
 

 

 

 

COMMON AWARDS SCHEME 
 

Stage 2 validation visits 

 

 

 

A Guide  

for  

Visit Team Members 
 
 

 

 

 

January 2014 

 

 

 

 

 

  



2 | P a g e  
 

Contents 

 

Introduction 3 

Background to the Common Awards Scheme 4 

The Common Awards Scheme Structure 5 

Theological Education Institutions (TEIs) 6 

Overview of the approval process 7 

Criteria for Stage 2 approval 8 

Relationship to church curriculum approval 9 

Schedule of visits 10 

Visit timeline 11 

Visit team members 12 

An evidence-based process 13 

Documentation 14 

Document templates for TEIs 
Document checklist for TEIs 

15 
16 

Reviewing the documentation 17 

Tips: Reviewing the programme regulations 
Tips: Reviewing the module overview table (assessment methods) 
Tips: Reviewing the module overview table (contact hours) 

18-19 
20-21 
22 

Considering APL requests 23 

The pre-meeting 24 

The validation visit 25 

Reporting schedule 26 

Reporting flowchart 27 

Logistics: travel, accommodation, expenses 28 

Contacts 29 

Guidance for Visit Teams: Criteria and Questions 30-35 

 

 

  



3 | P a g e  
 

1.     Introduction 

 

This guide is designed to give validation visit team members a brief overview of the Common 
Awards Scheme and essential information about the validation visit process.  It outlines what 
you can expect before, during and after each visit. We hope this provides all the information 
you need to prepare for your visit.  If you have questions at any time, please contact the 
Common Awards Team (details at the end of this guide).  We will be happy to help you.   

 

Introduction from Prof. Mike Higton  
(Professor of Theology & Ministry, and Chair of the validation visits) 

“I am the academic lead for the Common Awards partnership, and I am very aware that each of the 
validation visits is meant to be the start of a much longer relationship. The bid that the University 
made for the Church of England's validation contract sets out a vision for 'validation plus' – in which 
the 'plus' centres on the building of a research community that draws together expertise from across 
the TEIs and from the University to pursue questions about the future of theological education in the 
UK.   

We obviously have a task of scrutiny to carry out, because we are putting Durham's name to the 
awards that will be offered in each of these TEIs – but it is equally important that we approach the 
validation visits in as positive and as flexible a way as is consistent with that task.  There will 
certainly be times when we have to say 'no', or to raise serious concerns – but I hope that we can 
always do so in a way that doesn't do unnecessary damage to the University's long-term interest in 
these partnerships.   

We want the TEIs to emerge from the process – one for which they will have been preparing 
anxiously for some time – feeling a sense of relief, and believing that they can work with us in 
partnership in the years to come.   

We want the core academic members of each TEI's team to have begun to feel like they are part of 
an intellectual community with us, and that we are as eager to learn from them as we are to hold 
them to high academic standards.  The possibility of such an intellectual community is, in the end, 
what is exciting for us about these partnerships, and as chair of the meetings I will be trying to make 
sure that it is that excitement more than anything else that sets the tone for each of the visits.” 

 

Introduction from Dr David Way  
(Secretary to Ministry Division’s Quality in Formation Panel, and observer on the validation visits) 

“The Church of England through its Ministry Division and on behalf of its ecumenical partners is 
grateful for the opportunity to develop a joint approach to quality assurance and enhancement with 
Durham University.  In time this will encompass annual self evaluation and periodic review but the 
first step is initial approval. From the church’s point of view this will focus on two issues.   

Firstly, for over two decades the church has approved the proposals of pathways to ordination and 
latterly Reader education on the basis of training proposals constructed by the theological education 
institutions (TEIs). This will now be replaced by church approval of pathways through the common 
awards as proposed by TEIs.   In order to coordinate the process, the church will seek to give a view 
on pathways to the TEI before the date of the Durham approval visit.  

Secondly, I am looking forward to being present for the Durham visits in order to monitor any issues 
arising from the partnership between Durham, the TEIs and the church.  This promises to be an 
excellent opportunity to strengthen the partnership with Durham and to make the dual accountability 
of the TEIs to Durham and to the church a positive exercise in mutual accountability.”   
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2.     Background to the Common Awards Scheme 

 

The Common Awards in Theology, Ministry and Mission are a suite of higher 
education awards that are being developed by the Church of England in partnership 
with Durham University. 
 
The Common Awards bring under one umbrella the educational programmes of over 20 
theological educational institutions (TEIs) that were previously validated by 19 universities. 
 
From September 2014, institutions training ordinands in the Church of England and partner 
churches will be doing so through a common suite of awards that will be validated through a 
partnership with Durham University.  The catalyst for this initiative has been the national 
changes in higher education funding.  However, the decision to respond to these changes by 
developing the Common Awards has opened up possibilities for re-thinking ministerial 
education for the 21st century, offering greater coherence for both lay and ordained training 
while lifting the administrative and financial burden of a large number of small institutions 
currently offering awards through 19 validating partners. Developing an intellectually 
rigorous, emotionally intelligent, and spiritually discerning practice of theological reflection 
and reflective practice is at the heart of the awards 
 
Practitioners and theological educators across the country have worked together to create 
the following programmes which are intended to be delivered by (at present) up to 18 TEIs 
across England: 

 

PROGRAMME TITLE 
FHEQ 
LEVEL 

DURHAM 
LEVEL 

CREDITS 

Certificate of Higher Education in Theology, Ministry and Mission 4 1 120 

Certificate of Higher Education in Christian Ministry and Mission 4 1 180 

Diploma of Higher Education in Theology, Ministry and Mission 5 2 240 

BA in Theology, Ministry and Mission 6 3 360 

Graduate Certificate in Theology, Ministry and Mission 6 3 60 

Graduate Diploma in Theology, Ministry and Mission 6 3 120 

Postgraduate Certificate in Theology, Ministry and Mission 7 4 60 

Postgraduate Diploma in Theology, Ministry and Mission 7 4 120 

MA in Theology, Ministry and Mission 7 4 180 

 
The Common Awards will strive to combine creativity and academic rigour in developing 
pathways of learning that are transformative while promoting the flourishing of distinctive 
patterns and cultures of teaching and learning. They will embrace the formational dimensions 
of the pursuit of knowledge and the acquisition of skills. 
 
The Preface to the Common Awards describes the pedagogical and theological themes 
that shape the teaching and learning embodied in the Common Awards. 

 
 

Find out more on the Church of England’s website 

 

http://www.churchofengland.org/media/1578047/preface%20to%20the%20common%20awards.pdf
http://www.churchofengland.org/clergy-office-holders/ministry/ministerial-education-and-development/common-awards-in-theology,-ministry-and-mission.aspx
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3.     The Common Awards Scheme Structure 

 

Structurally, the Common Awards Scheme has two ‘tiers’: an overarching framework 

for all programmes, and individual pathways through the framework at each TEI. 

The overarching framework will ensure that all programmes within the Common Awards 

Scheme are comparable, consistent, and coherent.  The framework provides a common 

core. 

