place at ...
(A resource visit to ... will also take place prior to the validation).



Actions:
	Date
	Requirement
	By

	
	(Optional) submission of electronic pre-validation documentation to link tutor
	Programme team

	
	Submission of electronic pre-validation documentation
	Programme team, to be e-mailed to QSO

	
	Feedback of collated responses from critical readers
	QSO to send to programme team

	
	External advisor nomination to be submitted to the QSO
	Programme team

	
	Electronic versions of the amended documentation submitted to QSO for sign off
	Programme team

	
	Submission of 6 hard copies of the validation documentation
	Programme team

	
	Validation event (usually one day)
	



Other areas discussed -
These notes will be circulated to - programme leader, link tutor, L&SS rep, APT rep, QEO, any other partner staff as appropriate, AEU admin rep, AQSO
Copies of the following will also be circulated – external advisor nomination form and criteria; staff CV template; standard title page template; Procedures manual (link)
Appendix 5: External advisor nomination form
(To be submitted to the 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:

	

	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, 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: L&SS input to validation processes


1. New courses/validations

The Academic Enhancement Unit regularly sends the schedule of new courses and validations to the Staff Development and Partnerships Manager (SDP) in L&SS, currently Will Reid. Where appropriate, he/she will attend planning meetings to establish the nature of the course. (Franchised/validated/distance taught, etc) The SDP will also monitor discussion of new proposals via membership of the Collaborative Academic Standards and Enhancement Panel (CASEP).

SDP will be sent a copy of pre-validation / pre-review documentation, to maintain an overview of the learning resources and computing support available and provide support and advice to the programme teams when relevant. The appropriate subject officers in L&SS will be informed of the new programme / partnership.

Where appropriate the partner librarian will be alerted to the new programme proposal following approval by the University's Academic Planning Panel and Collaborative Academic Standards and Enhancement Panel, by L&SS. At this stage she/he might find it useful to liaise with the L&SS Officers team at LJMU about provision for the programme. 

2. Programme Support

The Subject Officer from L&SS will contact the Link Tutor and Programme administrator to arrange an introduction to the resources and also to establish the appropriate method for this, dependent upon location and nature of the course. The Subject Officer will liaise with the Partner Librarian where appropriate to arrange access to the networked resources.

L&SS will aim to provide an induction for partner staff and students where appropriate, and, if this is not appropriate, ensure that on-line support and guides are available. This will include guiding partner colleagues to the help and FAQs (www.ljmu.ac.uk/offcampus) on the website, and where appropriate, the off-campus applications service (http://www.ljmu.ac.uk/cis/software/66094.htm) 








Appendix 8: Staff CV – template
(This should only be a brief curriculum vitae, a maximum of 2 pages in length) 

	Name and title:

	

	Present post:

	

	Main teaching activities:

	(Especially those relating to the programme under validation, including list of modules in programme being validated)



	Other duties:

	(list all key administrative/academic responsibilities)




	Academic qualifications (including accredited teaching qualifications):

	Date


	Award

	Classification

	Awarding Body / University



	Professional qualifications:

	



	Research interests/profile (last 3 years only):

	(Brief indication of key topics and any current research projects including research grants and awards)




	Publications (last 3 years only):

	(List total number of refereed publications to date, including articles and list all refereed publications in the last 3 years. List total number of un-refereed publications)




	Consultancy (last 3 years only):

	(List of activities during the last 3 years)




	Professional membership/involvement (last 3 years only):

	



	External professional activities (last 3 years only):

	





Appendix 9: Staff Qualifications Policy 

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:1] [1:  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: Standard Title Page for a Programme Document

	Programme Award and Title

	

	Partner Institution
 
	

	Type of arrangement (if mixed delivery, include details)
	E.g. Validation, franchise, distance taught, recognition

	Programme code

	

	Awards (including exit awards)

	

	Level of Study

	E.g. undergraduate or postgraduate, include FHEQ level

	Maximum and minimum duration of programme (final award) – full time and part time if applicable
	

	Mode of attendance

	

	Anticipated number of intakes per year – indicate month(s) of intake
	

	Approved site(s) for delivery of the programme
	

	Proposed start date

	

	Expected first conferment

	

	Link Faculty and School

	

	Other Schools providing service teaching
	

	Professional body / awarding body relationship to note
	

	Identified variances – details and date of approval
	

	Articulated progression route, including programme code – for FDs only
	

	Programme Leader

	

	Link Tutor

	

	APP and CASEP approval date
	

	Pre-validation approval date

	

	Confirmation of student engagement in validation process
	E.g. references from past student feedback, student focus groups?





Appendix 11: Summary paper on the academic infrastructure

The academic infrastructure incorporates the following elements:

· The Code of Practice for Assurance of Quality and Standards within HE
· Programme Specifications
· The Framework for Higher Education Qualifications (FHEQ)
· Subject Benchmark Statements

[image: ]

Code of Practice
The Code comprises a series of inter-related sections (10 in all) addressing the management of quality and standards in HE and is structured into a series of precepts and outline guidance. The Code of Practice can be found at: www.qaa.ac.uk/AssuringStandardsAndQuality/code-of-practice/Pages/default.aspx  

The Code is not designed to be prescriptive but rather to provide a framework that can be used by institutions in the management of quality and standards.  The QAA will consider the extent to which individual institutions are meeting the expectations of the precepts and will report on how effectively individual institutions are meeting these expectations and are discharging their responsibilities for the academic standards and quality of their programmes and awards.

Programme teams have a responsibility to ensure that their programmes meet the expectations of the Code of Practice, particularly in such areas as assessment and placement learning. The School scrutiny process and the validation / review panel members have a role in ensuring that the Code is considered.

Programme Specifications
A programme specification should be a concise description of the intended outcomes from a programme of study.  The programme specification should provide specific information about an individual programme, outlining how the outcomes are to be achieved and demonstrated. The programme specification can be used as a source of information for students, employers, teaching teams and internal review panels, external examiners and professional and statutory regulatory bodies.  

