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Separate operational guidance is available from Educational Partnerships on arrangements and responsibilities for marketing, recruitment and admissions, student registration, assessment, collection of fees, transcripts and certificates and awards ceremonies

References are made to the DAQ website throughout in relation to other guidance material available. This can be found at the following location: www.dmu.ac.uk/qa. 

Introduction

The purpose of this handbook is to offer practical guidance to existing De Montfort University (DMU) partners and staff who are applying for, or involved in the validation of, a DMU programme via the Validation Service. The Validation Service may also be known as the Faculty of University Wide Learning (UWL). 

This guide has been written for all participants in the validation process, but it is particularly aimed at: 

· Developers of new programmes 

· Participants in validation events

· Quality assurance administrators 
Validation Service (non devolved) provision is different from Faculty based collaborative provision. 

Faculty based provision is concerned with collaborative activity where the University and the partner both have academic provision in the same cognate area. Such programmes form part of the Faculty’s overall academic provision but are delivered in collaborating institutions, including those overseas. Faculties lead such initiatives and also have overall responsibility for monitoring the operation, effectiveness and quality of such provision. 

The Validation Service is for DMU partners who seek to have a HE programme validated under DMU’s degree awarding powers managed within the Faculty of University Wide Learning (UWL). It is available where the University does not have provision in the same cognate area or where there is related provision but the DMU Faculty(ies) concerned do not wish to collaborate. In this instance the Validation Service would validate the programme and the programme would be managed by the Faculty of University Wide Learning. 

Programmes validated by the Validation Service do not form part of the Faculty’s academic provision and there is no direct relationship between the partner programme team and DMU faculty staff. Instead, Educational Partnerships is responsible for the Faculty of University Wide Learning. The Faculty sits within the Department of Academic Quality (DAQ) and has responsibility to oversee the operation, effectiveness and quality of the validated provision.  Planning, validation and review activity is also managed centrally by Educational Partnerships. 

The partner institution has delegated responsibility for all aspects of programme management and assessment processes however, because the University must not devolve its ultimate responsibility for standards and awards, the programme assessment board is chaired by a senior member of DMU staff. All external examiners and subject advisors associated with validation service provision are under contract with DMU.

DMU contacts

All DMU partners, whether offering Faculty based or validation service provision, are supported by central sources of information to maintain consistency and quality. If there is any doubt about who can help, please make contact with Educational Partnerships (ep@dmu.ac.uk) and they will answer or signpost your query to the relevant team or individual.

	Role
	Contact information

	Head of Educational Partnerships 
	Gurpal Singh

gsingh@dmu.ac.uk

	Educational Partnerships Manager
	Lisa Allden 

lallden@dmu.ac.uk


	Senior Educational Partnership Officer 
	Claire Kaylor-Tilley

ckaylor-tilley@dmu.ac.uk

	DAQ Quality Officer (external examiners) 
	Louise Newell

lnewell@dmu.ac.uk 


Part One – Planning and Validation

Planning a validation event
A Summary of the Key Actions for Programme Validation


[image: image1]
Planning and Approval Procedures

The university applies a risk-based approach to validation to ensure that the appropriate level of scrutiny is given to each proposal, recognising that not all proposals are the same. At its most basic level this recognises that adding a new pathway to an existing programme requires a different approach from the introduction of a whole new subject or the approval of a new programme to run at a new partner institution by staff not employed by the university.

As the Validation Service deals with non devolved provision the validation of a programme at a new partner institution will often occur alongside approval of the partnership itself. The university has a wide range of partners covering a number of arrangements from franchise arrangements to progression agreements and further details of these and their definitions can be found in Annexe 1. For these reasons the documentary requirements, validation panel and validation event requirements are determined by Educational Partnerships, in conjunction with the faculty Head of Quality, for each individual proposal.

Initial enquiry

· The partner institution approves outline programme proposal, using its own programme planning committees/procedures to ensure that developments meets the strategic aims of the institution in relation to HE. New proposals should be in line with the strategic intentions set out between the University and partner institution. 

· The partner institution’s senior member of staff with strategic responsibility for HE approach the University via Educational Partnerships with a proposal for which they seek validation, and for which it is not obvious that collaboration with a faculty can occur.  

· The Head of Educational Partnerships reviews the proposal to ascertain if there is scope for collaboration with a faculty or whether it should be considered as a Validation Service application.

· If there is a potential link with one or more faculties the Head of Educational Partnerships will arrange a meeting with the Dean(s) and Head(s) of Studies.  The faculty/faculties will then determine if they wish to collaborate on the proposal.  If not, it will go forward to be reviewed as a Validation Service application.

Due Diligence

The University considers new partnerships or programmes through a risk based approach. When a new partner approaches the University wishing to collaborate, due diligence is carried out. Educational Partnerships gather key information which is then summarised for presentation to Executive Board.  

 The QAA UK Quality Code for Higher Education (Chapter B10, Indicator 6) states that,

‘Appropriate and proportionate due diligence procedures are determined for each proposed arrangement for delivering learning opportunities with an organisation other than the degree awarding body. They are conducted periodically to check the capacity of the other organisation to continue to fulfil its designated role in the arrangement’ 

The Executive Board of the University will consider the proposal, the strategic alignment, standing of the partner and any risks associated with collaborating with them. This is done by examining a summary which is put together from several key sources of information. This may include but is not limited to:
· Organisational structure/background information 

(Mission statement, strategic plan/HE strategy, academic portfolio, legal status, resource overview) 

· Current Prospectus 
· Financial information 

(Statutory annual accounts (for the last 2 years), Latest set of management accounts (audited or unaudited) Confirmation of who the prospective partner’s regulators are

· Organisational management and committee structure 
· Organisational systems for programme management and quality assurance 

(specifically arrangements for centre approval, monitoring and review - endorsement of physical, learning and staffing resources, etc) 

· Staffing establishment and qualifications 
· Any relevant institutional policies 

(staff development, teaching learning and assessment, health and safety, Equality and diversity etc)

· Student charter/rights and responsibilities 
· Student complaints procedure 
· Arrangements for student administration and record management 
· Arrangements for student support
· Professional Body accreditations
· Details of any previous or current links with HE institutions (from whom references may be sought)

If the decision of the Chair of Executive Board is to proceed with the proposal, it will continue through the Validation Service process and the partner institution will be contacted by a representative from Educational Partnerships for an initial briefing meeting.

Timescales

The University recognises the need to respond swiftly to new initiatives and to react promptly to employer demand. However, it also needs to safeguard the quality reputation held by DMU and also to protect the interests of both current and prospective students. Educational Partnerships aim therefore to be both responsive and rigorous. The average development time between the initiation of a programme proposal and recruitment is twelve months however timescales across partners and even programmes do vary. As an estimate, the swiftest timescale between conception and delivery within the Validation Service is four months. Proposals for full time programmes must be carefully planned so that, in the event that a programme is not validated, the students will have time to seek entry to another programme. 

Example key stages of the validation service; this does not include the initial enquiry stage

                                                                             



Preparing for Validation 
Arrangements for validations which fall under the remit of the Validation Service are co-ordinated by Educational Partnerships. Following the approval stage, a representative from Educational Partnerships will make contact with the HE coordinator at the partner institution and set up a briefing meeting with the programme development team. During this meeting the validation process will be explained, timescales and broad financial arrangements will be agreed and it will be established if the development team need support from DMU colleagues or External Advisors. 

