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The Collaborative Provision Regulations operate on the basis that:
· courses leading to the University’s awards may be devised and delivered in collaboration with another institution, or
· arrangements may be made under which a course already approved by the University is delivered either partly or wholly by another institution.
The University expects all staff considering or working with collaborative provision to understand that the University:
· Must adopt a risk-based approach to the development of Collaborative Provision 
· Must maintain the standard and quality of its awards
· Retains control of the arrangements for validation, approval and evaluation of the course and for the assessment of students to make sure that the delivery environment is appropriate to higher education.
· Expects students studying off campus to have a commensurate experience to students studying on the Queensgate Campus.
The Collaborative Provision Regulations:
· Ensure both partners and the University comply with legal, regulatory and quality assurance obligations to demonstrate fairness and accountability for all students whether they be home or overseas students. 
· Should be used alongside the Collaborative Provision Procedures.
· The Collaborative Provision Regulations follow the lifecycle of collaborative provision:
· Part 1 prescribes how to take forward collaborative provision ideas
· Part 2 outlines the mandatory validation process for collaborative provision
· Part 3 addresses ongoing quality assurance elements that collaborative provision must undergo.
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The Committee which oversees all Collaborative Provision activity on behalf of University Teaching and Learning Committee (UTLC)
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An articulation arrangement is where the University and an external institution enter into a formal joint agreement to confirm that the learning outcomes and standards required for the award of University credit can be satisfactorily demonstrated through successful completion of the external institution’s own award or credit. Such an agreement would allow entry to an identified University award with advanced standing. Arrangements for the validation of articulation arrangements are detailed separately in the Quality Assurance Procedures for Taught Courses and Research Awards https://www.hud.ac.uk/policies/registry/qa-procedures/.
[bookmark: _Toc63615025][bookmark: _Toc64194155][bookmark: _Toc64292402][bookmark: _Toc64296439][bookmark: _Toc69725397][bookmark: _Toc69725558][bookmark: _Toc129847746][bookmark: _Toc139965708][bookmark: _Toc228372747][bookmark: _Toc228372817][bookmark: _Toc228373091][bookmark: _Toc228373657][bookmark: _Toc228376805][bookmark: _Toc228429446]CoC/Contract of Collaboration
The operational contract the University and Partner Institution sign following approval of a validation event by Academic Partnerships Board (APB).
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Cotutelle is an agreement on joint supervision at doctoral degree level between the University and another organisation which leads to a single award from the University.
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The Course Administration Collaborative Provision team are responsible for course and students’ academic records. This includes enrolments, suspensions, transfers, withdrawals, student marks and Course Assessment Meetings.
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Designed and delivered is a programme of study developed by an external institution and presented for validation by the University as an award of the University. Once validated, the delivery of the award is undertaken by the external institution.
In 2018-19, the vast majority of colleges who offer University of Huddersfield awards via the Education and Training Consortium (ETC) run by the school of Education and Professional Development switched to this type of provision.
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Dual/Double degrees are where students earn two separate degrees often in different fields of study from two or more institutions.
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An activity where the University contracts a third party (such as another HEI, Sponsor or employer) to deliver provision for them on or off campus which generates in excess of £500,000. This will be a closed course.
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Where University of Huddersfield staff travel to another institution to teach UoH courses and there is no teaching or support from that institution.
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A franchise describes the arrangement whereby the whole, part of (for example one year of a two year course), or discrete parts (such as individual modules) of a course are delivered in an institution other than the University by academic staff not employed by the University.
A small number of colleges who offer University of Huddersfield awards via the Education and Training Consortium (ETC) are not SFE registered and operate under a franchise arrangement.
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A joint award is a single course devised and delivered jointly between two or more institutions and leading to the conferment of a single award in the name of all partners. Arrangements for the validation of joint awards are detailed separately in the Quality Assurance Procedures for Taught Courses and Research Awards.
If you are considering developing a joint award, contact the Head of Quality Assurance as soon as possible.
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This describes an arrangement whereby a course validated by the University and taught by University staff is delivered at an off-campus location. It is the role of the partner institution to support student learning through provision of an appropriate range of learning resources, including library and computing facilities, and administrative, promotional and marketing services. The proportion of teaching by University staff must constitute at least one third of the total taught delivery for each module. The University of Huddersfield must produce all learning materials.
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Any institution which enters into a Collaborative Provision arrangement with the University is referred to as a Partner Institution.
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A member of the Reviews and Partnerships team who is assigned to partner institutions as additional support. The role is primarily to answer queries and to signpost the partner to the appropriate contact.
[bookmark: _Toc228376817][bookmark: _Toc228429458]Reviews and Partnerships team
The Reviews and Partnership team are responsible for the collaborative provision approvals process and for all aspects of collaborative provision quality assurance.
[bookmark: _Toc228372760][bookmark: _Toc228372830][bookmark: _Toc228373104][bookmark: _Toc228373670][bookmark: _Toc228376818][bookmark: _Toc228429459]Serial Franchising
Serial franchising is effectively sub-contracting by a PI to a third party. The University does not permit this under any circumstances and only allows its courses to be delivered collaboratively following formal validation directly by the University itself.
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Part 1 of the Collaborative Provision Regulations operates on the basis that:
· All new collaborative provision ideas must undergo a thorough risk assessment.
· Academic Partnerships Board (APB) will carry out the risk assessment on behalf of the University.
· Following approval of a new business case, relevant validation events will be held before a partner is formally approved to deliver University courses.
· The Contract of Collaboration will address the operational elements of collaborative provision and ensure that quality assurance monitoring is carried out by the University.