The pathways through the overarching framework will be developed at the level of the TEIs.  

While the pathways need to be aligned to the framework (for consistency and comparability), 

TEIs have a degree of flexibility to develop creative and individual pathways that are 

designed to meet the particular needs of their student body, denominational requirements, or 

institutional expertise. 

 

Diagram of structure 

 

Where are we now? 

The overarching framework (programme specifications, etc.) has been approved.  We are 

now embarking on the validation visits, which will explore each TEI’s pathway through the 

framework programmes. 

  

OVERARCHING FRAMEWORK 

Programme Specifications 
Programme Regulations (‘Syllabus’) 

Common Module Outlines 
Assessment Options and Parameters 
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4.     Theological Education Institutions (TEIs) 

 

The validated Common Awards programmes will be designed, delivered, and 

assessed in and by a number of designated Theological Education Institutions (TEIs).   

Below is a list of the designated TEIs that will be undergoing validation visits in the period 

between November 2013 and April 2014: 

 

1 Cambridge Federation 

2 Cranmer Hall 

3 
Guildford Diocese (a proposed new TEI incorporating Southern Theological 
Education and Training Scheme and  South Central RTP) 

4 Lancashire and Cumbria Theological Partnership 

5 Lincoln School of Theology 

6 Lindisfarne RTP 

7 Queen's Foundation 

8 Ripon College Cuddesdon 

9 South East Institute for Theological Education 

10 South West Ministry Training Course 

11 St John's College, Nottingham 

12 St Mellitus College 

13 St Stephen's House 

14 
Trinity College with Bristol Baptist College (a proposed new TEI incorporating  
Trinity College Bristol and Bristol Baptist College)  

15 Wycliffe Hall 

16 Yorkshire Ministry Course / Yorkshire RTP 

 

  

http://www.theofed.cam.ac.uk/
http://www.dur.ac.uk/cranmer.hall/
http://www.stets.ac.uk/
http://www.stets.ac.uk/
http://www.scrtp.org.uk/development-of-rtps/the-south-central-rtp/
http://lctp.co.uk/
http://www.lincoln.anglican.org/page.php?n_@GK_15
http://lindisfarnertp.org/
http://www.queens.ac.uk/
http://www.rcc.ac.uk/
http://www.seite.co.uk/
http://www.swmtc.org.uk/
http://www.stjohns-nottm.ac.uk/
http://www.stmellitus.org/
https://www.ssho.ox.ac.uk/
http://www.trinity-bris.ac.uk/
http://www.bristol-baptist.ac.uk/
http://www.wycliffehall.org.uk/
http://www.rtpyorkshire.net/about.php
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5.     Overview of the Process 

 

As part of the approval process for the Common Awards Scheme: 

 Partnerships:  the University needs to agree and approve its partnership with the 
Church of England’s Archbishops’ Council (for the overarching partnership), and it 
needs to agree and approve individual partnerships with individuals TEIs; 

 Programmes:  the University needs to approve the framework level programme 
proposals (for the overarching programmes), and it needs to approve the individual 
TEIs’ pathway proposals. 

Because of this, the University’s Quality and Standards Sub-Committee has agreed that we 
should follow a 2-stage approval process for the Common Awards.  The approval process 
for the Common Awards Scheme will mirror the University’s standard processes for 
approving new collaborative partnership proposals and new programmes.  However, the 
processes will be adapted for the Common Awards. 

 

The Common Awards approval process 

 

STAGE 1:  APPROVING THE OVERARCHING PARTNERSHIP AND PROGRAMMES 

Partnership Approval 

(4
th

 Mar 2013) 

A collaborative partnership approval panel to consider:  

 the overarching partnership with the Church of England’s Archbishops’ Council 

Programme Approval 

(10
th

 Sep 2013) 

A programme approval panel to consider:  

 programme specifications 

 modules portfolio 

 mapping of outcomes (module-programme) 

 indicative programme structures 

 

STAGE 2:  APPROVING PARTNERSHIPS AND PROGRAMMES WITH EACH TEI 

Validation visits, 
incorporating both 
partnership and 
programme approval 

(Nov 2013 - Apr 2014) 

A validation visit to each TEI to consider and evaluate:  

 legal, financial and academic ‘due diligence’ 

 capacity of TEI to deliver the programmes (especially: management, 
staffing, learning resources) 

 specific programme structures, delivery, and assessment 

 additional module outlines 

 transitional arrangements (APL) 

  
We have completed Stage 1 approval. Your validation visit will be part of Stage 2. 

NOTE: The University’s *standard* process for approving collaborative partnerships and programmes is 
outlined in the Learning and Teaching Handbook: 

 Collaborative partnership approval 

 New programme approval 

  

https://www.dur.ac.uk/learningandteaching.handbook/9/9.2/
https://www.dur.ac.uk/learningandteaching.handbook/3/3/1/
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6.     Criteria for Stage 2 Approval 

 

The Stage 2 validation visits will explore both:  

(i) the proposal to enter into a partnership with the TEI;  

(ii) the TEI’s proposed pathways through the overarching programmes. 

The validation visit team will explore these areas in relation to the following criteria: 

 

Criteria for partnership approval 

1. the TEI can contract legally with the University 

2. the TEI is financially stable 

3. the TEI’s mission and educational objectives are consistent with those of the University 

4. the overall academic standing of the TEI in relation to its designated role is acceptable 

5. the TEI has experience of delivering comparable programmes at a similar level, or is 
capable of delivering programmes at that level 

6. where the TEI is known to have or have had previous relationships with other UK 
awarding institutions, it has an acceptable record of partnership with other institutions 

7. the overall quality control and assurance procedures governing the partnership are robust 

8. the overall provision for academic and pastoral support and guidance is adequate 

9. the overall learning support and infrastructure in relation to the ability to meet 
requirements for awards are adequate 

10. the overall staffing (academic and support) in relation to the ability to meet requirements 
for awards are adequate 

11. appropriate mechanisms are in place to ensure the accuracy of all public information, 
publicity information and promotional activity relating to the partnership 

 

Criteria for programme approval 

1. the programme is viable in terms of market and likely numbers of entrants 

2. the programme will be appropriately resourced (including: teaching staff, support staff, IT, library and 
subject-specific resources) 

3. the proposed programme will contribute to achieving the aims and objectives of University strategy 

4. the structure and design of the curriculum is appropriate to the aims and learning outcomes, and to the 
target student body 

5. the programme will employ methods of teaching, learning and assessment which will enable the 
learning outcomes to be achieved by the typical students and that achievement to be measured 

6. appropriate arrangements are in place for field trips and placements 

7. the programme has appropriately addressed the University’s Principles for the Development of the 
Taught Curriculum 

8. the programme will have appropriate arrangements for student support, including students with 
disabilities 

9. the programme will be subject to appropriate quality management procedures, including mechanisms 
for student representation and engagement 

10. the programme has the support of relevant external bodies and advisers 
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7.     Relationship to Church Curriculum Approval 

 
As TEIs prepare for their validation visits, they will be deciding which programmes and 
modules they propose to offer from September 2014.  These proposals need to be approved 
by the appropriate church bodies in advance of the validation visit to the TEI. 
 