The programme specification produced by the programme team will be considered and approved by the validation / review panel as part of the validation / review event.

Framework for Higher Education Qualifications
The Framework is designed to enable consistent use of qualification titles by identifying five levels and describing the outcomes of the main qualification at each level.  It is intended to enhance understanding of achievement at each level; to maintain national and international comparability; assist in the identification of progression routes; provide important reference points for institutions.  The framework comprises five levels – three at undergraduate and two at postgraduate:

· Level 4; – Certificate of Higher Education
· Level 5: – Foundation Degrees, Diplomas of HE 
· Level 6; Honours; H level – Honours degrees; Degree without honours, graduate certificates and diplomas
· Level 7; Masters; M Level – Masters degrees, Postgraduate certificates and diplomas
· Level 8; Doctoral; D Level – Doctorates

The FHEQ is not a credit framework, nor is it dependent on the use of credit. 

The framework can be used to provide a reference point to make judgements about the appropriateness of learning outcomes and student achievement in relation to the level of the qualification awarded. 

The FHEQ should be used (and referenced) by programme teams to ensure that the outcomes are appropriate for the intended award and that the qualification title conveys accurate information about the programme of study. Further details can be found at:
www.qaa.ac.uk/AssuringStandardsAndQuality/Qualifications/Pages/default.aspx 

Subject Benchmark Statements
The statements make explicit the general academic characteristics and standards of degrees in the UK.  There are statements available for 57 subjects at undergraduate level written by groups on behalf of subject communities, providing a means to describe the nature and characteristics of a programme in a specific subject.  To date, there are 11 subject areas to have statements at Masters Level.  There have also been 18 subject benchmark statements developed by the NHS/Department of Health in collaboration with the QAA. All subject benchmark statements are available on the website:
www.qaa.ac.uk/AssuringStandardsAndQuality/subject-guidance/Pages/Subject-benchmark-statements.aspx 

Benchmark statements are an external reference source when designing new programmes and can be used during internal quality processes to review programme learning outcomes against agreed general expectations about standards. The benchmark statements are one of the external reference points used during external review.  Programme teams are required to make reference to available benchmark statements and to use them in the design and development of provision. The programme rationale in the review documentation should contain information about why and how the statements have informed development.





Appendix 12: List of University policies and strategies and external reference points to be considered by the programme team

A full list of policies can be found at http://www.ljmu.ac.uk/atoz/65747.htm.  These include:

Internal

· Planning process
· Academic Framework regulations
· Learner support recommendations (including PDP)
· Widening participation/admissions Policy
· Work related learning (including employability)
· Assessment recommendations and guidelines
· LTA strategy
· University strategic plan
· Programme specifications
· Risk management 
· Student System
· External examiner nomination
· AP(E)L
· Equal opportunities


External

· PSRB requirements
· QAA academic infrastructure
· Appropriate Equality and Diversity Acts






Appendix 13: PROGRAMME DETAIL SPECIFICATION

Main body of the programme specification)

	Programme Summary
	

	
	

	Section 1   Awarding Institution 
	(should always be LJMU)

	Section 2   Teaching Institution University 
	

	Section 3a Programme accredited by 
	(may include hyperlinks)

	Section 3b Description of accreditation 
	

	Section 4   Final award 
	

	Section 5   Programme title
	(pulled through from the student system)

	Section 6   UCAS Code
	(pulled through from the student system)

	Section 7   Subject benchmark statement
	



	Section 8  Educational aims of the programme



	Section 9  Learning outcomes - (guidance below)

· Level Learning Outcomes – Set of outcomes for each level of the programme.

· Programme Learning Outcomes – Set of outcomes for each of the following for areas and text explaining the teaching and learning, and assessment for each.
· Knowledge and Understanding – Teaching and Learning of knowledge and Understanding; Assessment of intellectual skills.
· Intellectual Skills – Teaching and learning of intellectual skills; Assessment of knowledge and understanding.
· Professional Practical Skills – Teaching and learning of professional practical skills; Assessment of professional practical skills.
· Transferable / Key Skills – Teaching and learning of transferable / key skills; Assessment of transferable / key skills. 




	Section 10  Route / Pathway / Field requirements, levels, modules, credits and awards – (a narrative description of the duration, level and nature of the delivery of the programme)

NB – This section also requires a list of each of the following:
· Levels (including the amount of core, option and total credit required for each level)
· Modules (giving module codes and starting whether they are core or option)




	Section 11 Opportunities for work related learning





	Section 12 Criteria for admission – (giving information for each relevant type of entry qualification, e.g. A Levels, BTEC, AVCE, Irish Learning Certificate, Scottish Higher, International Baccalaureate, Access, Higher National Diploma, Additional Information, Mature entry, Overseas qualifications)




	Section 13 Information about assessment regulations – (In addition to the information entered here this section will also automatically contain the below text)

All programmes leading to LJMU Awards are expected to operate within the University Modular Framework. Exceptionally, where a LJMU Award programme is unable to operate within the University Modular Framework, the programme team (prior to validation / programme review) may apply to the Planning & Programme Development Committee (PPDC_ to permit such an award to operate outside of the UMF. Furthermore, any programme team unable to construct a programme within the UMF regulations may submit a variance application which will be considered against agreed criteria (that the variance is a national published condition of an accrediting / professional body, without which the programme could not be accredited). Full details are available from http://www.ljmu.ac.uk/umf 




	Section 14 Indicators of quality – (giving information for relevant indicators of quality e.g. Research Assessment Exercise, PSRB reports and outcomes, External inspection, QAA Reviews, Institutional audit outcomes)




	Section 15 Support for students and their learning





	Section 16 Methods for evaluating and improving the quality and standards of teaching and learning -  (In addition to the information entered here this section will also automatically contain the below text)

Subject standards for all taught programmes of study are specified using an outcome based learning model. Attainment is measured against the standard and individual student performance is moderated at assessment boards. This involves both internal moderation (by LJMU staff) and external moderation (by External Examiners). Internal annual programme self-assessment is informed by broad ranging student feedback, external examiners and academic staff who conduct module review. External quality assessment by Professional Statutory Regulatory Bodies and the Quality Assurance Agency for Higher Education confirms that  standards are set at the appropriate level and that quality of learning opportunities are subject to continuing improvement. The quality of teaching is assured through staff review and staff development in learning, teaching and assessment. Designated committees have responsibility for the oversight of processes wherein quality and standards are evaluated and improved. 