Experience has shown that the most successful proposals have been developed using a managed approach with a designated project or team leader. The Programme Developer’s Guide sets out some tips for programme developers including approaches to project management. 
The Validation Panel

New proposals coming forward under the Validation Service are considered by a panel which reports to the University Collaborative Provision Committee (UCPC); a sub-committee of the Academic Quality Committee (AQC). The panel is convened by the University in consultation with the partner institution. 

Validation panel terms of reference 

The validation panel will: 

· Receive proposals for the collaboration with new partners, validation of new programmes or the revalidation of existing programmes. 

· Ensure effective scrutiny of proposals through methods deemed appropriate to the validation status and subject matter of the programme(s) concerned.

· Assess the programme(s) to ensure that it meets/satisfies quality criteria and threshold academic standards appropriate to the type and level of award.

· Report to UCPC/AQC on the outcome of the programme validation/revalidation exercise and make recommendations as appropriate. 

Validation panel constitution 

The validation panel consists of a mix of academic, professional and partner institute staff as described and illustrated in the table below:

	Validation Panel Chair* 


	· Ensures fair judgement about the programme can be made by the end of the event

· Ensures issues are debated and explored and that the panel work in an effective and timely manner



	AQC Representative


	· Ensures the validation event takes place according to the validation framework and that the proposal sits appropriately to national and university requirements

· Advises the panel on validation protocols and outcomes.



	Academic representative from within the partner institution**
	· Ensures context and commentary is provided

· Able to draw on the knowledge of the academic provision within their own institution



	External panel member(s)*** 


	· Ensures an independent and objective view of the quality of the proposal and to draw on wider experience of provision elsewhere.

· If an external adviser is a representative of professional practice or industry they will contribute knowledge of the features of HE programmes that lead to a valuable professional, creative or vocational preparation.



	DMU Library Services representative


	· The Library and Learning Services (LLS) representative’s role is to consider the learning resources as described in relation to the ability of the LLS to support the programme.



	Educational Partnerships representative


	· Acts as the main point of contact, information and liaison for the partner institution

	Co-opted members, e.g. Professional, Statutory or Regulatory Body (PSRB) representative 


	· If an programme is a associated with professional practice or industry then co-opted members will contribute knowledge of the features of HE programmes that lead to a valuable professional, creative or vocational preparation.



	Educational Partnerships servicing officer 


	· Prepares the validation report and acts as the key point of liaison between the panel and the programme team.


* Dean, Head of Studies/Postgraduate Studies, faculty Head of Quality or senior member of academic staff (e.g. Head of Department, programme board chair, Principal Lecturer) 

** The academic representative from the partner institution must have experience of delivery of HE provision preferably from the same, or a related, field of study, in order to contribute to the peer review of the proposal, but must not be closely associated with the design, delivery or assessment of the new proposal

*** This will be someone external to DMU and the partner institution, with subject expertise – External Panel members are paid a daily fee of £150 plus expenses.

NB For a distance learning validation, there must be a distance learning specialist on the panel, who is experienced in the development, management and delivery of distance learning provision. This can be the external panel member, or the partner institution representative. 

Criteria for appointing external panel members 

External panel members need one or more of the following credentials: 

· Experience as a Quality Assurance Agency (QAA) reviewer or auditor 

· Experience as an external examiner at another Higher Education Institution (HEI) 

· Participation in professional body accreditation activity as a panel member 

· Contribution to the debate about subject quality at a national level, for example through subject associations 

· Distinction by way of scholarship and research within the subject.

The external member on the validation panel should not be a current external examiner already associated with the partner institution nor have been involved in the development of the programme. A previous external examiner may be invited to participate as an external panel member once five years have elapsed since his/her end of tenure.  A former member of DMU staff or the partner institution may also be an external panel member, once five years have elapsed since (s)he left the University/College.

If the purpose of the validation is also to obtain professional recognition, the associated Professional Statutory and Regulatory Body (PSRB) will require representation on the validation panel. In such instances, it is normally appropriate for the PSRB representative(s) to act as the external panel member(s). 

Establishing the validation panel 

Whilst Educational Partnerships is responsible for convening the other members of the panel it is the responsibility of the partner institution to nominate an external panel member. Once an individual has been identified, the Nomination of External Panel Member form must be completed, signed and approved by the partner institution’s Director/Manager of HE before submission to Educational Partnerships. At the same time, the partner institution should, if required, also nominate their academic representative on the validation panel. The Head of the Department of Academic Quality approves each validation panel and if necessary will consult with the Chair of AQC who acts on behalf of the committee.

Nominations for external panel members should be made at least ten weeks prior to the validation event following Executive Board approval. Experience has shown that the earlier the nomination is made the more likelihood there is of appointing a high calibre external to the panel. 

Developing the Proposal and Preparation of Documentation 

Preparing documentation

It is advisable to work closely with your programme team when preparing documents in anticipation of a validation event.

All documentation should be: 

· Accurate – proof-read the documentation and make sure that any special arrangements are clearly identified and noted.  

· Clear – include page numbers, content lists and clear signposting. Perhaps consider colour coding or numbering each individual document. This will assist panel members when considering and cross-referencing the submission. 

· Timely – A deadline for submission of the documentation will be identified by DAQ once the validation has been scheduled. The panel should have good time to read through the documentation thoroughly before the event. Most panels will ask at least one question for which the answer is hidden in the documentation. 
NB All documentation must be submitted in hard copy
Documentary requirements
A comprehensive list of all documentation required for validation is given in Annexe 2. On our website a  documentation checklist to help panel members and programme teams check for completeness can be found. Whilst all De Montfort University (DMU) validations are based on the same principles there may be some variations according to the type of validation being held, e.g. revalidation, or validation linked to PSRB (re)accreditation.  The documentary requirements for the main variations are detailed below.  Prior to submission, the documentation must be approved by the senior member of staff at the partner institution with strategic responsibility for HE. Written confirmation of such approval must be submitted as part of the documentation.  

The programme validation document is your commentary for the validation panel on the proposed programme. In this document please ensure that it answers all the prompts in the core guidelines against which judgements are made (Annexe 3) The validation document is best presented under the following headings:

	Rationale for the programme
	· strategic context

· subject context

· market demand – include projected cohort numbers for first three years of operation and a statement identifying action to be taken should projected numbers not be reached

·  competition

	Alignment to external reference points
	· Commentary on the fit with the Quality Assurance Agency (QAA) 

· Subject Benchmark Statement(s) & FD benchmark if appropriate 

· Match with Framework for Higher Education Qualifications (FHEQ) descriptors

·  Adherence to requirements of any relevant PSRBs

	Commentary on the curriculum
	· Does the module content justify the title of the award?

· Does the content allow students to sufficiently meet the desired learning outcomes?

· Are the assessments commensurate to the level of award offered?

	Progression Routes
	· Are progression routes identified and clearly signposted?

	Roles and responsibilities
	· Senior staff and the programme team profiles

· Arrangements for programme management – programme leader, year tutors, personal tutors, programme meetings, etc.

	Student support and guidance
	· Support for non-standard entrants and students with learning disabilities/differences)

· Wider support services and pastoral provision

	Human resources
	· Commentary on staff development strategy to support and sustain delivery

· Reference should be made to University guidance on teaching teams in partner institutions (Annexe 4)

	Learning resources
	· Are the learning resources available to the students adequate to allow them to meet the suggested learning outcomes?

· Are the resources adequate for the proposed minimum number of learners?

	QA mechanisms
	· Partner institution arrangements for self-evaluation, review and monitoring, programme management board management, external examiners**, etc.