[bookmark: _Toc228429462]1.1 Risk Analysis for New Collaborative Provision Ideas
1.1.1 The University must undertake a risk analysis for any new Collaborative Provision arrangement to make sure the partnership:
· Is viable.
· Fits with the strategic direction of the University (the University strategy map must be considered when initial proposals are created).
· Will not cause harm to the University’s reputation.
1.1.2 Before each new Collaborative Provision idea can proceed to validation it must:
· Have Dean’s written approval of the outline idea.
· Have indicative Pro Vice-Chancellor (Teaching and Learning) and Deputy Vice-Chancellor approval of the outline idea.
· Be supported by a business case which has been approved via Academic Partnerships Board (APB).
1.1.3 The Reviews and Partnerships team (reviewsandpartnerships@hud.ac.uk) must be included in any correspondence about a new collaborative provision arrangement from the initial stages onwards.
[bookmark: _Toc228429463]1.2 Initial Proposals
1.2.1 Initial proposals must indicate the type of collaborative provision arrangement the school plans to deliver.
1.2.2 The types of collaborative provision recognised by the University are described below:
· Franchised collaborative provision – where the partner is approved to teach a course already validated for on-campus delivery. The validation event considers the ability of the partner to deliver University course content and the strategic alignment of the partner to the University strategy.
· Designed and delivered collaborative provision – where the University validates a course which is the intellectual property of a partner for delivery at the partner. To note that usually designed and delivered courses will not need tier 1 or tier 2 validations as all aspects can be addressed by a collaborative provision validation.
· Off-campus Delivery of University Provision Led by University Staff (ODUPLUS) – where University staff travel to a partner to deliver a University course usually via block delivery and continue to support the students remotely. The partner provides some support to students in the form of library and computing facilities, administrative, promotional or marketing. The proportion of teaching by University staff must constitute at least one third of the total taught delivery for each module.
· Flying faculty – where a course validated by the University is taught and supported wholly by University staff but is delivered at an off-campus location. The partner will not be involved in the support of student learning or its administration. Normally these courses are associated with the partner’s CPD processes. Flying Faculty may be deemed to be lower risk provision if the course is a closed course (i.e. it is not available for open recruitment beyond students from a particular known partner) and is a once-only delivery.
· Cotutelle (Single Award) – An agreement on joint supervision at doctoral degree level, leading to a single award from the University.
· Cotutelle (Dual Award) – An agreement on joint supervision at doctoral degree level, leading to an award being issued from each University involved in the supervision.
· Joint Awards – A joint award is a single course devised and delivered jointly between two or more institutions and leading to the conferment of a single award in the name of all partners. Arrangements for the validation of joint awards are detailed separately in this Handbook.
· Articulation – whereby the University and an external institution enter into a formal joint agreement to confirm that the learning outcomes and standards required for the award of University credit can be satisfactorily demonstrated through successful completion of the external institution’s own award or credit. Such an agreement would allow entry to an identified University award with advanced standing.
· Dual awards – Where the University may collaborate with another higher education institution in devising a course of studies leading to an award from each institution. The arrangements for the validation and evaluation of such courses will be subject to the approval of the Senate and must be designed to safeguard the standards of the University’s awards.
1.2.3 All initial proposal approvals must be forwarded to the Reviews and Partnerships team so that a complete record of any new partnership can be created and retained centrally. 
1.2.4 Business cases should only be created once the Pro Vice-Chancellor (Teaching and Learning) and Deputy Vice-Chancellor have given indicative approval.
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1.3.1 Once indicative approval for a new partnership is gained, the school should then visit any potential new partner institution ahead of completing the business case, if this has not already been done. 
1.3.2 The initial visit must address:
· Premises Suitability: Ensure the premises are suitable for delivering the proposed courses.
· Student Experience: Confirm that the institution can provide students with an experience and support equivalent to what they would receive on campus.
· Compliance with Laws and Regulations: Verify that facilities comply with applicable laws, including health and safety, accessibility, and other relevant regulations.
· Reputational Risk Management: Mitigate any potential reputational risks to the University. eg: links to the military and in a hostile state, political, ethical and behavioural alignments which conflict with the values and principles of the University.
1.3.3 The outcomes of the visit should be added to the business case.
[bookmark: _Toc228429465]1.4 Business Cases
1.4.1 All business cases are considered by Academic Partnership Board to assess ethical and financial viability and to prescribe the appropriate Quality Assurance and validation processes that must be followed. The business case must include statements from:
· The International Office (if needed).
· Finance.
· Computing and Library Services (see Appendix 1 for the Computing and Library Services statement on support offered through collaborative provision arrangements).
1.4.2 The Reviews and Partnerships team should be notified and consulted before you start work on a business case. 
1.4.3 Where a business case:
· is approved by APB, it will then progress to the validation stage. Schools should contact the Reviews and Partnerships team to discuss the next steps.
· is not approved by APB, the proposer may be able to amend it in line with APB feedback. Schools should discuss the amendments with the Reviews and Partnerships team and present the revised business case to the next APB for approval. 
· is rejected by APB, schools should contact the Reviews and Partnerships team to agree a plan to inform the partner of the outcome.
1.4.4 See Appendix 2 for a copy of the Collaborative Provision Business Case Form.
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1.5.1 Normally a full business case will need to be completed, but in some cases where there is less risk involved in a project, APB may agree that a low risk business case is sufficient.
1.5.2 Low risk CP events may be suitable if a Collaborative Provision idea is:
A once-only delivery.
A closed course; ie it is only open to students from a particular known partner.
Delivered, assessed and supported 100% by University staff, but away from the main campus.
1.5.3 If members of staff think that a CP idea might fall into a low risk category, they should contact the Reviews and Partnerships team (Reviewsandpartnerships@hud.ac.uk) to discuss this. Note that APB will still need to approve a low risk idea. See Appendix 3 for a copy of the Low Risk Collaborative Provision Business Case Form.
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1.6.1 Where a Collaborative Provision idea includes courses in more than one school, the proposer must:
· Gain indicative approval from the Deans of any schools involved. 
· Agree how much involvement the Deans and relevant course teams will have in the development stage. 
· Consider if relevant school staff need to be included in the initial visit to a partner particularly if the courses involved include specialist resources.
· Decide a lead school for the partnership.
1.6.2 Any school involved in a potential new partnership must also be included in the completion of the business case to ensure full transparency of the new collaborative provision arrangement.
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1.7.1 Initial CP ideas must factor in realistic timescales as a new partnership can take at least a year from the initial idea to delivery. New ideas should normally follow the academic schedule below:
	Date
	Required action

	August
	Schools notify the Reviews and Partnerships team (R&P) (reviewsandpartnerships@hud.ac.uk) about any new collaborative provision ideas for the forthcoming year for R&P to add to the CP Schedule.

	End of August
	R&P add revalidation events to the schedule.

	October
	Academic Partnerships Board approves the collaborative provision schedule for the new academic year.


Note: R&P will try to accommodate any late notification of a CP event where possible.
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1.8.1 An Enterprise Taught Programme (ETP) is where:
· The University contracts directly with a third party to provide a taught programme for them. The third party may be another HEI, an employer or a sponsor.
· The programme will involve on or off Queensgate campus delivery, to a cohort of students proposed by the third party (a closed programme), that can be credit bearing or non-credit bearing.
· The contract will generate in excess of £500k in income.
1.8.2 Staff wishing to pursue an ETP, will need to inform Reviews and Partnerships team who will then refer the project to APB so that they can assess ethical and financial viability. Staff will need to:
· complete the briefing form in Appendix 4 to present to APB along with the CP Financial Appraisal Model.
· supply sufficient information so that APB can make an informed decision.
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1.9.1 Where specialist skill or knowledge does not exist within the University, but this knowledge is required for Apprentices to succeed on the course (such as functional skills provision), the University uses subcontractors. The existing CP approvals process is used for selecting and approving subcontractors.
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1.10.1 Post Graduate Research collaborative provision arrangements usually mean that a research student will be studying a part of their degree with another organisation or institution (third party). Arrangements include:

	Type of Arrangement 
	Level of Risk

	Individual Cotutelle (Single Award) (i.e. joint supervision between the University and a member of staff from another organisation who is not acting as external supervisor)

	Low

	Multiple Candidate Cotutelles either in single or multiple cohorts

	Medium

	Individual Cotutelle (Dual Award) (i.e. joint supervision between the University and a member of staff from another organisation leading to two separate awards) 

	Medium to High

	Off Campus Delivery of PGR provision by members of University staff at a location other than Queensgate.