 

Church curriculum approval ensures that: 

 proposed pathways for ordinands and readers/licensed lay ministers meet the 
respective set of church learning outcomes; 

 there is balanced coverage of the main ‘streams’ or strands of the ministerial 
curriculum in such pathways (see Shaping the Future, Church House Publishing, 
2006, pp.73-77.) 

 
 
TEIs submit their ministerial pathway proposals to the Ministry Division.  The TEI’s proposals 
are then considered by a small team working on behalf of the Ministry Division’s Quality in 
Formation Panel.  Should any issues arise from the proposals, these will be communicated 
directly to the TEI by the Secretary of the Quality in Formation Panel.  
 
While we have aligned our processes and deadlines with those of the Ministry 
Division – to provide an integrated experience for TEIs – the validation visit team does 
not need to get involved in this process of approving ministerial pathways.   
 
A member of the Ministry Division (usually the Secretary of the Quality in Formation Panel) 
will be an observing member of the validation visit teams. 

 

  

http://www.churchofengland.org/media/56876/Shaping%20the%20future.doc
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8.     Schedule of Visits 

 
The live Schedule of Visits (including any updated documentation submission dates) 
can be found on the Common Awards website. 

 

 DATE TEI LOCATION DOCS. DUE 

1 08.11.13 SEITE London 14.10.13 

2 18.11.13 St John's College Nottingham 28.10.13 

3 20.11.13 Queen's Foundation Birmingham 23.10.13 

4 26.11.13 St Mellitus College London 29.10.13 

5 11.12.13 Trinity College 
Bristol Baptist College 

Bristol 13.11.13 

6 12.12.13 SWMTC Exeter 14.11.13 

7 07.01.14 Cambridge Federation Cambridge 11.12.13 

8 11.02.14 Cranmer Hall Durham 13.01.14 

9 12.02.14 Lindisfarne RTP North Shields 14.01.14 

10 24.02.14 Yorkshire RTP Mirfield, West 
Yorkshire 

27.01.14 

11 11.03.14 LCTP Carlisle 11.02.14 

12 17.03.14 Ripon College, Cuddesdon Oxford 17.02.14 

13 18.03.14 Guildford Diocese (SCRTP; STETS) Oxford 18.02.14 

14 20.03.14 St Stephen's House Oxford 20.02.14 

15 21.03.14 Wycliffe Hall Oxford 21.02.14 

16 11.04.14 Lincoln School of Theology Lincoln 14.03.14 

 

  

https://www.dur.ac.uk/common.awards/approval/stage2/
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9.     Visit Timeline 

 

Please note that this is a rough guide to give you an indication of the key stages in 

each validation visit.  The timeframes in this table are, therefore, broad ranges.  

Visit  -4 weeks 

TEI submits ministerial pathways proposal to Ministry Division 

TEI submits documents to Durham University.   

The Common Awards Team collates and numbers the documentation 
and circulates it to the visit team members, the external subject 
specialist, and relevant professional services staff (for specialist input) 

Visit  -3 weeks 
The external subject specialist and relevant professional services staff 
provide feedback on the documentation.  This is circulated to all 
members of the validation visit team, or presented at the pre-meeting 

Visit  -2 weeks 

TEI and Durham University confirm the final timetable and other 
arrangements for the visit, including: meeting times; room bookings; 
names of people attending each meeting 

The visit team holds a pre-meeting to discuss the documentation, 
identify areas to explore during the visit, and begin to draft the agenda 
for the day.  If the team requires any additional documents, these are 
identified in the pre-meeting. 

After the pre-meeting, the Secretary to the visit team works with the 
Chair of the visit team to finalise an agenda for the day of the visit. 

V A L I D A T I O N   V I S I T  

Visit  +2 weeks 

The validation visit team finalises the written report that outlines the 
visit team’s findings and details the conditions for approval.   

The Secretary to the visit team works with the TEI to make sure that 
any urgent conditions are addressed as soon as possible. 

Visit  +2-8 weeks 
The written report is considered by the Stage 2 Partnership and 
Programme Approval Panel.   

Visit  +5-10 
weeks 

The Stage 2 Panel’s recommendation of approval is considered by the 
Quality and Standards Sub-Committee (scheduling permitting) 

The outcome of QSSC reported to TEI  

The partnership proposals are considered by the Education Committee 
(scheduling permitting) 
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10.     Visit Team Members 

 

Each validation visit will be conducted by a small team comprised of Durham University staff 
members, a member of the Ministry Division and, in some cases, an external subject 
specialist assessor: 

Team members and roles 
 

 A senior member of the Department of Theology and Religion  
Professor Mike Higton, Professor of Theology and Ministry  

 Chair of validation visit team 

 Chairs team meetings 

 Provides subject-specific input 

 Approves the validation visit report 

 A member of Durham University’s academic or administrative staff 
To be appointed for each validation visit 

 Provides input throughout the process, particularly in relation to curriculum design, 
learning and teaching, assessment, and quality management. 

 A member of Durham University’s Academic Support Office  
Usually Dr Elena Martin, Quality Assurance Manager (Common Awards)  

 Coordinates the validation visit 

 Provides administrative input throughout the process, particularly in relation to 
quality assurance 

 Writes the validation visit report and monitors follow-up actions 

 Provides advice to help the TEI respond to conditions for approval 

 

 The external subject specialist assessor (although normally the University will seek 
their input in writing to inform the validation visit and subsequent report) 
Dr Paul Middleton, University of Chester 

 Assesses and comments on the documentation submitted by the TEI 

 Comments feed into the planning process and the lines of enquiry explored during 
the validation visit 

 Attends the Stage 2 Panel, where the visit report is received and considered 

 

 A member of the Ministry Division, usually the Secretary of the Quality in 
Formation Panel  
Usually Dr David Way 

 Observer 
 

 

Other contributors to the process: 

 Other members of administrative staff to provide secretarial support 

 Library staff 

 Treasurer’s  

 CIS 

 Legal services  
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11.     An evidence-based process 

 

The validation visits have been designed as an evidence-based process.   

At each stage in the process, the validation visit team will be gathering, reviewing and 

discussing evidence provided by the TEI.   

The evidence will be in the form of: 

 Documentation submitted by the TEI before the visit; 

 Additional documentation submitted by the TEI on the day of the visit (if required); 

 Meetings with staff and students on the day of the visit. 

The evidence will be considered against the criteria for approving proposed new 

collaborative partnerships and programmes.   

At the end of the validation visit, the team will review the evidence presented to it against a 

checklist of the criteria.  At this point, the team will decide whether the evidence has 

demonstrated that each criterion has been met.    

As a result of this, the team will determine whether the TEI needs to take any action (in the 

form of ‘conditions’ or ‘recommendations’) before the proposals can be considered by the 

Quality and Standards Sub-Committee.  Any conditions will be formed on the basis of the 

evidence presented to the team. 