** If this is a specialist area, what thought has been given to identifying an external examiner?

	Appendices


	· Top down mapping document which maps outcomes of the modules against the intended outcomes for the programme as a whole, to demonstrate overall completeness and coherence

· Assessment matrix, maps assessment to learning outcomes across all levels (this may be in the student handbook)

· Programme team, including technical and support staff, with full staff CVs appended 

· Physical resources (classrooms, laboratories, performance space) 

· Learning resources (books, journals, electronic and media).


Endorsements 

Endorsements serve as independent indicators of quality. Evidence of external input into the development of the programme, including statements of support from external examiners, external peers, employers, industry, etc. are all relevant and welcomed endorsement. 

Another example of suitable endorsement could be an agreement with an external agent or training agency who is involved with the provision.

Programme/course template 
The outcomes for each qualification should be specified clearly on the programme template, including the lower qualification where there is one.  For further guidance on writing module templates (which must be included in the Student Handbook), you can consult the DMU Guide to Programme Planning. 

E Learning

For programmes where E-learning will be used to deliver curriculum elements a Programme Development Enhancing Learning Through Technologies checklist is available. This will be used to demonstrate how learning opportunities and learner-support will be provided through E-learning.

Common shortfalls in documentation 

Details of the most common issues identified by panels are as follows.  Programme developers are required to be mindful of these when preparing documentation to avoid/reduce the volume of follow-up work post validation.   

Assessment

· Consistency /clarity in assessment strategies

· Weak or non existent mapping of assessment activities against learning outcomes 

Curriculum and programme design

· Lack of clarity in programme description, title or structure.

· Weak or non existent mapping of module outcomes against programme outcomes to ensure compliance with Subject Benchmark Statements and the Framework for Higher Education Qualifications (FHEQ)

· Mandatory modules – programme structure needs to be revisited.

Learning and teaching issues

· Lack of evidence between learning outcomes and level of work required.

· Does not sufficiently map learning outcomes for the programme or does not include key skills.

· Does not adequately incorporate e-learning (Enhancing Learning through Technology).

· Does not describe study skills support or access to study facilities, specifically those students with learning difficulties or disabilities.

Resources

· Staffing plan is lacking – does not include technicians, as an example

· Statement of commitment to provide resources is missing

Programme Handbook

· Needs to be accessible to students and provide, clear, consistent and accurate information.

· Must include full programme and module templates

Submission and circulation of documentation 

A deadline will be set by Educational Partnerships for submission of the documentation described above. This will usually be eight weeks prior to validation to allow for circulation and comments by the validation panel before the validation event. If the documentation has not been prepared in time for circulation and the eight week deadline has passed, the Head of Educational Partnerships usually arranges for the validation event to be postponed. This deadline is rigorously enforced, even where a delay has been caused through unavoidable reasons.

To do their job effectively, panel members need time to read the documentation thoroughly and to seek clarification in advance on points identified. As the schedule of a validation event is often tight it is advisable that technical issues relating to regulatory or administrative arrangements are resolved in advance. This allows time and focus to discuss more substantive issues. Experience has shown that it is in the programme team’s interest to adhere to the deadline described above, having made a considerable investment in preparing validation documentation. 

The partner institution should apply quality measures assuring institutional scrutiny of the documents prior to submission to the University. This may be either through a mock validation, via a reading group or similar. 

Should any significant shortfalls be identified upon receipt of the documentation, it is the responsibility of the validation panel chair or Educational Partnerships to draw these to the attention of the Collaborative Partner Head of Quality and programme leader. A significant shortfall will normally fall within one or more of the following categories: 

· Deficiencies in information which will leave the validation panel unable to draw a reliable conclusion. 

· Non-compliance with expected requirements/protocols, such as academic planning considerations, procedures set out in the Academic Quality Guides, Curriculum Planning Office Guides or non-adherence with relevant sections of the QAA Code of Practice.

· Presentation of information which is significantly unclear or contradictory. 

Should a submission be deemed as particularly weak or should significant issues be identified the Validation event may be postponed or cancelled.

The Validation Event 

The Programme 

At an early stage in the preparation process, a programme will be drawn up by Educational Partnerships in consultation with the Collaborative Partner HE Co-ordinator and the validation chair. Annexe 5 is an example which serves as a useful guide however, requirements will vary. When validating and approving overseas partners the event will usually take place over consecutive days as it is often the case that a partner and programme approval will take place simultaneously.
The first time that a partner puts forward a proposal through the Validation Service, it may be mutually beneficial to allow longer time for the senior staff to discuss institutional arrangements. This meeting could take place on a separate occasion without subject specialists, as the focus is on management and strategy.
Through the analysis and discussion of the submission document produced by the programme team, consideration of the proposal will be undertaken. The panel will seek assurances that there is a sufficient and committed resource base to secure an appropriate delivery of the provision, coupled with opportunities for staff development. 
The panel will refer to the Framework for Higher Education Qualifications (FHEQ) in making decisions about standards and considering whether the provision fits with the requirements of the associated Subject Benchmark Statement(s). 

Whether the team have given due consideration to the needs of students with learning differences will also be scrutinised. If there are identified shortfalls in provision these may be addressed in conditions of approval. 

During the validation process consideration is framed around four main themes as follows these are rationale, curriculum, standards and resources:

· The rationale for the new programme and information about the likely demand and student entry profiles 

· The programme curriculum, its design, content assessment and delivery, and its relationship to the student experience on the award, and the effectiveness of how information is communicated to students, particularly through the student handbook 

· The appropriateness of the standards set for students and the match with the title of the award 

· The suitability of human, physical and other learning resources to support the programme. 

Core guidelines against which judgements are made 

The considerations for programme design (Annexe 6) are adapted from the Quality Assurance Agency (QAA) Code of Practice. Development teams should be clear about how these issues are being addressed in their proposal. Validation panels should use these as discussion prompts when evaluating new programmes, but avoid a mechanistic ‘tick-box’ approach.

 If any of the considerations have not been taken into account during the design process this would indicate a significant gap in the development of the programme. 

Work based, Distance Learning and Foundation Degrees

 For programmes where the learning may be work based or based on a distance learning model there may be additional factors that the panel may wish to consider. These are detailed in the table below.

	Type of Provision
	Focus of panel scrutiny

	Distance learning and Enhanced Learning through Technology (ELT)

Reference should be made to the QAA UK Quality Code for HE Chapter B3
	· Access to open learning centres

· Provision of learning support including study skills

· Arrangements for tutorial support

· Assessments methods and procedures

· Arrangements for the submission of assignments

· Monitoring and feedback on academic progress

· Opportunities for peer group interaction

· Procedures for ensuring the student needs and capabilities are appropriate at entry to the programme

· Information to students about the programme is clear and expectations are communicated

· Use of technology and study material is appropriate for the subject and enables students to meet the programme outcomes

· Provision is given for updating materials

· Programme material is designed to support individual study



	Work Based Learning
	· Roles and responsibilities of all parties including provision of a learner agreement

· Provision of training for work based mentors and assessors, as appropriate

· Staff profiling and staff development

· Learning resources

· Personal tutorial support

· Learning support facilities for students

· Curriculum design and delivery to ensure work based learning includes knowledge and understanding to justify the award of credits
· Learning, teaching and assessment strategies

· Quality assurance and enhancement procedures

· Market research and characteristics of the student intake



	Foundation Degree
	Employer Involvement

· Helps to design and regularly review the programmes

· Achieve recognition from employers and professional bodies.