	Section 17 Key sources of information about the course can be found in: - (In addition to the information entered here this section will also automatically contain the below text)

Increasingly, academic guidance is provided within a framework of personal development panning linked to progress review.







Appendix 14: Approval of minor changes 

Minor Changes
Faculty Academic Standards and Enhancement Panel (FASEP) (or an appropriate devolved sub-group) can approve minor changes which do not change the basic nature of the programme, either singly or incrementally. In approving minor changes, care should be taken to ensure that any proposals do not fall outside the appropriate regulations.

FASEP should ensure that:

· There is appropriate consideration of the documentation 
· Consultation with students currently on the programme has taken place
· Any resource implications have been considered and approved if necessary (Partner, Dean/School Director as appropriate)
· If necessary, there has been appropriate consultation with professional bodies
· Notice of the amendments is circulated to appropriate parties involved including, students, Academic Planning & Information, other Schools that may be involved, external examiners
· Incremental changes are not being allowed within the programme

With appropriate consultation, the following may be considered as minor changes, if changed in isolation:

· Bibliography
· Class contact/delivery methods
· Semester/delivery method
· Assessment of individual modules
· Syllabus content which does not affect objectives/learning outcomes
· Withdrawal of optional modules
· Module title
· Credit/level
· New module
· Programme mode of study, e.g. SW to FT, PT only to FT etc
· Programme title 

The following changes may require a formal programme review to be undertaken:

· Introduction of new named routes
· Programme aims and objectives
· Large incremental changes which over 2/3 years would significantly alter the programme

Programme leaders should seek advice from their link tutor and QEO as to the extent of paperwork requirements for the consideration of the relevant committee/panel. The minimum paperwork required is that the proposed changes should be considered with the rationale for the proposed changes.  The panel/sub-group should ensure that the points above have been considered.

Once minor changes have been approved, the QEO will forward the relevant details to PLN, for the appropriate changes to the student system (if necessary), and to the Head of Quality and Standards. For minor changes that result in changes to details on the programme specification, the link tutor should ensure that the programme specification is updated on ProdCat.


Appendix 15:  Guidance on the contents of a student handbook
	
(Further advice and guidance on the development of student handbooks can be accessed at www.ljmu.ac.uk/partnership/89318.htm)

The student/programme handbook should contain, at a minimum, the following information. This information is grouped in headings, however these headings should not necessarily translate into the handbook:

· Welcome letters from the partner and LJMU
· Partner institution structure and the relationship with LJMU
· Information on the induction provided to students
· Programme specification – it is crucial to include the original validated version, modified for any approved changes, even if you add this as an appendix and use more student friendly text in the body of the handbook
· Details of the students’ certificate - e.g. state that this will show LJMU and the partner institution
· Optionally, programme teams may find it helpful to students to include a FAQ section and a section on career planning

Student Support and Information
· Who does what within the institution to support student learning: where to go for help at a programme level and at central support level. Roles and responsibilities of personal and other tutors, including LJMU link tutor details where applicable
· Responsibilities of the committees concerned with student issues
· Where and how student representatives can play a role within the programme: including details of meetings with the link tutor and the purpose of these meetings. The minimum requirements of a student representation system are that there is an elected student representative on each level of the programme, who is able to attend the Programme Board of Study
· Information on the student union: details of local student union if applicable and details of LSU 
· Disability Discrimination Act part IV (SENDA information): details of how partners will support students with disabilities
· Equal Opportunities: details of the partner’s approach to equal opportunities 
· Data Protection information: details regarding what the partner and LJMU use student data for 

Processes and Procedures
· Details of the student complaints procedure: need to explicitly show the local process in operation, then the LJMU process. Needs an explanation regarding the two tier system available to the students 
· What to do in cases of ill health or difficult circumstances affecting your studies
· AP(E)L procedures

Programme structure and curriculum
· Where to obtain detailed information on module content: if these details are not in the handbook state where they can be found. Module synopses in the handbook are useful
· Module registration checking details and the process for checking registration details: students need to be aware of the expectations on them for checking their registrations
· How any Professional, Statutory or Regulatory Body (PSRB) requirements are addressed
· Students’ timetable: Handbook should show when each module runs and should also refer to where students can get the specific details of when modules are taught. For part-time programmes where modules are run only in particular years this information may have to cover a period greater than one academic year.
· Any attendance requirements

Teaching
· Teaching and learning and assessment information, explain different types of teaching and learning methods and the assessment strategy for the programme: this needs to be an evaluative section on the methods used both within each level and between levels. 
· Information regarding the use of the VLE and how this fits into learning and teaching methods
· Any innovative approaches to teaching and learning
· Opportunities for work-based or work-related learning
· Programme’s approach & arrangements for PDP, if applicable

Assessment
· Assessment criteria: including how marks are transferred to grades, e.g. what does a 2:1 imply in terms of knowledge, skills, grasp of theoretical structure etc
· Details of the academic referencing system used on the programme, if applicable
· The programme team’s strategy for assessment feedback: indicate how feedback will be given – oral/written and the timescale within which students can expect to receive feedback
· Details of how to find the full assessment regulations, appeals procedures, details regarding academic impropriety: ensure correct URLs are given if appropriate, if there are differences in the regulations to university’s Academic Framework these need to be stated, needs to be explicit which regulations the programme is operating under 
· Role of assessment boards, including explanation of the role of the external examiner in assessment generally and specifically at the assessment board
· Reporting of assessment outcomes: how students get the information, e.g. whether posted on notice boards, from tutors, mailed out
· Date on which results will be published that year: state month the students can expect to receive their results
· Details of where coursework will be submitted (the university has a minimum expectation that students will be given receipts for major pieces of coursework)
· Details for extensions, deferred consideration and personal mitigating circumstances procedures
· Penalties imposed for late submission of coursework

Resources
· Information on the LRC or equivalent: this section should contain information regarding the local resources and regarding access to LJMU resources where applicable. 