Conditions are essential actions that must normally be completed and signed-off before 
the proposals can be recommended to the Quality and Standards Sub-Committee.   

Recommendations are actions that are advisable or desirable but not essential for 
approving the proposals.  While recommendations must be completed by a specified 
deadline, completion of the recommendations is not required before the proposals can be 
recommended to the Quality and Standards Sub-Committee.   

 

After the visit, the Secretary to the visit team will produce a report to outline the team’s 

findings and detail the suggested conditions and recommendations.  The report will be 

based on the evidence presented to the team, and will cross-refer to documentation and 

meetings.   

The Secretary will circulate the draft report to all members of the visit team for comment and 

to ensure that the report provides an accurate representation of the findings.  Once a final 

draft has been produced, the Secretary will send the report to the TEI in order to confirm 

factual accuracy and correct any errors of interpretation. 

Once the report has been finalised, it will be considered by the Stage 2 Partnership and 

Programme Approval Panel before being recommended to QSSC. 
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12.     Documentation 

 

Approximately one month before the review visit, each member of the validation visit 
team will receive a pack of documentation relating to the proposed partnership and 
programmes. 

There will be 3 main sets of documents: 

 

1. University-level documents 

(Sent to you electronically, and available online) 

o Qualification descriptors 
o Level descriptors 
o Generic assessment criteria 
o Principles for the Development of the Taught Curriculum 
o Subject Benchmark Statement for Theology and Religious Studies 

 

 

 

2. Overarching Common Awards documents  

(From the Stage 1 approval process. Sent to you electronically, and available online): 

o Programme specifications and regulations 

o Module outlines 

o Assessment guidance 

 

 

 

3. TEI document submission  
(Sent to you in paper copy and electronically): 

o Self-Evaluation Document (SED), including: 
 An overview of the proposals 
 Information about the TEI (financial, legal, academic) 
 Details of the curriculum, presented as regulations and mappings 
 Information about learning, teaching, and assessment methods  
 Information about quality assurance mechanisms 

o Supporting documents: 
 Financial reports 
 Strategies / Mission Statements 
 Annual / periodic review reports from previous validating body 
 QAA Educational Oversight Reports (where applicable) 
 Information about staff qualifications 

o Cohort-level APL requests 

o Any other supporting documents that the TEI considers to be relevant 

o The full list of required documentation / templates is available online 
 

 

Please let us know if you would like to see some examples of the documents we have received 

from the visits so far.

https://www.dur.ac.uk/common.awards/programmes/university.documents/
https://www.dur.ac.uk/common.awards/programmes/
https://www.dur.ac.uk/resources/common.awards/T2_Self_Evaluation_Document_SED_2013-09-30.doc
https://www.dur.ac.uk/common.awards/approval/stage2/briefing.pack/


Document templates are provided for the TEI as part of an online ‘Briefing Pack’ 

 



 

TEIs are given a checklist to help them collate all the required documents 

Note: TEIs might also wish to submit additional documents to support their proposals 

 



13.     Reviewing the Documentation 

 

When you receive the documentation, you will want to familiarise yourself with the 
key documents before the pre-meeting.   

We suggest that at least one day is needed to read the documents in sufficient detail. 

While you should find all the documents useful, we’d suggest that the first documents you 
might want to read will be: 

 

 The Self-Evaluation Document (SED): 
The SED will provide an introduction to the TEI, and an overview of how its 
proposed programme(s) will align with the overarching programme specifications 
(when reading the SED, you might find it useful to consult the questions for visit 
team members at the end of this handbook). 
 

 The Programme Regulations: 
This document will give you a quick ‘snap-shot’ of the structure of the proposed 
programme(s).  You can compare this structure against the ‘Syllabus’ in the 
overarching programme specifications (see the tips for reviewing programme 
regulations, below). 
 

 The Module Overview Document: 
This document provides a summary of the detailed information that is not specified 
in the overarching module outlines; for example, contact hours, assessment 
methods and weightings, and – in some cases – specific content.  You might want 
to read this document alongside the overarching module outlines (see the tips for 
reviewing the module overview table, below). 
 

 The Curriculum Mapping Document: 
This document will allow you to see – in a quick glance – whether the TEI’s 
selection of modules (from the portfolio of module outlines) will enable students to 
achieve all the programme learning outcomes. 
 

Help! 

Questions to consider when reading the documents 

We have developed a set of questions that you might want to consider when reading 
the documents (particularly the SED).  The questions are included at the end of this 
handbook.    

 

Notes template for visit team members 

When you are reading the documentation, you might want to use the Notes Template 
that we have developed for visit team members.  This template lists all the criteria so 
that you can make notes against each criterion.  You might find it useful to complete 
this document and bring it to the pre-meeting, or even circulate it to other team 
members. 

  

https://www.dur.ac.uk/resources/common.awards/2013-10-14_Panel-Comments-MASTER.docx
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Tips: Reviewing the Programme Regulations 

Key question:  Do the programme regulations align with the programme specification? 

 

Each programme has an overarching programme specification that is available on the Common 
Awards website: 

 

 

 

Towards the end of each programme specification is a ‘syllabus’.  The syllabus sets out the minimum 
number of credits that students must study in each broad area of the programme (e.g. xx credits of 
Biblical Studies modules, xx credits of Ministry and Mission modules): 

 

 

https://www.dur.ac.uk/common.awards/programmes/
https://www.dur.ac.uk/common.awards/programmes/
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As part of their documentation submission, the TEI will submit their programme regulations.  (We 
have suggested that they use our standard template for programme regulations, but this is not 
essential): 

 

 
The visit team will want to assure itself that the requirements of the programme regulations are 
aligned with the requirements of the syllabus within the programme specifications.  To do this, you 
will want to make sure that the programme regulations require the students to undertake the right 
number of credits in each of the areas specified in the syllabus: 

 

 

 

 

http://www.dur.ac.uk/resources/common.awards/T3_Programme_Regulations_UPDATED_2013-12-11.docx


20 | P a g e  
 

Tips: Reviewing the Module Overview Table 

Module Overview Table: Assessment Methods 

 
Key question:  Are the assessment methods selected from the options in the relevant Common 
Awards module outlines? 
 
The Common Awards Scheme has a central portfolio of modules.  TEIs can choose which of these 
modules they wish to offer on their programmes.  The module outlines can be found on the Common 
Awards website: 

 

 

 

Each of the Common Awards module outlines offers a number of different assessment options that 
might be used for that module.  Here is an example from a module outline: 

 

 

 

https://www.dur.ac.uk/common.awards/programmes/
https://www.dur.ac.uk/common.awards/programmes/
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The TEI needs to specify which modules it proposes to deliver on its programmes and – for each of 
the modules – which assessment option it proposes to use for that module.  The TEI provides this 
information in the ‘Module Overview Table’.  Here is a fictional example of a module overview table: 

 

 

The TEI indicates the proposed assessment methods in the right hand column of the module 
overview table: 

 

 

 

TEIs can only propose to use methods of assessment that are included as options in the relevant 
module outline.  Members of the visit team will want to make sure that the proposed methods of 
assessment are aligned with the assessment options in the module outline. 