· Works with both local organisations and national sectoral bodies to establish demand for Foundation Degree programmes

Skills and Knowledge Development 

· Technical and work specific skills , relevant to the sector and underpinned by rigorous and broad based academic learning

· Key skills in communication, team working, problem solving, application of numeracy, use of Information technology and improving own learning and performance

· Generic skills eg. Reasoning and work process management

· Recorded by transcript, validated by the awarding HEI and underpinned by a personal development plan

Application of Skills in the Workplace

· Students must demonstrate (as appropriate) their skills in work relevant to the area of study

· Work experience should be sufficient to develop an understanding of the world of work and be validated, assessed and recorded.

· The awarding HEIs should award credits with exemption given to those with relevant work experience

Credit accumulation and transfer

· Foundation degrees will attract a maximum of 240 credits (see approved university framework)

· Appropriate prior and work based learning through the award of credits

Progression: Within work and/or to an Honours Degree

· There must be guaranteed articulation arrangements with at least one honours degree programme

· Programmes must clearly state subsequent arrangements for progression to honours degrees and to professional qualifications or higher level NVQ
· For students wishing to progress to a full Honours Degree the time taken to complete work based learning should not normally exceed 1.3 years for a full time equivalent (FTE) student 




Topics for discussion

During the validation event, the panel will meet with staff from the proposed partner institution from both the senior team and the programme team itself. Annexe 4 details some topics which are likely to feature in the discussions that take place.

Validated numbers

The panel must agree with the partner institution maximum and minimum student numbers per cohort/intake. These figures will relate to the panel's conclusion about the resources available and/or required to underpin such a figure. The University judges that 8 students is the minimum cohort number to establish viability for collaborative provision, and expects the same number to apply to validation service provision. 

Where appropriate, the panel must also identify an implementation date and details of the impact of the introduction of the validated provision on existing students, for example, where the validated programme will replace existing provision. 

At the final feedback session, the chair should feed this all back to the programme team. 
Outcome of the Validation 

At the end of the validation, the panel must decide whether it wishes to approve the proposal. The panel’s recommendation will fall into one of the following two categories: 

· Approved for a fixed period, normally 5 years, with or without conditions and/or Required Technical Corrections, and/or recommendations 

· Not approved 
Conditions 

Conditions are issues which must be addressed to the satisfaction of the panel before delivery of the programme can commence or, in the case of a revalidation, to allow the programme to continue in operation after a specified date.  

A condition is only set where the panel judges that a significant shortfall must be addressed before the programme can run. For example, if the panel considered that the teaching team did not have the breadth of expertise to deliver one of the modules in the first year of a programme, a condition would be set on the partner. Confirmation that adequate staffing was in place would be required before the programme could commence. 

When setting conditions, the panel must specify clearly what is to be done, by whom and by when, and what the arrangements will be for ensuring that the given conditions have been satisfied. In certain instances, it may be appropriate to set deadlines for some conditions that fall after the planned start of delivery. An example of this would be for the programme team to submit the learning materials for year two of a distance learning programme in the latter stages of the first year of delivery. 

Required technical corrections (RTCs)
RTC’s are identified shortfalls that are not serious enough to inhibit the commencement of the programme, but that do need to be addressed, such as changes required to the programme handbook and technical corrections to templates.  If the panel chooses to identify the RTCs in a separate list, provided by the servicing officer, this list should be appended to the validation report.
Recommendations 

Recommendations should be addressed by the programme team and the programme management board(s) as part of subsequent subject review and development. Whilst a recommendation would not delay the start of a validated programme the programme team are required to submit a formal response to the recommendations as a follow-up to the validation. 

In addition to citing conditions and recommendations of approval, the panel may also wish to identify key observations arising from the validation process, to include exemplary features and examples of good practice. 

Issues not discussed during the day will not be included as conditions unless the panel discusses them with the programme team before they report back. 
After the validation 

Formal notification of outcome of validation

Educational Partnerships will circulate formal notification of the validation outcomes within five working days of the validation event. Details of the validation outcome and any associated conditions and recommendations should be circulated to the programme team in draft format within 48 working hours of the validation event, so that work can commence in response to the issues raised.

Preparation of report and validation follow-up 

The outcome of the validation will be fully documented in a report, written by the Educational Partnerships Servicing Officer. The initial draft of the full report will be sent to the panel chair for scrutiny and comments and/or amendments. The draft will then be revised, as required, and circulated promptly to the remaining panel members for comment/amendment, giving them a time to respond. Once approved by the panel, the draft report should then be circulated to the programme leader, for comment in terms of factual accuracy, again giving time to consider and submit comments. 

Circulation of final report 

The final, approved report along with the signed approval form will be circulated to a number of key individuals for action within the University’s systems. These include

· The programme team

· The Principal of the partner institution

· The senior member of staff in the partner institution with strategic responsibility for HE

· AQC
·  The Taught Programmes Office 

Responding to conditions 

It is the responsibility of the partner institution senior member of staff with strategic responsibility for HE to oversee the process of meeting conditions of approval, and to ensure that the documentation in response to the conditions is submitted to the Educational Partnerships Servicing Officer by the date specified in the validation report.

The follow-up activity undertaken by the partner institution will include the provision of evidence to the panel that changes have been made and action taken in response to the conditions set, as well as the preparation of a formal response to any recommendations.  The documentation produced must be sent to the Servicing Officer for onward transmission to the panel.  Panel members must confirm to the Servicing Officer that they are satisfied with the action taken in response to the conditions and recommendations set. 

Revalidation 

As programmes are validated for a fixed period, normally 5 years, around this time a re-validation exercise is needed so that a programme may continue to recruit students. The re-validation exercise involves a visit to the partner institution by a panel. The panel constitution, documents and the re-validation programme will be based on the procedure for validations, but will be fine-tuned according to the requirements of each event. 

Whilst a re-validation exercise on the whole mirrors a validation event there are two main differences and these are detailed below.

1. The panel will meet with current students during the visit

2. The documentation for the panel will include:

· A critical appraisal, including an action plan; this replaces the rationale section 

· Information on action taken in response to the conditions and recommendations identified at the initial validation or last revalidation 

· External examiners’ reports, evidence of programme monitoring (to cover the last 3 years) 

· Where any major changes to the programme are proposed a statement clarifying what impact, if any, the re-validated programme will have on existing students on the existing version of the programme. If there is an impact, this statement must clarify what it will be, from when it is to be applied, and how the students have been or will be consulted. 

The external subject adviser contributes to the appraisal process, but is not a member of the re-validation panel. It is worth noting that a re-validation event is different to that of a collaborative review. A collaborative review takes place every three years and looks at provision across the partner as a whole and does not focus on specific programmes. Further details of this process follow in part two.  
Part two – Programme management and monitoring

Responsibility for Academic Standards of Awards and Quality of Programmes

The responsibility for programme management and the operation of quality assurance arrangements of programmes approved under the DMU Validation Service is devolved to the partner institution. Such programmes are not associated with a DMU programme board or Faculty Academic Committee. To ensure that the University retains ultimate responsibility for ensuring the quality of learning opportunities, the AQC will monitor that this delegated responsibility is being properly discharged by the means of the Annual Quality Monitoring Calendar. 

De Montfort University must retain responsibility for the academic standards of the awards conferred in its name. This means that the Programme Assessment Board (PAB) will be organised by the partner institution but all meetings must be chaired by a senior member of DMU staff and with a DMU appointed external examiner(s) present. 

Regulatory Framework 

It is expected that programmes will be managed within the requirements of the University’s Handbook and Regulations for Undergraduate awards, unless the partner institution has sought approval at validation to work within their own regulations. For example, mark descriptors may be developed by the partner institution but must align to DMU’s generic descriptors as published in the Regulations. Programmes will be validated and monitored with reference to the framework offered by the Academic Infrastructure including the higher education credit framework. 