Appendix 16 – Mapping guidance notes

A mapping exercise should be used to demonstrate comparability of experience for a student or group of students moving from one programme to another. This is to provide some of the evidence required, to allow the University to demonstrate that in agreeing a recognition agreement, the overall programme is in line with the precepts of Section 2 of the QAA Code of Practice (www.qaa.ac.uk/Publications/InformationAndGuidance/Pages/Code-of-practice-section-2.aspx) 

Once completed, the mapping should:
· Be completed on a module learning outcomes basis, including the learning outcomes of both awards.
· Show modules and levels as clearly defined
· Make clear where any gaps or differences in the programmes are

An explanation below the main mapping table could be included, for example to discuss where gaps highlighted in the mapping may have then been included in the ‘top up’ award.

The following guidance will be provided to the panel and external advisor.
Mapping should demonstrate that:
· An equivalent amounts of credits at the equivalent level have been completed
· The overall content of the partner programme acts as an equivalent preparation for study on the LJMU top up programme 
· That there is an approximate match in the curriculum studied although it is expected that this will not always be exact 
· The mapping does not have to show an exact match, and subject content may not necessarily need to have been studied at the same level. However significant differences in content or level should be highlighted and discussed in the mapping and if necessary at the validation/review event.

Examples of how this can be demonstrated:
· Mapping template provided should be used
· Any learning outcomes that are not matched to the other award (either of the partner or LJMU) should be highlighted in red.
· If a learning outcome on one modules equates to more than one learning outcome on the other programme’s module this can be shown as below:

	1. List of module learning outcomes
	1. Comparable learning outcomes

	2. 
	2. 



	3. List of module learning outcomes
	3. Comparable learning outcomes

	4. 
	4. 



· Where a LJMU learning outcome is not met in the corresponding module, a reference to a different module could be added to the table instead:

	LJMU Module title
	Partner Module title

	1. To analyse and illustrate the theories of evolution
	1. This outcome is considered in [partner module X], outcome [number]

	2. 
	2. 



Appendix 17 – Mapping of modules and learning outcomes [LJMU Award] – [partner award]

	Year 1 (Level 4)

	LJMU award title
	Partner award title

	Module title
	Module title

	5. List of module learning outcomes
	5. Comparable learning outcomes

	6. 
	6. 

	7. 
	7. 

	8. 
	8.  

	
	5. 

	Module title
	Module title

	1. List of module learning outcomes
	1. Comparable learning outcomes

	2. 
	2. 

	3. 
	3. 

	4. 
	4.  

	
	

	Module title
	Module title

	1. List of module learning outcomes
	1. Comparable learning outcomes

	2. 
	2. 

	3. 
	3. 

	4. 
	4.  

	
	5. 

	Module title
	Module title

	1. List of module learning outcomes
	1. Comparable learning outcomes

	2. 
	2. 

	3. 
	3. 

	4. 
	4.  

	
	

	Module title
	Module title

	1. List of module learning outcomes
	1. Comparable learning outcomes

	2. 
	2. 

	3. 
	3. 

	4. 
	4.  

	
	

	Module title
	Module title

	1. List of module learning outcomes
	1. Comparable learning outcomes

	2. 
	2. 

	3. 
	3. 

	4. 
	4.  

	
	



	Year 2 (Level 5)

	LJMU award title
	Partner award title

	Module title
	Module title

	1. List of module learning outcomes
	1. Comparable learning outcomes

	2. 
	2. 

	3. 
	3. 

	4. 
	4.  

	
	

	Module title
	Module title

	1. List of module learning outcomes
	1. Comparable learning outcomes

	2. 
	2. 

	3. 
	3. 

	4. 
	4.  

	
	

	Module title
	Module title

	1. List of module learning outcomes
	1. Comparable learning outcomes

	2. 
	2. 

	3. 
	3. 

	4. 
	4.  

	
	

	Module title
	Module title

	1. List of module learning outcomes
	1. Comparable learning outcomes

	2. 
	2. 

	3. 
	3. 

	4. 
	4.  

	
	

	Module title
	Module title

	1. List of module learning outcomes
	1. Comparable learning outcomes

	2. 
	2. 

	3. 
	3. 

	4. 
	4.  

	
	

	Module title
	Module title

	1. List of module learning outcomes
	1. Comparable learning outcomes

	2. 
	2. 

	3. 
	3. 

	4. 
	4.  

	
	



	Year 3 (Level 6)

	LJMU award title
	Partner award title

	Module title
	Module title

	1. List of module learning outcomes
	1. Comparable learning outcomes

	2. 
	2. 

	3. 
	3. 

	4. 
	4.  

	
	

	Module title
	Module title

	1. List of module learning outcomes
	1. Comparable learning outcomes

	2. 
	2. 

	3. 
	3. 

	4. 
	4.  

	
	

	Module title
	Module title

	1. List of module learning outcomes
	1. Comparable learning outcomes

	2. 
	2. 

	3. 
	3. 

	4. 
	4.  

	
	





Appendix 18: Comments from Panel Members/Critical Reader for the pre-validation 

Pre-validation panel members/critical reader are requested to read documentation in advance of the event and to return this form indicating areas that need to be amended within the documents. Please could comments not only highlight any issues, but also indicate how these can be improved.

Please forward this form to the event officer by the deadline stated to allow a compilation of comments to be made before being forwarded to the programme team.

	Name of Programme 


	Based on the evidence provided in the documentation please comment on the following:


	Module pro-formas: for technical consideration – have they all been developed on ModCat? Does a proforma exist for each module? Are they accurate, up to date and complete? 