	Medium to High

	Dual Awards* where the University may collaborate with another higher education institution in devising a course of studies leading to an award from each institution.

	High to Very High

	Joint Awards* where a single course devised and delivered jointly between two or more institutions and leading to the conferment of a single award in the name of all partners.

	Very High


General principles of cotutelle arrangements
1.10.2 The University operates the following principles of cotutelle arrangements:
· Under cotutelle arrangements, students must normally attend campus for at least the minimum number of days set out in the PGR Regulations. This includes attendance at progression and monitoring meetings.
· For Off-Campus, Dual and Joint Awards, campus attendance requirements will be defined in the partnership agreement and may vary depending on the agreed delivery model.
· Schools must ensure that students studying through partnership arrangements receive a research student experience equivalent to on-campus students.
· Schools must monitor the effectiveness of delivery through normal University quality assurance processes.
· Graduate Board and APB may set conditions of approval and request a site visit, funded by the school.
· Approval will normally be granted for up to five years, after which reapproval is required.


Three main types of PGR collaborative provision
1.10.3 The PGR collaborative provision arrangements fall into three broad categories relating to risk involved:
· Individual cotutelles.
· Cotutelles involving multiple candidates.
· Dual and Joint Awards and Off Campus Delivery.
Initial Requests for Dual Awards, Joint Awards and Off Campus Delivery 
1.10.4 Schools must gain Senate approval to progress with dual and joint awards and PGR off campus delivery as there is a high risk involved in their development. 
1.10.5 Dual and Joint Awards are normally limited to arrangements of strategic importance to the University and may mean separate validation processes are needed. Schools must discuss any ideas they have for dual and joint awards with Registry and Academic Development before progressing them.
1.10.6 For Dual and Joint Awards, the Business Case must confirm that the partner is legally permitted to award research degrees. The Business Case must confirm that the partner is legally permitted to award dual research degrees. See Appendix 5 for a copy of the Dual Award Cotutelle Request Proforma and Workflow.
Business Cases for Dual Awards, Joint Awards and Off Campus Delivery
1.10.7 Due to the higher level of risk involved in off-campus provision, dual awards and joint awards, schools must submit a business case for approval by Graduate Board and APB. 
Initial Individual and Multiple Candidate Cotutelle Requests
1.10.8 Before each new individual and multiple candidate cotutelle idea can proceed to validation it must:
· Have Dean’s written approval of the outline idea.
· Have indicative Pro Vice-Chancellor (Teaching and Learning) and Deputy Vice-Chancellor approval of the outline idea.
· Be supported by a business case which has been approved by both Graduate Board and Academic Partnerships Board (APB)
1.10.9 The Reviews and Partnerships team (reviewsandpartnerships@hud.ac.uk) must be included in any correspondence about a new PGR collaborative provision arrangement from the initial stages onwards. See Appendix 6 for a copy of the Single Award Cotutelle Request Proforma.
Approval of Individual Cotutelle Arrangements
1.10.10 Requests for approval of individual cotutelles must be:
· Submitted by the Director of Graduate Education using the PGR Cotutelle Proforma.
· Approved by a Dean.
· Consider the cotutelle costing model. Contact Reviewsandpartnerships@hud.ac.uk for a copy.
1.10.11 Approved arrangements will be noted by APB.
Approval of Cotutelle Arrangements Involving Multiple Candidates
1.10.12 For cotutelles involving multiple students, schools must also submit:
· Proposed student numbers.
· Financial arrangements, including fee income.
· Commentary from the International Office where the partner is overseas.
PGR Collaborative Provision Contracts or Agreements
1.10.13 PGR partnership arrangements must have a written agreement or contract. The type of document and its content will vary depending on the proposal. Registry and Academic Development and the proposer must consult the Legal Office for advice on the type of written agreement needed.
[bookmark: _Toc228429472]1.11 Articulation Arrangements
1.11.1 An articulation arrangement:
· is a formal agreement between the University and another institution.
· confirms that a student who successfully completes the other institution’s qualification has met the required learning outcomes and standards of a University award.
· allows the student to progress directly into a specified University programme with advanced standing.
1.11.2 Students progressing to a University course through an articulation arrangement must still submit an application. Admission is not guaranteed, and the University reserves the right to refuse entry.
1.11.3 Applications submitted independently by applicants claiming Accredited Prior Learning (APL) or using school-approved tariffs for advanced entry based on commonly held qualifications, do not count as articulation arrangements and must be processed through standard admissions procedures. Applications to top‑up degrees are also excluded and must be handled through the normal admissions process.
1.11.4 The school that owns the course is responsible for initiating an articulation arrangement with another institution.
1.11.5 All academic and curriculum matters relating to articulation arrangements must be approved by a Tier 1 or Tier 2 Accreditation and Validation Panel.
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[bookmark: appr][bookmark: Enttprog][bookmark: _Toc139965728]1.12 Approval Process for Initial Ideas 
1.12.1 Schools should complete the steps outlined below to gain University approval of an initial collaborative provision idea. Note that if your proposal is with an existing CP institution, your proposal may fall into low risk CP procedures (see Lower Risk CP Procedures):
	[bookmark: SAIA]Step
	Action

	1
	Write a summary of the CP idea and gain written approval from your Dean of School.

	2
	Notify the Reviews and Partnerships team as soon as possible

	3
	The Reviews and Partnerships team will provide advice about how to gain indicative approval from the PVC (T&L) and DVC

	4
	Once indicative approval to proceed has been given, review the information needed in the business case, Appendix 2 and visit the PI if this has not already been done (see School’s Initial Visit to a Potential New PI)

	5
	Complete the business case, asking the Reviews and Partnerships team for advice if needed (email reviewsandpartnerships@hud.ac.uk)

	6
	Submit the completed business case, along with statements from the Finance, Computing and Library Services and the International Office (if needed) to reviewsandpartnerships@hud.ac.uk

	7
	Rework the business case to consider points raised in the Registry Commentary (if needed)

	8
	Resubmit the business case for APB approval

	9
	Once APB approval is received, the planning process for validation events begins


[bookmark: lorik][bookmark: strat][bookmark: _Toc64194181][bookmark: _Toc64292421][bookmark: _Toc139965729]1.13 Guidance on Institutional Visits to inform the Institutional Approval and Validation process.
1.13.1 The institutional visit, conducted prior to the institutional approval and validation event, as part of the process to establish the suitability of a potential partner, serves several key objectives:
· Premises Suitability: Ensure the premises are suitable for delivering the proposed courses.
· Student Experience: Confirm that the institution can provide students with an experience and support equivalent to what they would receive on campus.
· Compliance with Laws and Regulations: Verify that facilities comply with applicable laws, including health and safety, accessibility, and other relevant regulations.
· Reputational Risk Management: Mitigate any potential reputational risks to the university. eg: links to the military and in a hostile state, political, ethical and behavioural alignments which conflict with the values and principles of the university.
1.13.2 A report detailing the findings of the visit will inform the Institutional Approval Event. See the Visiting New Collaborative Partner Locations: Pre-Visit Preparation figure for details about what to consider.
 