The normal position is that students registered on a programme within the Validation Service will be subject to the General Regulations of DMU, except that in the case of minor offences the disciplinary rules and procedures in force in the partner institution will apply. Bad academic practice and academic offences will be managed with reference to the standards and criteria established in the General Regulations and any offence that could potentially lead to exclusion will be referred to the University to be dealt with under its regulations. The University tariff for academic offences applies and for the purposes of validated provision the University will allocate an appropriate Academic Practice Officer (APO) from the existing panel of APOs.

Arrangements for Programme Management

Programme Management Boards (PMBs)

Each programme will be managed by a Programme Management Board (PMB).  The management board has the responsibility for the overall academic management, development and quality assurance of the programme/subject area.

Programme management board constitution

Chair (Head of Curriculum Area or Department at Partner)

Deputy Chair 

External subject adviser

Programme Leader(s) 

Representatives from programme and module teaching teams as nominated by the Chair of the Board

Student representative(s)

Partner Institution learning resource manager

Ex Officio: EP representative; senior partner institution staff e.g.  Director of Quality, HE co-ordinator

Servicing Officer 
Programme Assessment Boards
Assessment boards are established by partner institutions, subject to the approval of the AQC.  They have the formal status of standing committees of AQC and are subject to such standing orders as are determined by the University’s Academic Board.  It is the responsibility of DAQ and EP (via delegated authority of AQC) annually to approve the membership for each assessment board and to determine that each assessment board is properly constituted, with a Chair, Deputy Chair and external examiner (s).

The assessment board has the responsibility for awarding marks at module level, reviewing student performance at module and programme level, making decisions in relation to student progression between levels of study and recommending awards and degree classifications in all programmes leading to named awards which are allocated to the assessment board.

Assessment board constitution

Chair (senior member of DMU e.g. Head of School or Department or Head of Studies)

Deputy Chair (a senior member of DMU staff)

Senior Partner institution representative

Programme Leader(s)

External Examiner(s)

Representatives from programme and module teaching teams as nominated by the senior partner institution representative

In attendance:  Servicing Officer. An approved representative of the DMU Educational Partnerships will be in attendance

DMU staff will not normally contribute to the internal moderation process (which should align to the procedures set out in the Handbook and Regulations for Undergraduate awards), but operation of internal moderation will be monitored though external examiner reports.

Academic Guidance

Arrangements for personal tutors, academic guidance and support, PDP and induction and learning support will be determined by the partner institution and approved at validation.

The External Subject Adviser

An External Subject Adviser will be appointed by DMU for each validated programme or cluster of programmes.  The External Subject Adviser could be appointed from DMU staff if there is sufficient subject expertise. Where there is not sufficient expertise an appropriate subject advisor will be nominated by the partner institution. 

The primary purpose of the subject adviser is to take an overview of the curriculum and advise AQC and the partner institution, regarding the relevance, appropriateness and currency of the curriculum and to review the resources available to students on the programme, including staff CVs. The subject adviser is nominated by the partner institution however their contract is with DMU. All subject advisors are authorised by AQC. The nominations for subject advisors should be made at the time that the proposal is put forward on an External Subject Advisor Nomination form (available from EP) and are subject to the successful validation outcomes. 

The subject adviser will formally report to AQC via Educational Partnerships through an annual report. Further information on the appointment and reporting process of the subject adviser can be obtained from Educational Partnerships.
A subject adviser is associated with validation service provision primarily to provide the University with a source of independent subject expertise.

Appointment of External Subject Advisors is usually for four years. At the end of the tenure, partners may choose to extend the appointment for a further three years, subject to the adviser’s consent and DMU approval. The contract for the appointment is with DMU and payment of fees and expenses is through DMU. Claims for expenses incurred as part of the role should be submitted when required throughout the year. The current fee for subject advisors is a flat-rate of £400 per year, paid upon receipt on an annual report.

The role of the External Subject Adviser

The primary purpose of the subject adviser is to take an overview of the curriculum and advise the Academic Quality and Standards Committee (AQSC) and the partner institution, regarding the relevance, appropriateness and currency of the curriculum and review the resources available to students on the programme, including staff CV’s. The subject adviser is nominated by the partner institution and authorised by University Collaborative Committee. The employment contract is with DMU. The subject adviser will submit a formal report to the University Collaborative Committee in the autumn term.  

	The subject adviser will be asked to comment on the following topics in the annual report:

	Programme management


	Each programme will be managed by a programme management board, run by the partner institution. The management board has delegated responsibility for the overall academic management, development and quality assurance of the programme/subject area.

The external subject adviser is a member of the programme management board, and arrangements should be made to ensure attendance at a minimum of one meeting per academic session can be made. Advisers should expect to be given the opportunity to participate fully in the business of the board.

	Physical and Learning Resources
	It is a requirement that the external subject adviser visits the partner institution at least once in the academic session in order to view the physical resources available to students on the programme (e.g. classroom space, practical studios, workshops etc). This should also include the learning resources available, such as the library and any electronic resources. Advisers are expected to be able to report on the quality of resources in line with the demands of the programme and in comparison to other institutions.

	Curriculum Development


	The responsibility for approving changes to the curriculum lies with the partner institution. However, in order for DMU to satisfy itself that such decisions do not compromise the quality of the award, or the currency of the curriculum, the external subject adviser should be involved in discussions concerning curriculum changes and must be assured that the changes are satisfactory.

Details of the process for making curriculum changes can be found in the CPO Guide to Curriculum Modifications, available on the DAQ website.

	Annual programme monitoring


	The partner institution is expected to submit to DAQ an annual programme monitoring report, signed by the senior member of staff in the partner institution with strategic responsibility for HE by a stated deadline in September each year. These will reflect upon:

· Student Recruitment, retention and progression

· Student feedback

· Module evaluations

· Learning resources

· External examiner reports (& PSRB reports where appropriate)

· Good practice

· Areas of focus identified

External subject advisers will then be asked to comment on the appropriateness and quality of the monitoring report in their own annual report. The partner institution may seek assurances and guidance from the adviser during the production of the monitoring report, should they wish to do so.

	The subject adviser will be asked to confirm in the annual report if the following activities have happened, but will not be required to report on them:

	Teaching teams and staff CVs


	Annually, typically in March each year, the external subject advisers will be asked by DAQ to approve the teaching team profile for the next academic session, which will include consideration of individual staff CVs. Guidance on the expectations of DMU in this respect will be provided by DAQ in advance.

	Publicity material
	The external subject adviser will be asked to provide an expert view on subject content in publicity material produced by the partner (e.g. college prospectus entry, website content), to ensure both accuracy and the quality of the publicity is maintained. The adviser is advised to liaise with the partner over this requirement to ensure this role is scheduled into the timescale for production of material.


Areas not under the role of the subject adviser

It is important to note that the external subject advisor has no remit to comment or evaluate the assessment of students on the course(s), or on the overall standards of the award. This is the role of an external examiner, who carries this out on behalf of DMU. If potential conflict arises with the role of the external examiner, the adviser is recommended to consult DAQ.

The External Subject Adviser annual report

The external subject adviser reports to AQSC on the provision via an annual report. The proforma for this can be obtained from DAQ and will be sent out to all advisers ahead of the deadline for submission. The report is structured to cover the areas listed above and advisers are asked to complete all sections where possible.

The deadline for the report is communicated annually by DAQ and is typically in the autumn term of the next academic session. The advisor will receive an electronic acknowledgment of receipt of the report from DAQ and, following consideration, a formal written response to the issues raised (which may include an action plan) from the Head of DAQ. 

Payment of fees will be made following receipt of the annual report by DAQ.