	Programme Specification: that the programme specification is complete and relevant information has been entered into each of the fields in the template on ProdCat



	Programme Document: that the programme document contains the specified materials (paragraph 29 of the Procedures Manual) with appropriate evaluative commentary.
If any information is missing or needs expanding please complete the relevant section below.

	Institutional context:



	Programme Rationale, Aims and Objectives:



	Entry:



	Standards:



	Structure and Curriculum:



	Teaching and Learning;



	Assessment:



	Management and Organisation:



	Student Guidance and Support:



	Resources:



	Draft Student Handbook: that this contains the specified information as listed in appendix 15 and is written in a style appropriate to the programme.



	That the programme complies with the Academic Framework; if not, have the required amendments been suggested above or is a variance application required?



	That the content of the documentation matches the information provided within the Programme Proposal Pro-forma (PPP) approved by APP/CASEP



	That the proposal demonstrates how the programme is aligned with the Academic Infrastructure  (programme specifications, FHEQ, subject benchmark statements, Code of Practice – see appendix 11



	That the proposal demonstrates how the programme meets the requirements of LJMU policies and strategies (appendix 12)



	Please make any other points that you would like to have brought to the attention of the programme team to help in preparation for the validation event:







Appendix 19: Approving additional teaching venues policy

The University has a responsibility to approve and monitor the suitability of the teaching venues of its collaborative partners, in line with precept 12 of Section 2 of the Quality Assurance Agency Code of Practice, ‘The awarding institution is ultimately responsible for ensuring that the quality of learning opportunities offered through a collaborative arrangement is adequate to enable a student to achieve the academic standard required for its award. ‘

Following the approval of an initial site(s) during a programme validation, requests for an additional site/s at a later date will be managed as follows.

A site visit will be undertaken by a member of the Academic Enhancement Team in the first instance, for at least 2 new sites after initial validation. These visits will assess and report back on the resources available at the additional site and make a recommendation using the template below, to the Collaborative Academic Standards and Enhancement Panel (CASEP) for approval or non-approval. The Faculty need to provide a list of expectations regarding any specialist resources to the Academic Enhancement Unit before the site visit occurs. For programmes for which an annual report has been submitted any issues raised by the external examiner regarding resources may be taken into account during the visit to the new site.

After these 2 initial visits, site visits can be undertaken by partner staff, using the criteria on the template below. The completed resources template then needs to be approved by the Faculty Academic Standards and Enhancement Panel (or appropriate Chair’s action).

Approval of additional teaching venues needs to be obtained and confirmation forwarded to the Academic Partnerships team before the programme is delivered at a new site, in order for appropriate contractual amendments to be made.

Partner organisations need to allow at least 3 weeks before a teaching venue is due to be used, for the appropriate approval to be confirmed.



Report of the suitability of a teaching venue for validated provision running at an additional site

	Partner:

	

	Programme:

	

	Approved existing site(s) for delivery:

	

	Proposed additional site (address):

	

	PSRB informed/approved (where applicable):
	Yes/No/NA

	Site visited by:

	

	Date:

	



The availability of the following needs to be considered and approved by a visit before the programme can be delivered at an additional site:

	Item

	Detail (i.e. availability)

	Student support and guidance:
Approved staff will be undertaking teaching[footnoteRef:2] [2:  If new staff are to be used, they also have to be approved by the appropriate Faculty Academic Standards and Enhancement Panel, see Staff Qualifications Policy for further information] 

Support staff will be available
Mechanisms are in place for supporting students with differing needs
	

	Learning resources:
Electrical power, projector, appropriate learner materials, desks & chairs, facilities for refreshments, Internet access (if appropriate/needed) library facilities if appropriate
Specialist resources, if appropriate (state requirements)
	



Recommendation to CASEP/FASEP as appropriate: approved/not approved
If not approved, rationale:

CASEP/FASEP approval/date:
Q drive updated:
Register updated:
Received by Academic Partnerships Team (date):
Contractual agreement updated (date & who):





Appendix 20: Resource Visit template

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

· 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.
· 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. (Where appropriate to the model of partnership)

Student work

· There should be student work available for reading/evaluating by the external advisor: this is for an independent assessment of the appropriate level of the assessed student work






Appendix 21: Guidance for the Chair of a validation panel

Chairs are responsible for the following:

Before the event:
· To study the programme proposal in detail and supply written comments to the event officer one week before the event (using appendix 16)
· To inform the event officer, in advance, if they have any issues or concerns and resolve any problems or queries regarding the proposal or the event before the event date
· Normally, to meet with the event officer 1-3 days before the event. To set the draft agenda based on written comments submitted in advance by panellists. This meeting will normally be observed by the relevant programme leader(s) to promote transparency, confidence and mutual respect
· A member of AEU will contact the Chair before the event with the contact details of the external advisor for the panel. If possible it is recommended that the Chair contacts the external directly, to establish communication and highlight potential problems in advance of the event. 

During the event:
· Organising the panel and planning in advance, on the basis of the written comments received, who will take certain issues
· Clarifying and enabling the role of any PSRB representative(s)
· Ensuring that external panel members understand the process
· Ensuring that the event runs smoothly and to time
· Setting a constructive dialogue with the subject team from the outset
· Encouraging everyone to participate, but not allowing individual panel members to dominate
· Being prepared to cut short contributions which are unproductive
· Ensuring that all key areas of concern are explored by the panel
· Ensuring that any thin or misleading responses to questions are probed 
· Ensuring that university policies are adhered to
· Eliciting and evaluating panel members’ conclusions
· Praising and recording positive elements/good practice
· In conjunction with the event officer, to compose the panel’s conclusions and ensure that conditions/recommendations are clear and achievable
· Feeding back outcomes to the team at the conclusion of the event
· Recording praise for good practice shown during the event
· Thanking all participants for attending the event, their preparation and contribution to the event