	Visiting New Collaborative Partner Locations: Pre-Visit Preparation
Create a Visit Schedule:
Plan the visit to ensure sufficient time for the following:
· Key Premises Inspection: Including classrooms, libraries, staff offices, and labs.
· External Area Evaluation: Assess the campus surroundings, transport links, and external facilities.
· Allocate Review Time: Ensure enough time for a thorough review of each area.
· Stakeholder Engagement: Include time for interactions with students and staff, ensuring relevant staff (e.g., operations, compliance, education quality) are available for queries.
Conducting the Visit
Premises Inspection:
· Classroom Facilities:
· Inspect the condition and layout of classrooms.
· Ensure appropriate teaching tools (whiteboards, projectors, seating).
· Evaluate lighting, ventilation, and noise levels.
· Confirm the space is adequate for the expected student numbers.
· Academic Support Facilities:
· Review libraries, computer labs, and study areas.
· Assess the availability and quality of learning resources (books, online platforms, software).
· Administrative Offices:
· Evaluate accessibility and layout.
· Confirm compliance in managing student records and institutional policies.
· Health and Safety Standards:
· Inspect emergency exits, fire safety equipment, first aid stations, and muster points.
· Check accessibility for students with disabilities (ramps, elevators).
· Ensure toilet facilities are appropriately located and accessible.
· ICT Infrastructure:
· Review technology infrastructure (Wi-Fi, computer stations, interactive tools).
· Assess the online learning platform (if applicable).
Engage with Stakeholders:
· Faculty and Staff: Engage with faculty to understand their experience with the facilities, resources, teaching conditions, and administrative support.
· Students: Conduct informal interviews or surveys to gather feedback on learning spaces, resources, and overall experience.
· Management: Discuss institutional policies, accreditation status, growth plans, and student complaint handling processes.
Debriefing:
Thank staff for their time and share initial findings, keeping the process open and transparent.
Post Visit
Complete and submit the following visit form to reviewsandpartnerships@hud.ac.uk together with any additional evidence such as photographs or video footage of the teaching areas.



	Institutional Approval Visit Report

	Name of Institution: 
Name of person completing visit: 
Date of Visit:                                                                  

	Classroom facilities

	Please tick areas evaluated:
☐Classrooms ☐Library ☐Computer labs ☐Labs ☐Study areas
General comments:
(Provide specific observations on the condition, lighting, ventilation, capacity, and functionality of these spaces.)




	External area

	Please tick amenities available: 
☐Public transport ☐supermarket ☐food outlets ☐gym ☐parking
General comments:
(Describe the external environment surrounding the institution, considering convenience, accessibility, and available services.)




	Health and Safety and Accessibility

	Please tick as appropriate:
Fire exits well signed
Fire evacuation information displayed
Ramps and lifts were available where required
Appropriate accessible facilities 
First Aid point
	Yes
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
	No
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
	N/A
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐

	General comments:
(Provide any observations or concerns regarding health and safety measures and the accessibility of the institution.)

	


	ICT Infrastructure

	Please tick as appropriate:
	Yes
	No
	N/A

	Sufficient computers available
WiFi available and sufficient speed min 2Mbps (able to make a Teams call)
Computers meet minimum requirements (windows 10, 16GB RAM) less than 5 years old.
	☐
☐
☐
	☐
☐
☐
	☐
☐
☐

	General comments:
(Offer feedback on the institution's ICT infrastructure, including connectivity, availability, and quality of devices.)




	Stakeholder comments

	Please tick people who you were able to speak to:
☐Faculty staff ☐Students ☐Support staff ☐Management
General comments:
(Summarise the feedback received from different stakeholders about their experiences or concerns.)




	Recommendations to the Institutional Approval Panel

	Based on findings, provide a clear recommendation regarding the institution’s approval or validation status subject to any conditions and recommendations.








1.14 Lower Risk CP Procedures
1.14.1 If a business case fits the low risk criteria, a low risk CP event will be triggered by the Reviews and Partnerships team. This is usually a desk-based event. Each proposal will be assessed individually and a desk-based event may include a video link to the partner institution if appropriate or be followed by a visit to the PI location.
	Step
	Action

	1
	School/Reviews and Partnerships Team identify that a proposal is suitable for the low risk validation process

	2
	PVC (T&L) gives approval for event to follow low risk CP validation route

	3
	School completes a Low Risk Collaborative Provision Business Case form (see Appendix 3) and indicates that they would prefer:
A desktop event at the University with course team and independent chair
A small virtual validation event at the University with the course team, an independent chair plus representatives from the institution, with comments from an external panel member
A desktop event at the University with the course team and an independent chair followed by a visit to the partner institution for a Risk Assessment form to be completed

	4
	APB approves the low risk form

	5
	Approval received by school and planning process for the validation events begins


[bookmark: _Toc64194182]1.15 Considering University and Collaborative Provision Strategy in New CP Proposals
1.15.1 You need to consider the University strategy map at the start of any new CP arrangement University strategy map link . Include a bullet list which highlights the relevant part of the strategy your project falls into in the following documents:
The initial idea you send to your Dean and then to Registry (see the steps in Approval Process for Initial Ideas) for PVC (T&L) and DVC approval
The business case
The rationale document provided for the approval/validation event.
Collaborative Provision Strategy
1.15.2 The University’s collaborative provision strategy is as follows:
The University will enter into partnerships with educational organisations of high standing that will contribute to the University’s mission and complement the University’s International and Research Strategies.
All partnerships will meet the expectations of the University’s Teaching and Learning Strategy.
Collaborative partnerships will contribute to the University’s Strategy Map by focusing on its themes of:
Facilitation of progression to the University;
The contribution to the enhancement of the standing of the University and its partners via research and associated collaborations;
The maintenance of its financial strength via the operation of partnerships at a significant scale and surplus.
[bookmark: assess][bookmark: _Toc64194183]1.15.3 QAA’s quality code, Principle 8 – Operating partnerships with other organisations should be considered when entering into new collaborative provision arrangements Link to Quality Code