How to deal with concerns over provision

If during the course of the academic session, the adviser becomes concerned over an aspect of the programme management that would have an impact on the quality of the provision, the following guidance is provided:

If it is deemed a minor matter, the adviser is recommended to liaise with staff at the partner institution to discuss the issue directly in a constructive and supporting manner, with the aim of agreeing actions to be taken. If the partner does not agree with the issue and the adviser believes the issue could evolve into a more serious matter without appropriate action being taken then they are advised at this point to contact DAQ.

If it is deemed a major matter (e.g. immediate threat to the student experience), the adviser is recommended to liaise with DAQ prior to taking the matter to the partner.

The decision over whether an issue is minor or major rests solely with the perspective of the adviser; however the following questions may help with the decision:

· Is the issue going to affect the ability of the students to complete their studies to the best of their ability?

· Does the issue contravene the regulations governing the programme (this may be DMU regulations or the partner’s own regulations, established at validation)?

Quality Assurance Monitoring Processes

External Examiners 

Each programme will have an associated external examiner appointed according to the normal DMU roles and responsibilities on which further guidance can be found by visiting the Depertment of Academic Quality website. External examiner reports will be considered by AQC. The external examiner is nominated by the partner institution however their contract is with DMU. All external examiners are authorised by AQC.  The nominations for external examiners should be made at the time that the proposal is put forward for validation and will be subject to the successful validation outcomes. 

Upon receipt of the external examiners annual report, the college will be required to formally respond to the points raised within it following discussion at the next PMB.

Student Representation and Feedback

Arrangements for election of student representatives will be determined by the partner institution and approved at validation. Educational Partnerships will facilitate annual meetings with students in partner institutions and report to the AQC on an annual basis. The External Subject Adviser will attend the annual student feedback meetings with Educational Partnerships.

Annual Programme Monitoring

Requirements for monitoring are set out in the Quality Monitoring Calendar. In brief, the partner is expected to submit to Educational Partnerships a Programme Enhancement Plan (PEP), signed by the senior member of staff in the partner institution with strategic responsibility for HE by the stated deadline in September each year. The PEP records the main areas of development for the coming academic year for each programme, or group of related programmes. Programme teams are required to submit an annual plan to reflect the outcomes of the evaluation of defined and established key monitoring information, which the programme teams identify as 'areas of focus'.
Approval of Teaching Teams and Staff CVs

On an annual basis (typically in March), the partner will be required to submit a list of staff who will be teaching on the programme in the next academic session and their accompanying CVs, to Educational Partnerships for formal approval. These will also be shared with and considered by the External Subject Advisor. The External Subject Advisor comments will be used in determining approval, on behalf of AQC. Outside of these timescales, the partner institution is required to submit the CVs of any new staff appointed to the programme to Educational Partnerships for approval as soon as possible. 

Collaborative Review

Collaborative review is the process whereby the University periodically evaluates the health of the overall partnership with a partner institution. This process considers the strategic relationship between the partners, institutional level arrangements which have an impact on the students’ experience, such as learning resources and staff development strategies, and management of the partnership including communications and quality assurance arrangements. The scope of collaborative review covers the operation of the Validation Service alongside any standard faculty-based provision. The collaborative review panel will not scrutinise all programmes at the level of their individual subject content, delivery and standards.
Under the Validation Service, programmes are validated for a fixed period. This means that a re-validation exercise is required for the programme to continue to recruit. A separate section on this procedure is included in part one of this handbook.

Communication and Support 

It will be the responsibility of a senior member of the EP to act as an Account Manager to effectively report information from the partner to DMU and communicate information on developments at DMU through established strategic planning channels. This responsibility will include ensuring that partner institutions are aware of the University's expectations, including:

· admission of students

· examination regulations

· operation of programme management boards 

· responses to monitoring information including external examiner reports

· the role of the subject adviser, including appointment and reporting

The Educational Partnerships Account Manager will provide support, advice and guidance on:

· procedures for reporting modifications to the University

· preparation and modification of subject and module templates

· the operation of assessment processes within the partner institution

Cause for Concern and Programme Suspension of Intake 

The Annual Quality Monitoring Calendar sets out University requirements to ensure that, once validated, programmes maintain acceptable quality and standards.  In the event that AQC has a serious concern regarding the quality or standards of a validated programme, this will trigger the following cause for concern procedure:

· Educational Partnerships (on behalf of AQC) records the evidence leading to the concern, for example; highly critical external examiner report, student feedback of a serious nature, long-term failings in standards, poor student retention on a long-term basis, cohort size not sufficient to sustain quality of student experience

· Educational Partnerships determine a timescale for the key stages in the cause for concern process, including deadlines for the improvement plan  

· Educational Partnerships (on behalf of AQC) investigate the facts,  considers the partner institution response to the concern and receives a copy of the partner’s improvement plan to report to AQC; Educational Partnerships will consult with the subject adviser and external examiner at this stage, and as required throughout the process

· Following the investigation either AQC accepts the improvement plan or requires further actions to be instigated, in which a DMU action plan will be drawn up in liaison with the partner institution

· AQC will also decide whether the cause for concern is such that the intake to the programme should be suspended until the required actions have been satisfactorily addressed; for example where the programme does not have an acceptable teaching team in place, or where academic standards are at risk

· A AQC action plan will specify any requirements to support continuing students

· The University will act with sensitivity so that prospective students are notified in reasonable time of any suspension

Investigation which requires an inspection visit to the partner institution either by external examiners or on behalf of AQC may lead to the partner incurring additional charges to cover costs, for example of the external examiner/subject adviser.

Decisions to close a programme will be discussed and recorded at regular strategic meetings.

Annexe 1: Collaborative Partnership Definitions

Collaborative provision leads to an award, or to specific credit towards an award, of DMU delivered and/or supported and/or assessed through an arrangement with a partner organisation

In determining which provision falls within the scope of collaborative provision, the critical factor is whether the achievement of the learning outcomes for the module or programme are dependent on the arrangement made with the other delivery or support organisation(s).

UK Quality Code for HE, Chapter B10

	Academic Partnerships

	
	Quality Assurance Requirements
	

	Model
	Definition
	Risk
	Due Diligence
	Validation/

Partner Approval
	Annual Monitoring
	Review
	Contract
	Professional Service Contact

	Faculty based Collaborative Provision
	Faculty based collaborative provision is where the University and the partner institution both have provision in the same cognate area, or where a faculty wishes to develop a new discipline with a partner. Programmes form part of the Faculty’s academic provision but are delivered and assessed in collaborating institutions, including overseas locations. Faculty based collaborative provision includes a franchise of a DMU programme, such as FD Working With Young People and Young People’s Services, or a programme which is developed and delivered by the partner and not in DMU, such as FD Photography and Video. Faculties normally lead such initiatives and have responsibility to monitor the operation and effectiveness of the Faculty based provision. 


	High
	Yes 


	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	EP 

	Joint Award
	Joint award is an arrangement under which two or more awarding institutions together provide programmes leading to a single award made jointly by both, or all, participants. (Current DMU example is MA Management Law and Humanities of Sport) 
	High
	Yes 


	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	EP


	Model
	Definition
	Risk
	Due Diligence
	Validation/

Partner Approval
	Annual Monitoring
	Review
	Contract
	Professional Service Contact

	Dual Award 

	Dual award is an arrangement under which two or more awarding institutions together provide programmes leading to different awards being granted by both, or all of them. 