After the event:
· To agree with the event officer the wording of the outcomes (if not finalised at the event)
· To provide feedback to the event officer
· To agree the report of the event with the event officer
· To consider the programme teams response to any conditions
· To ‘sign-off’ the approval following resolution of any issues on conditions, etc

Qualities needed:
· Well-developed interpersonal and communication skills
· Awareness of programme proposal: awareness of overall standards of the award proposed (e.g. FHEQ)
· General awareness of university and external policies and procedures including: 
· University admission requirements 
· Academic Framework regulations 
· AP(E)L policies
· Work-Based Learning Policy
· Learner Support Recommendations
· Programme Specifications 
· Assessment Guidelines and Recommendations
· QAA Code of Practice 
· Subject Benchmark Statements;
· Professional/Statutory Body involvement

(For Foundation Degree programmes only)
· Foundation degree qualification benchmark
· Foundation degree prospectus (HEFCE 00/27)
· National Occupational standards
· Sector Skills Council frameworks, if applicable 






Appendix 22: Guidance for internal panel members 

Before the event:
· Read the documentation in good time 
· Provide written comments to the event officer one week before the event (using appendix 16)

During the event:
· Don’t keep your thoughts to yourself – you were invited on to the panel because you have a contribution to make, so do contribute
· Engage in discussion regarding the design of the curriculum 
· To assist in identifying excellence in the provision
· To seek evidence of coherent and consistent development of academic and intellectual skills
· Check that you don’t ramble during meetings – do try to keep your contributions clear and to the point and allow the programme team time to respond
· Be transparent – the process should have no ‘hidden agendas’ or surprises

Qualities needed:
· Awareness of programme proposal: awareness of overall standards of the award proposed (derived through the Academic Framework and the academic infrastructure)
· General awareness of policies and procedures including: 
· University admission requirements 
· Academic Framework
· AP(E)L policies
· Work-Based Learning Policy
· Learner Support Recommendations
· Programme Specifications 
· Assessment Guidelines and Recommendations
· QAA Code of Practice 
· Subject Benchmark Statements;
· Professional/Statutory Body involvement

(For Foundation Degree programmes only)
· Foundation degree qualification benchmark
· Foundation degree prospectus (HEFCE 00/27)
· National Occupational standards
· Sector Skills Council frameworks, if applicable 





Appendix 23: Guidance for external advisors

The expectations of the external advisor are:
· To provide written comments to the event officer one week before the event (using appendix 16)
· As subject experts, to examine the proposal’s aims, outcomes, content and assessment in the context of the QAA Subject Benchmarks and PSRB standards and the Framework for Higher Education Qualifications, to ensure that the proposal has taken these into account and focuses on academic standards
· To bring a national perspective to the proposal and judge the quality of the provision
· To make comparisons with similar provision at other HEIs
· To ensure that standards are such that they prepare students for subsequent career development
· To assist in identifying excellence in provision
· To seek evidence of coherent and consistent development of academic/intellectual skill
· To scrutinise for each module, the outcomes, syllabus and reading list in detail, to be able to confirm approval of these
· As industrial/professional advisers, to seek evidence that, given a student has experienced and developed the above skills, they are relevant and appropriate
· As industrial/professional advisors, to consider whether the proposal meets the need of the profession, is concerned with current issues in the profession and is forward looking in relation to the way the profession is developing



Appendix 24: Guidance for the event officer

The expectations of the event officer are:

Before the event:
· To plan and co-ordinate programme development with the programme leader
· To ensure documentation is received and circulated to panel members
· To co-ordinate written responses from panel members
· Normally, to meet with the Chair 1-3 days before the event, to set the draft agenda, based on written comments submitted in advance by panellists. This meeting will normally be observed by the relevant programme leaders to promote transparency, confidence and mutual respect. The draft agenda should be shared with the programme leader(s)

To have knowledge of:
· University admission requirements 
· Academic Framework regulations 
· AP(E)L policies
· Work-Based Learning Policy
· Learner Support Recommendations
· Programme Specifications 
· Assessment Guidelines and Recommendations
· QAA Code of Practice 
· Subject Benchmark Statement
· Professional/Statutory Body involvement
· Any other relevant university or external policies 

(For Foundation degrees only)
· Foundation degree qualification benchmark statement
· Foundation degree prospectus (HEFCE 00/27)
· National Occupational Standards
· Sector Skills Council framework, if applicable

During the event:
· To be a full member of the panel
· To be prepared to advise the panel Chair and members
· To assist the Chair with managing the conduct of the meeting
· To draft the agenda for discussion during the day
· To be prepared to intervene, via the Chair, where points of fact, information or order will help the proceedings
· To keep track of emerging issues
· To ensure that an accurate record of discussions and decisions made is kept

After the event:
· To agree with the Chair the wording of the outcomes (if not finalised at the event)
· To produce the event report for approval by the Chair and, where appropriate, the panel 
· To co-ordinate receipt of the programme teams’ responses to the conditions
· To ensure appropriate university processes are completed for continuing approval of the programme



Appendix 25: Recommended programme for an event

The following is a sample programme and will be adjusted to reflect the actual event at the discretion of the Chair:

	9:45
	
	
	
	Arrival 


	10:00
	-
	10:20
	
	Presentation by the Programme Team to outline the proposal and any key issues to note in it’s development 


	10.20
	-
	11.00
	
	Tour of facilities where required


	11:00
	-
	11:30
	
	Private panel meeting to confirm the agenda and to identify issues to discuss with the programme team and senior management 


	11:30
	-
	13:00
	
	Plenary session with the Programme Team


	13:00
	-
	13:30
	
	Lunch 	 


	13:30
	-
	14:00
	
	Meeting with students


	14:00
	-
	14:30
	
	Meeting with the Senior Management Team to discuss resources 


	14:30
	-
	15:00
	
	Second plenary session with the programme team, if required


	15:00
	-
	15:30
	
	Private panel meeting to formulate conclusions


	15:30
	
	
	
	Feedback to Programme Team





NB: Where the proposal involves an overseas event then the programme may require an evening meeting ahead of the event to identify the agenda.