[bookmark: pgr]1.16 Post Graduate Research (PGR) Collaborative Provision Procedures 
1.16.1 The business case for dual awards, joint awards and off campus delivery must include:
· Confirmation of adequate staffing and resources from the Dean
· Confirmation from the Head of CLS of access to learning resources
· Confirmation from the Head of Researcher Environment of training and development capacity
· A rationale for the partnership and overview of the partner institution
· Information on the partner’s mission, provision and strategy (where no prior relationship exists)
· Confirmation of supervisor eligibility (where applicable)
· Consideration of supervisory workload
· Arrangements for supervision, progression and examination
· Pastoral support arrangements
· Attendance and engagement monitoring
· Student representation arrangements
· A financial statement approved by Financial Services
· Signed confirmations from relevant senior officers, including PVCs, Registry and Academic Development, Finance, and International Office (where applicable)
· Details of any required overseas or government approvals
1.16.2 Registry and Academic Development will: 
· log any requests 
· notify the Chairs of Graduate Board and APB
· provide additional advice if requests have increased risk factors.
Procedures for approving individual cotutelles
1.16.3 The Proforma must include:
· A brief rationale for the arrangement and an overview of the partner institution
· Confirmation that supervisory teams are in place before offers are made
· Confirmation that external supervisors are appropriately qualified
· Programme Course Specification
· Proposed duration of study
· Consideration of supervisory workload and capacity
· Arrangements for supervision, skills training, progression, and examination
· Arrangements for providing a suitable research environment, including during attendance at Queensgate
· Arrangements for pastoral support
· Attendance and engagement monitoring arrangements
· Arrangements for student representation and feedback
1.16.4 The proposer must submit the completed Proforma to Graduate Board for approval. Graduate Board and the Director of Graduate Education may request further information or set conditions of approval.

1.17 Approval and Administration of Articulation Agreements
1.17.1 The School must submit a formal case to a Tier 1 Panel explaining the purpose and rationale of the proposed arrangement. The case must:
· be signed by the Dean (or nominee) and a senior representative of the partner institution. 
· include information on the partner institution’s mission, existing provision and strategic objectives.
1.17.2 Once approved, a Memorandum of Understanding will be signed by the Pro Vice‑Chancellor (Teaching and Learning) and the Principal (or equivalent) of the partner institution. The Vice Chancellor’s Office retains the signed originals.
1.17.3 Schools must have procedures in place to regularly review articulation agreements to ensure they remain current and appropriate.



Part 2
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[bookmark: _Toc228429473][bookmark: _Toc64194195][bookmark: _Toc64292429][bookmark: _Toc139965735]Part 2 Collaborative Provision (Re)Validation and (Re)Approval 
Part 2 of the Collaborative Provision Regulations outlines validation and approval events with a partner institution. The broad principles underpinning the validation stage of a collaborative provision partnership are that:
· APB will have first approved a business case.
· All new collaborative provision partnerships must undergo a validation process.
· Relevant staff must consult the Reviews and Partnerships team and Course Lifecycle teams to review and complete any changes to CourseLoop (where appropriate) and to make sure other stakeholders are aware of the forthcoming validation and new partner.
· The timeframe for a collaborative provision validation must allow for:
· Completion of any CourseLoop updates. For designed and delivered provision, a partner’s course and modules must be added to CourseLoop.
· New courses to be set up on all relevant University systems.
[bookmark: _Toc64194196][bookmark: _Toc64292430][bookmark: _Toc139965736]