	High
	Yes 


	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	EP

	Validation Service
	Validation Service provision is where the University does not have provision in the same cognate area or where there is related provision but the Faculty(ies) concerned do not wish to collaborate but the University is still willing to validate. Programmes do not form part of Faculty academic provision, but are delivered and assessed in UK collaborating institutions. Educational Partnerships (EP) has responsibility to oversee the effectiveness of the operation of the validated provision. Planning, validation and review (including quality assurance and improvement) activity is also managed centrally by EP.


	High
	Yes 


	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	EP

	Modules delivered in collaboration 

	Undergraduate students have the opportunity to study for individual modules at another institution, and to bring back credits which contribute to a DMU award. These arrangements normally operate where there is sector agreement to benefit from economies of scale for the delivery of specialist clinical subjects. (For example, Cardiology and Respiratory Physiology specialist option modules.)


	High/

Medium
	Yes 


	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	EP



	Supported Distance learning
	Supported Distance Learning (SDL) involves use of a partner institution’s premises and facilities to provide academic, technical or pastoral support to students by staff employed by the partner institution.  The partner is not involved in teaching or assessing students in SDL models.  In cases where the achievement of the learning outcomes for the module and/or programme is dependent on the involvement of partners in teaching or assessment of distance learning this is classed as Faculty based collaborative provision or validation service. 
	High/

Medium
	Yes 


	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	EP


	Recruitment Partnerships

	
	Quality Assurance Requirements
	

	Model
	Definition
	Risk
	Due Diligence
	Validation/

Partner Approval
	Annual Monitoring
	Review
	Contract
	Professional Service Contact

	Enhanced Progression Agreement


	An Enhanced Progression Agreement is an arrangement where a specific partner institution programme is recognised as appropriate for entry with advanced standing to certain De Montfort University programmes. The syllabus is recognised as equivalent to part of the De Montfort University programme. Enhanced Progression Agreements differ from Progression Agreements in that the university contributes to the partner institution programme, usually in the form of a proportion of formal teaching input to the programme or modules, consequently partner institution students and staff may have access to certain De Montfort University resources. 

Upon completion of the partner institution element of the programme, each student’s application is considered on an individual basis for direct entry, and there is no guaranteed progression. In entering into an enhanced progression agreement it is important to note that the university does not underwrite the quality of the programme or modules at the partner institution, but contributes towards it through teaching input. 
	Medium
	Yes 


	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	IO



	Progression Agreements
	Provision within a Progression Agreement with a specific institution is recognised as appropriate for entry with advanced standing to certain De Montfort University programmes. The syllabus is recognised as equivalent to part of the De Montfort University programme. Each student’s application is considered on an individual basis for direct entry and there is no guaranteed progression route. Provision within a progression agreement is part of an external award and is not validated by the University. In entering into a progression agreement, the University does not underwrite the quality of the external award, but has verified that the curriculum and standards will prepare students for entry with advanced standing. Students may gain credit as part of APL.
	Low
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	Yes
	IO

	Articulation Agreement
	An articulation agreement is where the University approves all, or part of, an external award from another institution as providing specific credits towards a specified De Montfort University programme. Guaranteed entry to DMU with advanced standing will be granted to applicants who demonstrate appropriate successful achievement on the external programme. In entering into an articulation agreement, the University does not underwrite the quality of the external award, but has verified that the curriculum and standards will prepare students for entry with advanced standing. Articulation is different to a progression agreement because the individual learners achievement is not considered (as the articulation agreement extends to a whole group of students) provided they are successful.
	Low
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	Yes
	IO



	Memorandum of Understanding (MOU)


	A MOU is a document describing a bilateral or multilateral agreement between two or more partner institutions. It expresses a convergence of will between the parties, indicating an intended common line of action. It is often used in cases where parties do not imply a legal commitment.
	Low
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	Yes
	IO

	Letter of Cooperation (LOC)
	A document which expresses an outline intention to collaborate with another UK or international institution.
	Low
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	Yes
	IO

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Student Mobility Partnerships

	
	Quality Assurance Requirements
	

	Model
	Definition
	Risk
	Due Diligence
	Validation/

Partner Approval
	Annual Monitoring
	Review
	Contract
	Professional Service Contact

	Erasmus +
	Erasmus+ is the EU’s flagship education and training programme. Each year more than 230,000 students study abroad or take part in placements in enterprises within Europe. Erasmus+ also promotes transnational cooperation projects amongst universities and enterprises. Study placements are reciprocal and are based on the principle of credit transfer. Erasmus+ also offers opportunities for staff mobility to both teaching and professional services staff.

	Low
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	Yes
	DOI



	International Exchange
	International Exchange offers students the opportunity to study outside Europe. Study is on a reciprocal basis. Attachment may be to standard or bespoke programmes and results in credit transfer.

	Low
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	Yes
	DOI



	Study Abroad


	Study abroad offers students the opportunity to study abroad a non-reciprocal fee-paying basis. Attachment may be to standard or bespoke programmes and results in credit transfer.

	Low
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	Yes
	DOI



	


It is acknowledged, that whilst the above is an outline of the categories of collaborative provision, there are other hybrids or alternative models that may be developed to address business needs.
Key

EP:

Educational Partnerships

DOI:
Dean of International Office

IO:

International Office
Annexe 2 - Documentation required for a Validation Event

· Validation document, including Programme template

This document should include information required specifically for validation purposes, i.e. over and above that contained in the student/programme handbook. As a minimum this will include:

· Validation cover sheet/documentation sign off:
Summary information

Institute commentary on process and documentation sign off

Checklist/reference sheet

Section A – Supporting statements/endorsements  
Partner Institution Senior Staff with responsibility for HE 

Existing External Examiner – evidence of input and statement of support 

Student(s) – evidence of input on the quality of information prepared for students (i.e. student/programme handbook)

Other – statement of support/agreement with external agent/training agency who is involved with the provision 

Enhancing Learning Through Technology (ELT) proforma 

Equality checklist 

Confirmation of Library and Learning Services support/resources assessment 

Section B – Programme information
Rationale for the programme including strategic context; subject context; market demand – include projected cohort numbers for first three years of operation and a statement identifying action to be taken should projected numbers not be reached; and competition. 

This section should also include details of the impact of the new programme on existing provision, for example whether it will complement existing programme, or replace one or more programmes.  If the programme will replace existing provision proposed arrangements for the current students must be highlighted.

Programme details:

Fit with the Quality Assurance Agency (QAA) Subject Benchmark Statement(s), if appropriate

Match with Framework for Higher Education Qualifications (FHEQ) descriptors 

Top down mapping document, mapping the outcomes of the modules against the intended outcomes for the programme as a whole, to demonstrate overall completeness and coherence

Assessment matrix, mapping assessment to learning outcomes across all levels 

Adherence to the requirements of any relevant PSRBs or details of any future intention to seek PSRB accreditation (and how this has been taken into account in the development of the programme).  

Programme and module templates

Core reading/resources for each module 

Human Resources:

Staff development to support delivery 

Programme management

Arrangements for programme management – programme leader, year tutors, personal tutors, programme meetings, etc.

Roles and responsibilities of senior staff and the programme team 

QA mechanisms (self-evaluation, review and monitoring, programme management board management, external examiners**, etc.) 

** If this is a specialist area, what thought has been given to identifying an external examiner
· Validation event programme*

· Panel membership details*

· Validation Service handbook*

* These documents will be provided by Educational Partnerships 

Annexe 3 – Core Guidelines Against Which Judgements Are Made

· Are the characteristics of the programme clearly defined? 

· Is the proposal in line with the partner’s learning and teaching strategy? 

· Will the programme provide a good learning experience for the likely student intake? 

· Will the curriculum prepare students for the opportunities potentially available on completion of a programme? 