Appendix 26: Comments from Panel Members for the validation event 

Panel members are requested to read documentation in advance of the event and to return this form indicating areas they wish to explore in relation to the criteria outlined in Appendix 27.

Please forward this form to the event officer no later than a week before the event so that it can be used to inform the agenda for the day. Please also bring your copy to the event for information.

	Name of Programme 


	Date of validation event


	Based on the evidence provided in the documentation please comment on the following


	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?  




	Please use the criteria in appendix 25 to comment on the following in relation to the new programme structure:   


	Institutional context:




	Programme Rationale, Aims and Objectives:




	Entry:




	Standards:




	Structure and Curriculum:




	Teaching and Learning;




	Assessment:




	Management and Organisation:




	Student Guidance and Support:




	Resources:




	To what extent are the standards set at each level appropriate? (When responding please consider the FHEQ)




	To what extent do the aims and outcomes of the programme articulate with the relevant subject benchmarks? 
Please make specific comments on:  Subject knowledge & understanding;  Cognitive skills;  Subject specific skills;  Personal Transferable skills




	Please make any other points that you would like to discuss at the validation event:









Appendix 27: Recommended agenda and criteria for a validation event

The criteria given in each category on this agenda can be used when considering the programme structure. Panel members need to ensure that the practice reflected in the programme document is consistent with the requirements of the appropriate sections of the Code of Practice.

	Institutional context
· There is a fit with LJMU’s mission
· There are strategic objectives relating to HE strategy
· There is quality management and enhancement for the HE provision

	Programme Rationale, Aims and Objectives
· Aims and Learning Outcomes should be clearly linked and appropriate to the level and title of the target award and appropriate Learning Outcomes should be specified for all exit awards.
· Learning outcomes are to be comparable to those expected of graduates in this subject area 
· Should include evidence that the Programme Team have taken into account relevant external influences, for example relevant benchmark statements, legislation and where appropriate, statutory/professional body requirements, the needs of industry in programme design, delivery and assessment.

	Entry
· Evidence of a recruitment market and an employment market must be included.
· The entry requirements must be clear and appropriate, including any credit exemption and transfer arrangements.
· The documentation must be clear on how students will progress through the programme (including progression from a partner institution to the University) and can achieve the proposed named awards in line with the Academic Framework Regulations

	Standards
· There must be evidence of how standards are set for the programme and for each level within the programme
· Evidence that External factors have been considered should be included, i.e. academic infrastructure
· There should be evidence to show how scholarly activity and research is reflected in the curriculum and used to maintain currency

	Structure and Curriculum
· Consider whether the content of the programme is appropriate for the titles proposed at each named exit point.
· Reflect upon whether the design and content of the curriculum encourage achievement of the intended programme learning outcomes for all students in terms of knowledge and understanding, cognitive skills, subject specific skills (including practical/professional skills), career/employability/key skills for progression to employment and/or further study and personal development.
· Assure yourself that there is evidence that curriculum content and design is informed by scholarly activity/research and any changes in relevant occupational or professional requirements.
· Are you satisfied that there is a coherent structure and progression in skills development and knowledge acquisition which reflect the aims and learning outcomes of the programme overall?

	Teaching and Learning
· Is there evidence of a variety of teaching and learning strategies to support the development of the required skills and to enhance the cognitive development of students.
· Teaching and Learning strategies may be informed by recent developments in techniques of teaching and learning, by current research and scholarship, and the needs of the students recruited to the programme.

	Assessment
· Ascertain that there is clarity in the assessment process so that students know what is expected of them to enable them to develop their abilities, pass modules and be successful in the programme.
· Ensure that the assessment process is appropriate and effective in enabling learners to demonstrate achievement of the intended learning outcomes for the programme and that the overall assessment load is reasonable.
· Evidence that the standards to be achieved by learners will meet the minimum expectations for the award, taking into consideration relevant benchmarks and the Framework for Higher Education Qualifications must be included.

	Management and Organisation
· Is there a commitment to provide continuing support from the School Faculty/ to encourage curriculum development, scholarly activity/research and the spread of good practice in teaching learning and assessment?  
· Are you satisfied that there is evidence that appropriate student feedback mechanisms will be in place and that the Programme Team will give careful consideration to feedback received from students, external examiners and relevant others, such as professional bodies?

	Student Support and Guidance
· There should be 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?
· The Student Handbook and module descriptions must be accurate and clear in the way they describe the programme and its requirements.

	Learning Resources
· There has to be a sufficient number of appropriately qualified staff to support the expected number of students to be recruited.
· There should be adequate learning resources, and access to those resources, to meet the needs of the anticipated number of students to be recruited; or at least, plans in place to address this.







Appendix 28: Feedback Form – Validation & Review (panel members)

Thank you for taking part in the recent validation/review event. To inform future events and to ensure continuous improvement it would be helpful if you could complete this feedback sheet either immediately following the meeting or within 7 days and return either via email to L.M.Pierce@ljmu.ac.uk / H.Joyce@ljmu.ac.uk or in the post to Academic Enhancement Unit, 5th Floor Kingsway House, Hatton Garden, Liverpool, L3 2AJ.

Prompts have been included as a guide but please feel free to include anything you think is relevant
	Programme Title 
	


	Partner Institution

	

	Date
	


	Name (optional)
	


	YOUR ROLE
E.g. Were you clear about what your role in the process should be; did you receive adequate guidance and support as to what was expected of your involvement and when making arrangements to go to the validation site?

 
	Please comment here

	DOCUMENTATION
E.g. Were the documentation requirements appropriate; do you have any specific comments about contextual / programme specific information within the documentation; did you receive the programme documentation in sufficient time before the event?
	Please comment here








	CONDUCT & MANAGEMENT
Was the final event managed well overall, were you satisfied with the role of the Chair, panel and event officer?
	Please comment here







	OVERALL PROCESS
What was your overall impression of the process; are there any areas that you would highlight as key strengths / areas for improvement?