[bookmark: _Toc228429474]2.1 Validation Process – Normal to High Risk Events
2.1.1 (Re)Validation will not be confirmed until after APB has approved the report of the event (even when all validation conditions have been satisfied prior to committee approval).
[bookmark: _Toc64194197][bookmark: _Toc64292431][bookmark: _Toc139965737][bookmark: _Toc228429475]2.2 Validation Process – Low Risk CP Events
2.2.1 Low risk CP events must always be approved by APB and must follow APB’s prescribed validation outline. There may be variations in terms of panel composition and attendees compared to a full validation event.
[bookmark: _Section_F:_BUSINESS][bookmark: _Section_H:_DOCUMENTATION][bookmark: _Toc228429476][bookmark: _Toc471747048][bookmark: _Toc64194198][bookmark: _Toc64292432][bookmark: _Toc139965738]2.3 Validation Events for New Partners
2.3.1 Where a Collaborative Provision partner is completely new to the University, two collaborative provision validation events must be held:
· An Institutional Approval event:
· Purpose: to consider if the partner’s educational objectives align with the University strategy map and to make sure the partner is compatible with the University.
· Partner attendees: should include the senior leadership team at the partner institution. The lead academic proposing the collaborative provision should also attend to support the partner.
· Panel composition: the University’s Pro Vice-Chancellor or nominee must chair the event and the panel must include a Senior Member of Registry and Academic Development. A member of Quality Assurance will facilitate the meeting and produce a written report.
· Location: when the new partner is based overseas, then the institutional approval event will be held at the partner location unless APB is satisfied that senior leadership team members have previously visited the partner location and approved it for delivery. Where the institutional approval is held at the partner location, this must be factored into the validation costs.
· A validation event:
· Purpose: to consider the partner’s ability to teach the University’s courses.
· Partner attendees: all members of the intended teaching team at the partner institution must attend the validation event along with any other relevant staff at the partner. Members of the University teaching team involved in delivery at the partner must also attend the validation.
· Panel composition: the University chair must be a senior academic from an independent school. The panel must include an external academic(s) with experience of both collaborative provision and the subject area(s), a member of computing and library services and independent subject expert(s) from the school(s) offering the provision. The Director of Registry and Academic Development or nominee (usually a member of the Quality Assurance team) must be a panel member. They will also facilitate the meeting and produce a written report.
· Location: the validation event will usually be a virtual event, unless APB requests that the event should be held at the partner institution to mitigate risk.
2.3.2 Where a new partner is requesting to join the University Consortium and intends to offer University courses in the UK, then only one validation event may be required. This event will cover both the institutional approval and validation aspects. In instances where the risk associated with a new partner is perceived to be greater, then APB may request that two separate validation events are held.
[bookmark: _Toc228429477]2.4 (Re)Validation Panel Expectations
2.4.1 Before a collaborative provision (re)validation event, panel members must:
· Read all documentation provided before the event, including any course documentation. 
· Consider the rationale document.
· Submit questions for the partner ahead of the event.
[bookmark: _Toc228429478]2.5 Validation Events for Existing Partners
2.5.1 Should existing partners wish to offer any additional provision at the University whilst still under a contract, they will be required to undergo a validation event for that new provision. This will only be the case if APB is satisfied that a validation event provides sufficient scrutiny to mitigate any risk.
2.5.2 The panel composition will be the same as that for a new partner validation event, unless APB requests a different panel composition.
[bookmark: _Toc228429479]2.6 Documents Required for Institutional Approval and Validation Events
2.6.1 Institutional approval and validation events require documentation to be submitted by the partner institution. The lead academic and school(s) involved may contribute to this documentation where relevant.
2.6.2 This may be slightly different depending on the type of collaborative provision arrangement. For:
· ODUPLUS or franchised courses, the documentation must be detailed enough so that the University can assess the ability of the partner to deliver University courses. 
· designed and delivered courses, the documentation must be detailed enough so that the University can determine the course is of sufficient quality for the University to validate as well as demonstrating the partner’s ability to deliver the course.
2.6.3 Where documentation does not contain enough detail for a panel to assess a partner’s ability to deliver the courses, the Reviews and Partnerships team may request revisions and this may impact the validation date and start date of the partnership.
2.6.4 The following documents should be submitted for institutional approval and validation events:
· Rationale documentation paying particular attention to strategy and management (see Appendix 7 for a copy of the Rationale Template for Institutional Approval). This should include:
· Any strengths of the partner institution.
· General introduction to the partner institution.
· The institutional setting, namely range of provision, size, and management structure, and if overseas, its position within the local higher education system.
· Confirmation of the location and delivery of the courses.
· Confirmation that the partner can supply any specialist facilities or equipment.
· Confirmation of the proposed start date of teaching of the University course, highlighting where intakes differ to a September start.
· History of relationship with the University (if any) and/or other experience of HE provision.
· Organisation and management of the partner institution.
· Approaches to academic management and development.
· Teaching, learning and assessment strategies.
· Procedures for resource allocation and monitoring.
· Management of standards.
· Student support mechanisms.
· Quality assurance processes.
· Approaches to quality.
· Copies of relevant internal policies, procedures and plans
· CVs of any staff teaching on the courses at the partner institution
· Validation documentation:
· for courses proposed for franchised and ODUPLUS delivery, it is likely that a validation exercise will already have considered and approved courses. Where this has happened, the documentation submitted as part of the validation process must include the validated programme specification and module documentation.
· for designed and delivered courses where the course is the intellectual property of the partner, the approval event must include the programme specification document, module specification documents and related appendices.
[bookmark: _Toc228429480]2.7 Late Documentation
2.7.1 Validation documentation must be submitted three weeks before the date of the first event. If the documentation is not submitted in this timeframe, then the validation event may be rescheduled, potentially impacting the start date of the partnership.
2.7.2 The panel chair and the Reviews and Partnerships team must liaise with APB to assess the risk involved in rescheduling an event. The lead academic and partner should be notified of the full impact of late documentation submission.
[bookmark: _Toc228429481]2.8 Revalidation and Institutional Reapproval Events
2.8.1 Existing collaborative provision partners must usually undergo a revalidation and institutional reapproval event in the fourth academic year of their contract. The revalidation and reapproval events will follow the same format as the validation and institutional approval events and require similar documentation to be submitted three weeks before the event.
2.8.2 In addition to the rationale document, the partner must supply a breakdown of student progression, outcomes and projected student numbers.
2.8.3 Panel members may request to see examples of student work as part of a revalidation event.
[bookmark: _Toc228429482]2.9 Student Meetings – (Re)Validation Events
2.9.1 Members of the panel of a revalidation and reapproval event must meet students ahead of revalidation events to gain feedback on the student experience. This feedback must then be addressed during the revalidation event.
2.9.2 Ahead of the student meeting, the University lead academic and teaching team at the partner must supply a list of students from all years of any University courses taught at the partner institution and this should include recent graduates.
2.9.3 Usually the student meeting will involve the panel chair and the external academic with a member of Quality Assurance attending to take notes. The meeting report must not contain any student names.
[bookmark: _Toc228429483]2.10 Documentation Outlining Staff Involvement at a Partner Institution on University Provision
Academic Staff at a Partner Institution
2.10.1 Designed and delivered and franchised collaborative provision proposals must include details of academic teaching staff who are not employed by the University including their CVs. The University must approve any member of staff at a partner who is involved in the delivery, support or assessment of a University course.
Other Support Staff at a Partner Institution
2.10.2 Schools must submit documentation at validation giving details of any administrative staff or those involved in pastoral duties for students.
New Teaching Staff Appointed at a Partner After Validation
2.10.3 Where a partner appoints a new member of staff to the delivery team of a course validated by the University, their CV must be approved by the School Senior Leadership Team (SLT) before they start teaching.
[bookmark: _Section_I:_DOCUMENTATION][bookmark: _Section_J:_SUGGESTED][bookmark: _Toc64194202][bookmark: _Toc64292436][bookmark: _Toc139965742][bookmark: _Toc228429484]2.11 Alternative Site Approval Procedures
2.11.1 If it is not possible to visit teaching facilities during a validation event, Quality Assurance and the Chair of APB must consider the most appropriate way to check delivery sites as follows:
Video footage of the new location may be submitted to APB for approval.
Where there is no fixed delivery site, see the Risk Assessment form in Appendix 8 for a new delivery location can be completed by the course team and submitted to APB for approval ahead of any teaching at a new location.
When possible, the Chair of the event and a member of Quality Assurance should visit new collaborative provision partner institution locations before teaching begins.
In some instances, an independent member of University staff visiting the partner location may carry out the delivery site approval.
[bookmark: _Section_K:_STANDARD][bookmark: _Section_M:_CONTRACT][bookmark: _Toc228429485][bookmark: _Toc471747054][bookmark: _Toc64194205][bookmark: _Toc64292439][bookmark: _Toc139965745]2.12 Reports following a (re)validation event.
2.12.1 Following a (re)validation event, the Reviews and Partnerships team must normally produce a report within 4 to 6 weeks of the event which:
· outlines the main discussion of the event and summarises any student meeting held.
· lists any conditions of validation.
· must be approved by APB once conditions of validation have been met.
(Re)validation Outcomes
2.12.2 In all (re)validation events, the panel must consider if a partnership would present a risk to the University standards and reputation, or if they are satisfied that the partner can work within the University regulations and procedures to mitigate any risk.
2.12.3 The outcome of a (re)validation event is usually:
· To (re)validate a partner.
· To (re)validate a partner subject to conditions of validation.
· Not to (re)validate a partner.
Conditions of validation
2.12.4 Where there are conditions of validation, the partner must work with the course team and lead academic to complete them by the confirmed date, usually within 6 weeks of the event taking place.
2.12.5 Should the conditions not be completed by the confirmed date, this may cause delays to the contract and impact the partner’s intended teaching date. The Reviews and Partnerships team will make sure the partner and lead academic are clear about the potential impact of any delays.
Decline to (Re)validate
2.12.6 A panel may decide that they are not confident in the partner’s ability to successfully deliver a University course as part of a (re)validation event. In this instance, the Chair must provide appropriate feedback to the partner at the end of the validation meeting. The report of the event must contain full details of the areas of weakness and risk highlighted by the panel.
[bookmark: _Toc228429486]2.13 Contract of Collaboration
2.13.1 A collaborative provision arrangement cannot begin teaching without a signed Contract of Collaboration in place. A Contract of Collaboration is an operational contract (note that this is different to any initial contract, memorandum of understanding or tender award issued at the very start of a Collaboration agreement between the University and an institution). The Contract of Collaboration:
· Contains the specifics of how a course will operate between the University and the partner.
· Is triggered via the Legal Office at the start of the collaborative provision (re)validation process.
2.13.2 Contracts of Collaboration must be issued for the period of approval for each agreement (usually five years) and must be re-issued on revalidation.
2.13.3 The school must complete Schedule 1 of the contract before it is sent to the partner.
2.13.4 The Contract of Collaboration must be signed by the Pro Vice-Chancellor (Teaching and Learning) and the Principal (or equivalent) of the external institution. The Contract of Collaboration will be valid for the period of validation only and will be re-issued at each re-validation point.
[bookmark: _Toc228429487]2.14 Changes to the Contract of Collaboration
2.14.1 If a collaborative provision partner has an additional course from the same school validated part-way through their five-year contract, the new course may be validated for the period remaining on the main contract of collaboration. 
2.14.2 The Legal Office must be informed of any additional content that is validated so that they can issue a side letter to the contract confirming additional details. A different contract will be issued if a new course is offered by a different school.
2.14.3 The Legal Office must be informed of any major changes at the partner institution such as a name change, a merger with another education establishment or if a partner or the University wishes to exit the partnership before the end of the contract.
[bookmark: _Toc64194206][bookmark: _Toc64292440][bookmark: _Toc139965746][bookmark: _Toc228429488]2.15 Financial Appendix
2.15.1 A financial appendix (see Appendix 9) must be produced and signed by the school responsible for the CP course in advance of each academic session.
[bookmark: _Toc228429489]2.16 Financial Arrangements for Collaborative Provision
2.16.1 The financial arrangements for each collaborative activity are negotiated between the school and the external institution. The school must consult with the Director of Finance to ensure that the proposed arrangements are acceptable to the University. The financial arrangements must cover academic teaching staff costs and professional services costs as well as other considerations such as travel arrangements where applicable.
2.16.2 The cost of the validation/revalidation is usually covered by the collaborating institution. Finance is responsible for the collection of the validation fee and its allocation as appropriate, and all incidental expenses.
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[bookmark: NHR]2.17 Validation Process – Normal to High Risk Events
2.17.1 Following approval from APB, new proposals will need to go through a validation process, as outlined in the step and action box below
	Step
	Action