 

https://www.dur.ac.uk/resources/common.awards/T4_Module_Overview_Table_Updated_04-10-13.docx
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Module Overview Table: Contact Hours 

 
Key question:  Are the contact hours within the Common Awards contact hours parameters? 

 

The Common Awards Scheme has a defined set of contact hours parameters, which state the range 
of contact hours that TEIs might offer for different types of modules.  This Contact Hours 
Parameters Document is available on the Common Awards website. 

 

 

 

The TEI uses the module overview table to provide information about the contact hours it proposes for 
each of its modules:  

 

 

 

When reviewing the module overview table, the visit team will want to assure itself that the contact 

hours are within the parameters set out in the document on the website. 

 

https://www.dur.ac.uk/resources/common.awards/CONTACTHOURS-FrameworkandGuidance.pdf
https://www.dur.ac.uk/common.awards/programmes/
https://www.dur.ac.uk/resources/common.awards/CONTACTHOURS-FrameworkandGuidance.pdf
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14.     Considering APL Requests 

 
The University’s regulations permit up to one-third Accreditation of Prior Learning (APL) for a 
programme of study.  Because of the unique nature of the Common Awards Scheme, the 
University has agreed that – for the first year only – the University would consider, 
exceptionally, requests for a higher proportion of credits as APL (normally up to 50%) for the 
Common Awards Scheme.  This is permitted only as part of the transitional arrangements; 
i.e. for the first entry cohort only. 
 
Many TEIs will wish to submit APL requests for cohorts of students.  We have developed a 
specific template for TEIs to submit their APL request.  The template requires the TEI to 
present a case outlining the context and academic rationale for the request, and a mapping 
document to demonstrate how the cohort of students has already achieved the learning 
outcomes of the proposed Common Awards programme.  Here is an example of what an 
APL mapping document looks like: 
 

 
 
Each APL request will be considered on a case-by-case basis against a set of ‘principles’: 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The validation visit team will consider each request as part of the validation visit.  However, 
the decision of whether to approve the request will be taken by the Chair of the visit team 
after the visit. 

1.  

1. We have committed to considering requests for a greater proportion of APL 
(normally up to 50%), but we have not committed to approving all requests; 

2. APL requests need to demonstrate how previous study is comparable (learning 
outcomes & levels of study); 

3. There must be suitable progression to the Common Awards programme (pre-
requisites must be satisfied); 

4. The overall coherence of the award must be assured; 

5. There must be sufficient material for Durham to make and classify the award. 

 

https://www.dur.ac.uk/resources/academicsupport.office/common.awards/T8_APL_Mapping_Document.docx
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15.     The Pre-Meeting 

 

Approximately 2 weeks before the validation visit, the team will come together for a 

pre-meeting.  This will provide an opportunity for the team members to meet one 

another, reflect on the documentation together, and begin to identify areas for further 

exploration at the visit.   

By the end of the pre-meeting, the visit team should have a clear idea of the key areas for 

exploration at the visit.   

 

If there are any particular issues that the team wishes further clarification on, or if there are 

additional documents that the team would benefit from seeing, the Quality Assurance 

Manager will communicate this to the TEI in advance of the meeting. 

 

After the pre-meeting, the Secretary to the visit team will produce an agenda for the day of 

the visit.  The agenda will highlight the questions that the team will ask in each of the 

meetings.  The Secretary will work with the Chair of the visit team to allocate the questions 

to individual members of the visit team.  Once the agenda has been finalised, the Secretary 

will circulate it to all members of the visit team to help them prepare in advance of the day.   

 

Extract from the template for the agenda for a validation visit:   
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16.     The Validation Visit 

 

Overview 

Each validation visit will take place over the course of 1 day.  The team will be ‘on-site’ at the 
TEI from approximately 9:30am until 4:30pm.  During this time, the team will explore the 
three key areas: 

 The proposed partnership 

 The proposed programmes 

 (questions in relation to the transitional arrangements [APL], if applicable) 

The team will meet with different groups of staff and students to explore the key areas that it 
would have highlighted during the pre-meeting.   

At the end of the visit, the team will meet in private to review the findings and determine 
whether the proposals meet the University’s criteria for approving new partnerships and 
programmes.   

The visit team does not make the decision of whether to approve the partnership or 
programmes; this decision is made through the University’s committee structure after the 
visit.  However, it does produce a formal report (written by the Secretary to the visit team) to 
outline its findings in relation to the criteria.  The draft report will be circulated to all members 
of the visit team so that all participants can offer comments before the report is finalised. 
 

 

Indicative timetable 

We have developed an indicative timetable for illustrative purposes.  The precise timings and 

order are flexible, and will be confirmed after discussion with the TEI.  You will receive a 

draft timetable for discussion at the pre-meeting. 

09:45-10:00 Visit team meeting 

10:00-10:30 Introductions and presentation from TEI 

10:30-11:30 Meeting with senior management 

11:30-13:30 Meeting with programme team 

13:30-14:15 Lunch 

14:15-14:45 Meeting with students 

14:45-15:45 Meeting with programme team 

15:45-16:30 Final questions 

16:30 Visit team departs 

  



17.     Reporting Schedule 

 

(Correct as at 30.01.14.  Dates are subject to change if there are any conditions that need to be addressed by the TEI at key stages) 

 TEI SUBMIT PRE-MEET VISIT AP. PANEL QSSC EC 

1 SEITE (London) 14/10/13 24/10/13 08/11/13 29/11/13 03/02/14 
Circulation and then: 

12/03/13 

2 St John's Nottingham 28/11/13 06/11/13 18/11/13 29/11/13 03/02/14 
Circulation and then: 

12/03/13 

3 Queen's Foundation, Birmingham 23/10/13 05/11/13 20/11/13 29/11/13 03/02/14 
Circulation and then: 

12/03/13 

4 St Mellitus 29/10/13 12/11/13 26/11/13 17/01/14 03/02/14 
Circulation and then: 

12/03/13 

5 Trinity College / Bristol Baptist  13/11/13 28/11/13 11/12/13 17/01/14 03/02/14 
Circulation and then: 

12/03/13 

6 SWMTC, Exeter 14/11/13 28/11/13 12/12/13 17/01/14 03/02/14 
Circulation and then: 

12/03/13 

7 Cambridge Federation 11/12/13 19/12/13 07/01/14 17/01/14 03/02/14 
Circulation and then: 

12/03/13 

8 Cranmer Hall 13/01/14 29/01/13 11/02/14 13/03/14 14/05/14 28/05/14 

9 Lindisfarne 14/01/14 29/01/13 12/02/14 13/03/14 14/05/14 28/05/14 

10 Yorkshire RTP 27/01/14 17/02/14 24/02/14 13/03/14 14/05/14 28/05/14 

11 Lancashire & Cumbria (Carlisle) 11/02/14 19/02/14 11/03/14 23/04/14 14/05/14 28/05/14 

12 Ripon College, Cuddesdon 17/02/14 07/03/14 17/03/14 23/04/14 14/05/14 28/05/14 

13 Guildford Diocese 18/02/14 07/03/14 18/03/14 23/04/14 14/05/14 28/05/14 

14 St Stephen's Oxford 20/02/14 06/03/14 20/03/14 23/04/14 14/05/14 28/05/14 

15 Wycliffe Hall, Oxford 21/02/14 06/03/14 21/03/14 23/04/14 14/05/14 28/05/14 

16 Lincoln School of Ministry 14/03/14 TBA 11/04/14 23/04/14 14/05/14 28/05/14 
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18.     Reporting Flowchart 



19.     Logistics: Travel, Accommodation, Expenses 

 

The Common Awards Team will arrange the travel and overnight accommodation for your 

validation visit (this might not be required for all visits).  We will contact you to discuss your 

preferences and travel requirements in good time ahead of the visit.   