	Please comment here








	ANY OTHER COMMENTS?

	Please comment here






Thank you for your time and participation.  
Appendix 29: Programme Leaders Collaborative Validation and Programme Review Evaluation Form 2010-11

We would welcome feedback on your experience of using the collaborative validation and/or programme review process this year.  To inform future events and to ensure continuous improvement, we would be grateful if you could complete this feedback sheet. All comments are evaluated annually and used to inform future practice as appropriate.

Please could you return the completed form to the AEU, 5th Floor Kingsway House, Hatton Garden, Liverpool, L3 2AJ or via e-mail to L.M.Pierce@ljmu.ac.uk / H.Joyce@ljmu.ac.uk 

Prompts have been included as a guide, but please feel free to include anything that you think is relevant.  Thank you for taking the time to evaluate the process.

	Award and programme title:
	

	Partner institution name:
	

	Date of validation / review:
	

	Planning meeting
E.g. was its role clear; was its membership appropriate; did it take place at the right time; did you leave with a clear understanding of the process, your role & associated deadlines? etc.

	Please comment here


	Documentation requirements
E.g. were you clear about what you were expected to produce; do you think the documentation requirements as detailed in the procedures manual were appropriate or too much/not enough, etc.

	Please comment here


	Student consultation process
E.g. were you/your students clear about their role in the process; what was your experience of engaging the students in the process; do you have any suggestions about how student involvement could be strengthened? etc.

	Please comment here


	Conduct & Management
E.g was the final event managed well overall, were you satisfied with the role of the Chair, panel and event officer?


	Please comment here

	Overall Process
E.g. do you feel you had sufficient support from staff at LJMU with the process, are there areas that you would highlight as key strengths or areas where there is scope for improvement?


	Please comment here

	Any Other Comments?
	Please comment here






Appendix 30: Event Report

REPORT – EVENT NUMBER
2011 / 2012

	Programme Award and Title:
	

	Partner Institution:
	

	Type of arrangement:
	

	Programme Code:
	

	APP and CASEP Approval Dates:
	

	Award/s (including exit awards):
	

	Level of study:
	

	Maximum and minimum duration of programme in years, months or weeks (final award):
	

	Mode of attendance:
	

	Anticipated number of intakes per year (indicate month(s) of intake):
	

	Approved site(s) for delivery of the programme:
	

	Link Faculty and School:
	

	Other schools providing service teaching:
	

	Professional Body/Other Awarding Body Relationship To Note:
	

	Identified Variances (approval & date):
	

	Articulated progression route (for FDs only):
	

	Expected start date:
	

	Programme Leader:
	

	Link Tutor:
	

	Date and Location of event:
	

	Date of next review:
	




SECTION TWO: EVENT DETAILS


Purpose and nature of event (internal validation; conjoint with professional body; review):		
Panel Membership:
Meeting with Programme Team:
Meeting with Senior Management:
In Attendance:
Apologies:		
Documentation Submitted:			
Tabled:
				

SECTION THREE: OUTCOMES


1. APPROVAL RECOMMENDATION
The Panel recommended to the Academic Board that the programme be approved for … years, subject to the satisfactory operation of the programme confirmed through the University’s quality assurance mechanisms. In making this recommendation the panel was satisfied that appropriate standards were being set and achieved. The panel also approved the quality of the learning opportunities offered to students and confirmed that the programme remained current and valid in the light of developing knowledge in the discipline, practice in application and developments in teaching and learning.

2. CONDITIONS
The programme was approved subject to the following conditions:

NB – any typo’s / documentation changes should be detailed in an appendix and referred to in the conditions.

Date for response to conditions:
An electronic copy of the amended documentation should be submitted for approval with a copy of the completed conditions form (please see Section 5) to the Quality Support Officer (e-mail address) by …… 
The programme team will be notified of any outstanding amendments/conditions by the Quality Support Officer, and any subsequent submission deadlines will be negotiated at that point. 
Once all conditions have been met and PRODCAT approval signed off, an Event Completion Form will be completed by the Quality Support Officer and a copy of this forwarded to the programme team.

3. RECOMMENDATIONS
The programme team were recommended to reflect on the issues detailed below through ongoing debate and review of the programme:

Programme teams are not expected to incorporate all panel recommendations into the programme, but they will be expected to consider them all appropriately. Details of this consideration should be included in the next Annual Report.

4. COMMENDATIONS 
The panel thanked the team for their openness during discussions on the day and the documentation provided. A number of commendations were noted:



SECTION FOUR: CONSIDERATION OF THE PROPOSAL


Presentation from the Programme Team:

Meeting with the PROGRAMME TEAM:
Institutional Context:
Programme Rationale, Aims and Objectives:
Entry:
Standards:
Structure and Curriculum:
Teaching and Learning:
Assessment:
Management and Organisation:
Student Support and Guidance:
Learning Resources:

MEETING WITH SENIOR MANAGEMENT:

MEETING WITH STUDENTS:

If there are no discussions in certain key areas, note under the heading that the panel were happy with the description of (x) as set-out in the programme documents and no issues were raised for discussion



SECTION FIVE A: FOLLOW UP ACTION - CONDITIONS


Conditions from the event
Programme Leaders should show how the Programme Team has responded to the conditions from their recent event.
Return this form to the Quality Support Officer (along with any appropriate documentation) by ……

	Programme: 

	Date of Event: 

	Conditions
	Response

	
	





SECTION FIVE B:  FOLLOW UP ACTION - RECOMMENDATIONS


Recommendations from the event
Programme Leaders should show how the programme team has considered the recommendations from their recent event.
Please show where the recommendation(s) were considered (e.g. programme team meeting, Board of Study) and the outcome(s). Programme teams are not expected to incorporate all the panel recommendations into the programme, but they will be expected to consider them all appropriately.
Insert this form into your first completed annual report.

	Programme: 

	Date of Event: 

	Recommendations
	Considered
(e.g. Programme team meeting. Board of Study)
	Outcomes
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