	1
	The Reviews and Partnerships team will identify a suitable Chair for validation events. Note that the Chair is required to have some CP experience.

	2
	The Reviews and Partnerships team will arrange a planning meeting for the School to attend along with the Chair to discuss the event in terms of:
Panel members
Documentation required
Date and availability for events.

	3
	The Reviews and Partnerships team and the school confirm panel members and date of event, and Registry updates the Agenda and CP Schedule.

	4
	The Reviews and Partnerships and Course Lifecycle teams will have been alerted to any changes to courses created by the CP proposal and will confirm the type of validation event the School will need.

	5
	The partner institution, lead academic or school should submit documents three weeks before the event takes place.

	6
	The Reviews and Partnerships tea email an agenda and documentation to all panel members.

	7
	The validation event is held.

	8
	The Reviews and Partnerships team will circulate the report of the event within four weeks of the event being held.

	9
	APB approves the report of the event.

	10
	A contract is drafted.

	11
	The contract is signed by partner and University, usually for a period of 5 years.


Note: (Re)Validation is not confirmed until after APB has approved the report of the event – whether or not conditions have been satisfied.
[bookmark: LRE]2.18 Validation Process – Low Risk CP Events
2.18.1 The University recognises that there may be some instances where a new Collaborative Provision proposal may be slightly lower risk because it is linked to an existing, established Collaborative Provision Partnership. In these instances, the validation process may vary slightly in terms of panel composition and attendees. However the process will remain largely the same:

	Step
	Action

	1
	The Reviews and Partnerships team will identify a suitable Chair for validation events. Note that the Chair is required to have some CP experience.

	2
	The Reviews and Partnerships team will plan the event, completing sections 1, 2, and then sections 4-8 of the Low Risk CP Event form (Part 1, Appendix 2). 

	3
	The Reviews and Partnerships team and the School confirm the date of event and which panel members are necessary.

	4
	The Reviews and Partnerships and Course Lifecyle teams will have been alerted to any changes to courses created by the CP proposal and will confirm the level of event to be held. 

	5
	The school must supply the information requested in section 3 of the Low Risk CP event form or as a separate document three weeks before the event.

	6
	The Reviews and Partnerships team email the completed form to all panel members.

	7
	The validation event is held.

	8
	The Reviews and Partnerships team circulate the report of the event within four weeks of the event being held (or sooner if the event is smaller).

	9
	APB approves the report of the event.

	10
	A contract is drafted.

	11
	Contract signed by partner and University, usually for a period of 5 years.


[bookmark: DRIA][bookmark: Ten][bookmark: _Toc64194199][bookmark: _Toc64292433][bookmark: _Toc139965739]2.19 Ten Elements of a CP Proposal
2.19.1 It can be helpful to consider the 10 points highlighted in Table 1 before your CP proposal undergoes validation. Contact the Reviews and Partnerships team to clarify which of the 10 elements need to be followed and incorporated as part of the Business Case. Also check for further details of the regulatory processes which apply for each of the 10 elements. For example:
a franchise proposal with a new college would need to follow all elements except 5; 
a proposal for University staff to deliver a previously validated course at the premises of an employer in a block delivery mode would need to follow elements 7, 9 and 10; 
an ODUPLUS proposal with a PI where a link already exists would need to follow elements 1, 2, 3, 6, 7, 8, 9 and 10 – unless the course was delivered and supported entirely by University staff in which case element 8 would be excluded. 




[bookmark: Sage][bookmark: _Toc471747050][bookmark: _Toc64194200][bookmark: _Toc64292434][bookmark: _Toc139965740]2.20 Suggested Agenda for Events
2.20.1 When setting the Agenda for an event, the Steps below are followed:

	Step
	Action

	1
	The Reviews and Partnerships team adapts a standard CP Agenda to fit the process the PVC (T&L) has agreed for the event

	2
	Once the Panel is confirmed by the Reviews and Partnerships team and the School, and supporting documents have been submitted, the Reviews and Partnerships team circulates the Agenda to the School

	3
	The Reviews and Partnerships team share the Agenda with the PI ahead of the event if the school has not already done this

	4
	The PI must make sure that attendees are available at the appropriate meeting time provided by the Agenda.

	5
	Where events, or part of events are held online, arrangements will take into account time differences. It may be necessary to split events over two days in some instances.