Please note that we must adhere to the relevant University policies regarding travel 

and accommodation, including the use of the most sustainable and cost-effective 

methods of travel.   

We will also be able to reimburse reasonable expenses in line with University policy. 

Depending on the location and duration of your validation visit, this might include reasonable 

expenses relating to refreshments, meals, and non-alcoholic beverages, as well as public 

transport. 

We will be sending you an expenses claim form and guidance nearer the time of your 

validation visit.   

Please make sure that you retain detailed receipts for any claims you wish to make. 
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20.     Contacts 

 

The Common Awards Team is based in Etchells House, 16 South Bailey (near St John’s 

College).  If you have a query, please feel free to visit our office. 

 

Email us:  

If you’d like to email us, please use our shared email account, as this is monitored regularly by 

several members of staff: common.awards@durham.ac.uk 

 

Mail:  

Although we are based in Etchells House, our postal address is St John’s College.   

Common Awards Team 
St John's College 
3 South Bailey 
Durham 
DH1 3RJ 

If you would like to send something in the internal mail, please mark the envelope clearly for the 

attention of the ‘Common Awards Team’. 

 

Contacts:  

Your first point of contact will be either Laura Goodhand or Emma Collier: 

Emma Collier Personal Assistant to Professor Higton 0191 33 43180 

Laura Goodhand Common Awards Assistant 0191 33 43139 

 

mailto:common.awards@durham.ac.uk


COMMON AWARDS 

 

GUIDANCE FOR VALIDATION VISIT TEAMS 

 
Criteria and Questions 

 
This document is designed to help validation visit teams review the documentation, identify gaps in coverage, and 
highlight issues or concerns to be clarified or explored further during the validation visit. 

At the end of the validation visit, the team will produce a written report to outline its findings in relation to the criteria 
below.  The report will be an important part of the evidence-base that the University will use to decide whether to 
approve the proposed partnership and programmes.  As this decision will be made using the following criteria, it is 
important that the validation visit team can assure itself that it has sufficient information regarding all the criteria 
below.  If there are any gaps, or the information is not sufficient to make a judgement, the validation visit team will 
need to prioritise these areas during the validation visit. 

Some of the criteria may be addressed by the documentation submitted by the TEI; others may need to be 
explored further during the validation visit.  This document is intended to provide a starting-point to help validation 
visit teams identify and shape questions to pursue at the visit. 

‘Greyed out’ rows indicate areas that the team will need to report on, but will not need to be considered in detail at 
the pre-meeting. 

 

Criteria and questions for PARTNERSHIP approval 

1 the TEI can contract legally with the University 

 Legal Services will confirm whether the TEI is a single entity that can contract legally with the University. 

2 the TEI is financially stable 

 The Treasurer’s Department will confirm whether the TEI is financially stable and that the programmes will 
be resourced sufficiently and will be sustainable. 

3 the TEI’s mission and educational objectives are consistent with those of the University 

 For Durham’s strategy, see https://www.dur.ac.uk/about/strategy2020/  

4 the overall academic standing of the TEI in relation to its designated role is acceptable 

 This criterion is, in effect, an overview of several other criteria in this section. 

5 the TEI has experience of delivering comparable programmes at a similar level, or is capable of 
delivering programmes at that level 

 Does the TEI have experience of delivering comparable programmes at a similar level?   

 If it does: for how long has the TEI been delivering comparable programmes at a similar level? 

 If not: 

o Is there evidence that it would be capable of delivering programmes at the proposed level; for example:   

 Does the TEI have sufficient and appropriately-qualified staff?   

 Does the TEI have the required learning resources and facilities?   

 Does the TEI have mechanisms and structures in place for teaching, supporting, and assessing 
students at the appropriate level?   

 Is the programme already in existence at another TEI?  

 Do members of staff at the TEI have experience of delivering comparable programmes at a 
similar level?  

 Is there any other evidence that the TEI is capable of delivering the programmes at the proposed 
level? 

  

https://www.dur.ac.uk/about/strategy2020/


 

31 | P a g e  
 

6 where the TEI is known to have or have had previous relationships with other UK awarding 
institutions, it has an acceptable record of partnership with other institutions 

 Does the TEI have (or has it had) a relationship with another UK awarding institution?  If so, which 
institutions?  For how long?  For which programmes?  What is the nature of the relationship(s)?   

 Is there evidence that of an acceptable record of partnership with other awarding institutions; for example, 
do the annual review or periodic review reports demonstrate that the TEI has engaged with the processes 
constructively; that any identified issues have been acted upon and resolved satisfactorily; that the 
relationship was constructive? 

 Are there any issues of concern that need to be clarified or explored further? 

7 the overall quality control and assurance procedures governing the partnership are robust 

 Does the TEI have effective strategies, policies and procedures to assure standards and enhance quality?  
Key areas for exploration include: 

o At present, how is recruitment and admissions conducted?  Does the TEI have an admissions policy?  
How does it ensure that recruitment and admissions are fair and transparent?  What mechanisms does 
it use to ensure that admissions processes are not open to fraud? 

o What mechanisms does the TEI use to assure the quality of assessment; for example, double-marking, 
anonymous marking, external examining, assessment criteria?  How effective are these mechanisms? 

o What procedures does the TEI operate to ensure the security of the assessment process (e.g. to 
reduce the likelihood of cheating; to secure assessment on distance learning programmes; to ensure 
the physical security of exam papers)? 

o How does the TEI involve students in quality management processes?  How does it elicit and respond 
to student feedback?  What mechanisms does it use (e.g. SSCCs, module evaluation questionnaires, 
focus groups)?  How effective are these?   

o What staff development mechanisms does the TEI use (e.g. new staff induction, mentoring, peer 
observation of teaching, annual staff review, training and development)?  How effective are these? 

o What mechanisms does the TEI have for monitoring programmes to assure standards and enhance 
quality (e.g. annual review, periodic review, external and internal reviews)?  How effective are these? 

o What mechanisms does the TEI currently use for curriculum development (changes to modules and 
programmes)?  How rigorous are these?  Does the TEI involve students in curriculum development 
processes? 

o Does the TEI use and review management information to assure standards and enhance quality (e.g. 
information relating to student achievement and progression)? 