· Is the programme designed to ensure that the overall experience of a student has logic and an intellectual integrity that are related to clearly defined purposes? 

· Is the intellectual challenge and value of the programme defined at the correct level, and with reference to the Framework for Higher Education Qualifications? 

· Has the programme team taken account, as appropriate, of external reference points, including any relevant Subject Benchmark Statement(s), Framework for Higher Education Qualifications and the requirements of Professional Statutory and Regulatory Bodies and employers? 

· Does the curriculum impose an increasing level of demand on the learner during the course of the programme? 

· Is the programme balanced, for example in relation to academic and practical elements, personal development and academic outcomes, breadth and depth in the curriculum? 

· Does the award title reflect the intended learning outcomes of the programme? 

· Is it clear how the intended learning outcomes of the programme will be promoted, demonstrated and assessed?

· What has the team done to design and implement e-learning into the programme? 

· Are the identified resources necessary to support the programme and are they in place or committed? 

· Is the programme designed so that students are treated equally, regardless of gender, age, ethnicity, disability, sexual orientation or religion? 

· Do programme learning outcomes feature career management skills development? 

· Do placement learning outcomes contribute to the overall coherence and integrity of the programmes, where applicable? 

Annexe 4: Teaching Teams in Partner Institutions – DMU Expectations 
This guidance is for use by DMU partner institutions. In general terms, it sets out the characteristics of programme teams, and their individual members, that are most likely to support a high quality education for DMU students studying in partner institutions. The guidance has been prepared with reference to the national academic role profiles and draws on DMU’s 20+ years experience of collaborative partnerships. 

This guidance is generic. When making changes to their teaching teams or appointing new staff to teach DMU programmes, partner institutions are strongly advised to contact either the relevant DMU Faculty, or EP in the case of validated provision, for more detailed subject specific guidance. The University recognises that the decision to appoint rests solely with the partner institution, but it hopes that through consultation, during the selection process, the best decisions will be made. 
If the University considers that there is a risk to the quality of the student learning opportunity because of a shortfall in the staff profile, and it is not confident that the partner college is taking steps to remedy the situation, this may lead to a decision to suspend intake to the programme. 
1. Quality Indicators – team profile 
· At least half of the teaching team should have experience of teaching and assessing at HE level* 
· At least half of the teaching team should hold a teaching qualification*

· Some team members will have higher degrees and/or are registered 

· Commitment to a staff development plan to support the programme 

· Commitment to work together as a team and share issues and good practice 

· Capacity for each module to be effectively covered by an alternative staff member in the event of staff illness etc. 

· Appropriate balance between academic staff and practitioners 

· Overall, the teaching team is stable with no more than 25% turnover in any one session 

· The teaching team should consist of more than one member of staff 

*The University recognises that teams may have aspirations to develop HE provision, but may be starting from relatively low baseline of previous experience of teaching and assessing at HE level. Such teams will need to demonstrate a commitment to CPD and partner institutions will need to show a genuine time commitment to support this. The University offers CPD in Teaching in HE for experienced FE lecturers and Beginning to teach in HE / Training the trainers. It will also respond to the specific needs of a programme where staff are new to a particular aspect of teaching such as assessing and giving feedback on portfolios; supervising projects and dissertations 
2. Quality Indicators – individual academic C.V. 
All lecturers should have the ability, depth of knowledge and expertise to teach at level 4. As a general guide, new academic appointments for staff who will contribute to teaching on a DMU award in a partner institution should align with the lecturer role profile as a minimum. Not all of the attributes listed need to be present in the job description and person 

specification. In addition, to support development in others staff should have the capacity to act as a mentor to academic collegues.

3. Quality Indicators – Programme Co-ordinator 
In addition to the above, a Programme Co-ordinator should have the following attributes and capacity

• To take on responsibility for resource management for a programme. 

• To implement quality management procedures and resolve problems affecting the delivery of the programme. 

• To provide academic leadership to those working within the programme. 

• Programme co-ordinator has previous experience of programme management or is being closely mentored. 

• Programme co-ordinator has HE level teaching experience. 

4. Quality Indicators – Individual practitioner C.V. 
• Possess sufficient breadth or depth of specialist knowledge in the discipline to work within an established programme. 

• Has the capacity to teach in a variety of settings. 

• Is able to identify learning needs of students. 

• Has the capacity to develop learning and teaching materials, with guidance. 

• Have experience of assessing HE level work, or capacity to develop with guidance. 

In summary…….. 
From experience, the characteristics of a teaching team which are most likely to provide a good quality learning experience will include: 
· Low staff turnover 

· Programme leader with previous experience of managing academic provision 

· Balance between full and part-time staff 

· Key individuals not under undue pressure from other commitments 
· Team members who are up to speed with the subject
Annexe 5 – Example Validation Event programme

Indicative programme

De Montfort University Validation of (programme(s))

(Date) (Venue)

10.00 – 10.15

Arrival/coffee

10.15 – 11.00

Private meeting of the validation panel

11.00 – 11.45

Brief introduction to the programme followed by tour of facilities including library

11.45 – 1.00

Meeting with the programme team 

1.00 – 2.00

Lunch/private meeting of the validation panel

2.00 – 2.30

Meeting with the Principal, accompanied by senior staff such as Curriculum area manager, Head of Department, Head of Quality, HE Co-ordinator

2.30 – 3.30

Private meeting of the validation panel

3.30 – 4.00

Report back to the programme team

Annexe 6 – Typical Lines of enquiry for a Validation Event

Meeting with the senior team

· How does the proposal align with the partner institution HE strategy?

What are the characteristics of the student intake?

What engagement with local organisations and national sectoral bodies is evidenced? How does this establish demand for the Foundation Degree programmes?

· Programme management 

How will the partner satisfactorily operate DMU regulations

Are the roles and responsibilities of management and staff members clearly defined?

Is the partner clear on the role of the DMU chair for the assessment board and DMU representation on the programme board?

Which quality assurance procedures are demonstrated by the partner institution , including provision for student representation

· Progression routes

Provision for guaranteed articulation arrangements with at least one honours degree programme; arrangements for progression to honours degrees 

· Staff development strategy

What are the current staff profiles, how will they prepare for level 6 delivery?

· The student experience

How are learning resources managed?

What are the institutional arrangements for personal tutorial support and personal development planning.

What learning support facilities are available for students?

Meeting with the programme team

· How does the programme philosophy help to enhance curriculum development?

· What are the learning, teaching and assessment strategies?

· Employer engagement strategy

How are employers involved in the design and regular review of programmes 

What recognition is received from employers and professional bodies 

· What are the Quality assurance and enhancement procedures in place?

· What are the current staff profiles and what staff development takes place?

· Resources

Learning resources, including use of VLE

What physical resources are required by the programme?

Initial enquiry to Educational Partnerships





Relevant faculty gives initial consideration to application


(if applicable)





Faculty wishes to collaborate?








Take forward as faculty-based collaborative provision





Yes





No





Application considered by Executive Board





Is the application supported in principle and in line with the strategic intentions set out between the University and partner institution?








Proposal not taken forward





No





Yes





EP briefing meeting at partner institution





External panel member nominated by partner





Validation panel convened by DMU








Validation Service  Event 





Programme developed by partner





Is there potential for faculty collaboration?








No





Yes





Due Diligence





Programme development





Validation panel convened











Programme commences











Validation event








8 copies received by EP





Authorisation by Executive Board





External Subject Advisor identified





Financial agreement in principle outlined








Initial panel feedback 


on the proposal





Validation document approved for circulation by Partner Institution
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