8 the overall provision for academic and pastoral support and guidance is adequate 

 How effective is the academic and welfare support that the TEI provides to students?  Does the TEI use a 
tutorial system (or equivalent), or alternative mechanisms (such as open office hours)? 

 How will students be informed about the details of the programme (e.g. learning outcomes, aims, objectives, 
content, assessment criteria)?  How does the TEI currently communicate this information?   

 How will students be given full information about learning and teaching matters?  How does the TEI 
currently provide this information?  How effective is this? 

 How will students receive feedback on their work in order to support their personal development and 
progress? 

 How does the TEI currently monitor student progress?  How does it intend to do this on the proposed 
programmes? 

 Does the TEI have an effective policy and process for receiving and responding to student complaints? 

9 the overall learning support and infrastructure in relation to the ability to meet requirements for 
awards are adequate 

 Can the programmes be resourced within existing or planned resources? 

 Will the number, type and availability of library resources be of an appropriate quality for the proposed 
programmes of study?  Are the library resources (and annual budget for library resources) sufficient?  Are 
there sufficient copies of materials included in the reading lists?  Is there adequate investment in library 
resources? 

 Do students have access to suitable IT resources?  What other library and IT resources can students 
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access locally? 

 How suitable are the teaching facilities and accommodation (e.g. learning and teaching accommodation, 
study rooms, AV equipment, library space and resources)?  How does the TEI ensure that these are 
appropriately sustained and, where possible, enhanced?  

 What are the students’ views on the availability and suitability of learning resources and facilities? 

 Have any issues been raised by the Library or CIS in relation to learning resources?  If so, how does the 
TEI propose to address these? 

10 the overall staffing (academic and support) in relation to the ability to meet requirements for 
awards are adequate 

 What categories of staff are currently employed at the TEI?   

 Are staff members appropriately qualified to teach and assess the programmes?  

 Is there sufficient capacity within each sub-discipline?   

 What procedures, policies or criteria does the TEI use to recruit and select new members of staff with 
appropriate knowledge, skills and experience? 

 How effectively does the TEI provide and promote staff development in relation to learning and teaching 
(e.g. induction, mentoring, training new staff, participation in internal and external training opportunities, 
peer observation of teaching)?  

 Is the staff-student ratio appropriate? 

 Is the level of support staff appropriate? 

 Does the TEI have appropriate policies in place regarding diversity and equality? 

11 appropriate mechanisms are in place to ensure the accuracy of all public information, publicity 
information and promotional activity relating to the partnership 

 Does the TEI currently have appropriate mechanisms for ensuring that public information, publicity 
information and promotional activity is accurate and transparent? 

 Are there any concerns arising from the documentation submitted or the meetings? 

 

Criteria and questions for PROGRAMME approval 

1 the programme is viable in terms of market and likely numbers of entrants 

 What is the anticipated number of entrants to the programmes in September 2014? 

 How does this compare to current and previous numbers of entrants? 

 Is there sufficient demand for the programme from students and employers? 

 Does the TEI have a clear and strategic approach to recruitment? 

 What are the TEI’s recruitment and admissions processes? 

2 the programme will be appropriately resourced (including: teaching staff, support staff, IT, library 
and subject-specific resources) 

 See Criterion 9 of the partnership approval criteria. 

3 the proposed programme will contribute to achieving the aims and objectives of University 
strategy 

 For Durham’s strategy, see https://www.dur.ac.uk/about/strategy2020/  

 Are there any specific aspects of the TEI’s strategy or programme proposals that link with the University’s 
strategic aims and priorities? 

4 the structure and design of the curriculum is appropriate to the aims and learning outcomes, and 
to the target student body 

 How does the structure and design of each proposed programme relate to its respective overarching 
programme specification?  Key areas for exploration include: 

o How effectively will the programme structure enable the programme aims (in the overarching 
programme specifications) to be met? 

o How has the TEI ensured that the content and design of its programmes allow students to progress 

https://www.dur.ac.uk/about/strategy2020/


 

33 | P a g e  
 

towards achieving the programme learning outcomes (as defined in the overarching programme 
specifications)?  Has it achieved this effectively?  Are there any areas of concern (e.g. learning 
outcomes that are only addressed in a small number of modules)?  If so, how does the TEI plan to 
address this?  (You may wish to refer to the TEI’s curriculum mapping document.) 

o Do the programme regulations comply with the syllabus set out in the overarching programme 
regulations (e.g. to ensure that students select a minimum number of credits from certain sub-
disciplines)?  Is the programme coherent? 

o Does the curriculum enable students to progress through the curriculum (e.g. in terms of subject 
knowledge, independent learning, study skills)?  How will students progressively develop their study 
skills, critical thinking, and research skills through the programme?  Has the TEI articulated this 
progression clearly in its documentation?   

o Is the module portfolio appropriate?  Do the available modules enable students to achieve all the level 
and programme learning outcomes?  Does the module portfolio provide sufficient breadth (including 
the study of all core sub-disciplines)?  Does the module portfolio ensure that students will be able to 
specialise and study certain topics or areas in greater depth? 

o Is the programme design suited to the target students?  Does the target student body have any 
specific needs (e.g. mature students returning to education after several years)?  If so, is the 
curriculum designed effectively to meet these needs? 

o Is the TEI proposing to introduce any new modules?  If so, how do the modules contribute to the 
curriculum design?  Are the module learning outcomes aligned with the programme learning 
outcomes (in the overarching programme specification)?  Are the module learning outcomes aligned 
with the University’s level descriptors?   

o Has the TEI indicated the specific content of existing modules where the overarching module outlines 
permit flexibility in content?  Has the TEI specified the indicative reading list for existing modules 
where the overarching module outlines permit flexibility? 

o If the TEI is proposing to introduce pre- or co-requisites, are these supported by a convincing 
academic rationale? 

o Has the TEI involved students in the design and development of the proposed programmes? 

5 the programme will employ methods of teaching, learning and assessment which will enable the 
learning outcomes to be achieved by the typical students and that achievement to be measured 

 Are the proposed methods of teaching and learning appropriate?  Are they within the parameters set in the 
overarching module outlines? 

 Do the proposed methods of teaching, learning and assessment enable achievement of the intended 
learning outcomes for individual modules and the programme as a whole to be assessed? 

 How does the balance of learning and teaching change over the duration of the programmes?  How does 
this enable and support student progression and skills development? 

 What support is available to students undertaking dissertations and research projects?  Is this sufficient to 
enable students to achieve the learning outcomes? 

 What evidence is there of the effectiveness of the learning and teaching provided by the TEI? 

 Are the proposed methods of summative assessment within the parameters set in the overarching module 
outlines and the assessment guidance? 

 How will the TEI ensure that the modes of summative assessment it will employ will enable students to 
achieve the learning outcomes (as defined in the overarching programme specifications)?  How does the 
TEI ensure that the modes of assessment will enable that achievement to be measured? 

 How will the TEI ensure that the modes, nature and content of its assessment remain fit for purpose?  How 
will it enhance its provision in this area? 

 How do the modes of assessment promote student learning? 

 How does the TEI intend to make use of the overarching assessment criteria?   

 Do students know what they need to do to succeed in their programme of studies?  Do students know what 
they need to do to achieve a given mark in assessed work? 

 How will formative assessment be used to facilitate student learning and development?  What methods of 
formative assessment will be used?  

 Are methods of teaching, learning and assessment inclusive? 

 Are the contact hours broadly within the parameters set in the overarching Common Awards framework?  
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Are they broadly comparable with those for similar modules and programmes at Durham University?  Are 
the contact hours appropriate to the level of study and the nature of the modules?  Are contact hours for 
dissertations and research projects appropriate? 

 Does the TEI have a policy on the provision of feedback on assessed work (e.g. incorporating turnaround 
times for assessed work)?  Is this policy implemented consistently?  Are students aware of this policy?  How 
effective is the TEI’s approach to providing students with feedback on assessed work in order to support 
their learning? 

 Do students feel that they receive sufficient, timely and constructive feedback on their work? 

6 appropriate arrangements are in place for field trips and placements 

 Is the TEI proposing to include placements as an assessed part of the programme?  What is the nature of 
the placements?  Where are the placements?  Who are the placement providers?  Who are the placement 
supervisors (members of the TEI)?  Are placements compulsory?  Are they assessed?   

 How is the decision made as to where each student’s placement should be undertaken?  

 Are relevant health and safety policies, insurance arrangements, and DBS check processes in place? 

 How effective are the processes to brief students before their placement, support them during it, and debrief 
them when they return from placement?  Is there a learning agreement (or similar) in place? 

 What academic and welfare arrangements in place for placements?  Do students feel that they receive 
sufficient advice, information, and support to successfully complete the placements?   

 How will the placements be assessed?  Who will assess the placements (staff at the TEI / on-site placement 
supervisors)?  How will assessment be moderated and quality assured?  Is training available for people who 
are conducting the assessment (if external to the TEI)?  What arrangements are in place for resits in the 
event that a student does not pass an assessed placement in the first attempt? 

 How will reasonable adjustments for students with disabilities be addressed? 

7 the programme has appropriately addressed the University’s Principles for the Development of the 
Taught Curriculum 

 Has the TEI effectively considered the University’s Principles for the Development of the Taught Curriculum: 
in particular, the principles relating to research-teaching links and study skills development? 

 How will the learning, teaching and assessment methods encompass research-led education?  How will 
students be encouraged and supported to engage with critical theological reflection? 

 How, and how effectively, has research informed the curricula of the TEI’s educational provision? 

 How, and how effectively, does the TEI’s curricula offer students opportunities to engage in research-based 
activities? 

 How, and how effectively, does the TEI’s curricula train students for, and support them in, undertaking 
research-based activities? 

 How is this communicated to students?  Are students aware of the way that the TEI links / plans to link 
research and teaching, and do they feel this is done / will be done in an effective way that adds / will add 
value to their educational experience? 

 How does policy and practice in all areas (including the provision and use of support staff) support 
academic staff to engage at high levels in both areas of activity (research and teaching)? 

8 the programme will have appropriate arrangements for student support, including students with 
disabilities 

 How effective is the overall strategy for the academic support of students?  How effectively is learning 
supported and facilitated by the department’s mechanisms for providing academic support to students?  Are 
students aware of these mechanisms? 

 Are there effective arrangements for admissions and induction?   

 What arrangements does the TEI have for student support (e.g. personal tutors or advisers, open office 
hours, welfare and support staff)?  How effective are these?  How do distance learning students receive 
support? 

 How are student support needs identified and addressed (e.g. induction, skills audits, support services)?  
How will the needs of specific groups of students (e.g. mature students, part-time students, distance 
learning students) be addressed? 

 Where do students go when they have concerns: about academic issues; about non-academic issues? 
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 How effective are the materials provided by the department to support student learning (e.g. handbooks, 
online resources)? 

 Do students know what they need to do to successfully complete their programme? 

 Does the TEI offer careers advice to students?   If so, how effective is this? 

 What reasonable adjustments (and other considerations in relation to learning and teaching) be made for 
students with disabilities?  Does the TEI have prior experience of this?  Are the TEI’s plans for addressing 
the needs of students with disabilities appropriate? 

9 the programme will be subject to appropriate quality management procedures, including 
mechanisms for student representation and engagement 

See also Criterion 7 for partnership approval (above). 

 Are the overall quality control and assurance procedures governing the partnership robust? 

 How is the student voice ‘heard’ at the TEI?  Does the TEI include student representatives on its 
committees and boards?  Does the TEI operate a SSCC?  How effective are these mechanisms for 
students to raise issues?  Are student concerns considered in an effective and timely way?  Does the TEI 
provide feedback to students on any considerations or actions taken as a result of student feedback?  Are 
there any examples of this?  Are students aware of these mechanisms? Do students know who their student 
representatives are?   

 Does the TEI use module / course evaluation questionnaires?  If so, how are the results considered?   Is 
action taken in response to the feedback?  Are the results of the process reported back to the student body?  
How effective is this mechanism? 

 Have students been consulted on the development of the new curriculum?  How effectively have their views 
been considered and responded to? 

 What are the TEI’s current processes for curriculum design and review, and how effective are these? 

 Has the TEI engaged in previous review processes constructively with a view to evaluating provision and 
identifying areas for improvement (e.g. the review processes of the current validating body or the Ministry 
Division)? 

 How effectively has the TEI engaged with external examiners to assure and enhance the TEI’s provision? 

 For TEIs with distance learning, what / how effective are the processes for ensuring the effectiveness and 
security of assessment for students studying at a distance from the TEI? 

 How effectively does the TEI review and consider placement learning? 

 How does the TEI identify and disseminate internal and external examples of good practice? 

10 the programme has the support of relevant external bodies and advisers 

 Has the Ministry Division approved the curriculum design (in relation to the church learning outcomes)?  Is 
the Ministry Division supportive of the proposed programmes? 

 Is the external subject specialist supportive of the proposed programmes?  Has the external subject 
specialist raised any issues or concerns for further exploration at the validation visit?   

 Have any other external bodies and advisers been involved in the curriculum design process?  Have their 
views been taken into consideration? 

 

Principles for considering APL REQUESTS 

1 Is the request within the University’s guidelines (normally up to 50%, or exceptionally up to 66% for the BA)? 

2 Is the request supported by a strong academic rationale and a clear mapping exercise to demonstrate that 
previous study is comparable (in relation to the level learning outcomes, content, progression, etc.)? 

3 Does the request confirm that there is suitable progression to the proposed new programmes (i.e. that pre-
requisites have been satisfied)? 

4 Does the request confirm that the overall programme (from the perspective of both the student and the 
University) will be coherent? 

5 Does the request confirm that there is sufficient material for Durham University to make and classify the 
award? 

 