[bookmark: rev][bookmark: _Toc64194201][bookmark: _Toc64292435][bookmark: _Toc139965741]2.21 (Re)Validation Event
2.21.1 During a (re)validation event:
	Step
	Action

	1
	The panel and Registry officer should have read all documentation and prepared relevant questions for the course team and senior management.

	2
	During the private panel meeting ahead of the event, the Chair will allocate specific questions and issues to panel members for them to pursue with partner representatives.
Note: these questions should not be shared in advance with partners.

	3
	At the start of the meeting with the course team, the Chair should:
Carry out introductions;
Ask for mobile phones to be switched off;
Remind the participants that discussion should be collegiate;
Quickly outline the format of the event.

	4
	During the meeting with the course team the Chair will ensure genuine, relevant debate about the provision takes place.

	5
	The Registry officer takes notes of the discussion.

	6
	At the end of discussions with the course team and partner institution, a private panel meeting will decide whether to approve the event. The chair of the event gives feedback to the team as follows:
Commendations – areas of strength;
Conditions – areas where the panel have concerns about the provision which the panel must address for the provision to be approved;
Recommendations – areas where the panel think provision could be strengthened.


2.21.2 After a (re)validation event:
	Step
	Action

	1
	Registry will circulate commendations, conditions and recommendations immediately following the meeting to the panel members and course team.

	2
	The report of the event will be written and circulated within one calendar month of the event asking for comments on:
The content from panel members;
Factual accuracy from the course team.

	3
	There will usually be a week for any comments to be returned.

	4
	The final report is circulated to all attendees, and specifies the date conditions should be responded to.

	5
	The team sends a comprehensive response to the conditions to reviewsandpartnerships@hud.ac.uk

	6
	The Reviews and Partnerships team forward the response to the conditions to the Chair of the event.

	7
	The Chair signs off the conditions as met or asks for further clarification from the team before sign off.

	8
	The Reviews and Partnerships team copy the Chair’s response to the PIs file for audit purposes.

	9
	The report of the event goes to APB for approval, or if urgent approval is needed, Chair’s action may be taken.

	10
	The contract is issued and signed by the PVC (T&L) and PI ahead of the start of the provision.

	11
	Provision can continue or be implemented.


[bookmark: Smeet][bookmark: _Toc471747051][bookmark: _Toc64194203][bookmark: _Toc64292437][bookmark: _Toc139965743]2.22 Student Meetings – (Re)Validation Events
2.22.1 The student meeting normally should be:
Conducted informally;
Held without PI staff or the DALO attending;
Anonymous, ie the report of the meeting will not contain student names;
Representative of all years of the course, including graduates.
[bookmark: stwrk][bookmark: _Toc471747053][bookmark: _Toc64194204][bookmark: _Toc64292438][bookmark: _Toc139965744]2.23 Scrutinising Student Work
2.23.1 Occasionally panel member may request to see students’ work:
	Step
	Action

	1
	If the request is received well in advance of the event, the planning meeting will highlight the request.

	2
	When the panel makes a request to see work, they should specify the type and amount of work they want to see.

	3
	The Agenda for the event will schedule time for the panel to examine student work. The Agenda should also note:
The panel expect to see a broad sample of work demonstrating the range of assessment methods, including marking guides and student feedback;
The work should include a sample of the two most recently assessed cohorts for the course including samples from all units/modules and a range of marks.

	4
	During the meeting, the panel should look at the work to see that:
It demonstrates the achievement of the learning outcomes of the programme;
Assessment is designed to measure achievement of learning outcomes;
The marking and assessment process is rigorous, consistent and equitable.


[bookmark: CoC][bookmark: Fap]2.24 Financial Appendix
2.24.1 The procedures surrounding the financial appendix (see Appendix 4) must be produced and signed by the school responsible for the CP course in advance of each academic session.
	Step
	Action

	1
	Schools should agree all Financial details in advance with Finance in accordance with the document on fees and charges produced by the Deputy Vice-Chancellor.

	2
	The First Financial Appendix is completed together with the CoC which the PI signs.

	3
	Schools must make sure that a copy of the financial appendix (see Appendix 4) is lodged with Financial Services.






Part 3

[bookmark: _Toc64194216][bookmark: _Toc64292450]Collaborative Provision Implementation and 
Quality Assurance Monitoring Regulations 
[bookmark: _Toc228429490][bookmark: _Toc64194217][bookmark: _Toc64292451][bookmark: _Toc139965749]Part 3 Collaborative Provision Implementation and Quality Assurance Monitoring 
Part 3 of the Collaborative Provision Regulations works on basis that:
The University and Partner Institution are responsible for implementing collaborative provision procedures and regulations.
Collaborative Provision programmes are subject to the same quality assurance regulations and processes as any other programmes delivered at the University.
Registry and Academic Development, schools and academics are responsible for ensuring that the quality assurance arrangements are consistent with University policy. The quality assurance processes include:
Annual Evaluation
Student Panels
Course Committees
Course Tutors
Assessment and Examinations
Changes to approved provision
Student casework such as Appeals, Complaints, Extenuating Circumstances, Academic Misconduct and Fitness to Practise
Exit strategies and terminations
All collaborative provision partners must have a DALO for any course they run (see information on DALO, ILO and CM Roles).
All collaborative provision partners must have a Registry Link Officer assigned from the Reviews and Partnerships team to offer support, answer queries or to signpost them to relevant departments.
Records relating to the progress of students in collaborative provision arrangements must be maintained so that a student’s record is an accurate reflection of his/her current status. This means that information held in the Student Finance Office and the Student Records Office regarding student enrolment is the official student record and will appear on award certificates and transcripts/diploma supplements. 
[bookmark: _Toc59613221][bookmark: _Toc59613360][bookmark: _Toc59616652][bookmark: _Toc59618430]

[bookmark: _Toc139965752][bookmark: _Toc228429491][bookmark: _Toc59613229][bookmark: _Toc59616660][bookmark: _Toc59618438]3.1 Key University Collaborative Provision Roles
3.1.1 The University must be confident that courses running at partner institutions:
· Maintain academic standards.
· Protect students.
· Manage institutional risk.
· Ensure regulatory compliance.
3.1.2 To do this the University provides additional support to all collaborative provision partners. All partners must be assigned a Designated Academic Liaison Officer, a Registry Link Officer and, where appropriate, either an Institutional Liaison Officer or a Partnerships Success Manager. 
Designated Academic Liaison Officer (DALO) Role
3.1.3 Schools must appoint a DALO when Collaborative Provision for a course has been approved. The DALO is responsible for academic elements relating to the course running at the partner institution and should be an experienced academic. Schools should acknowledge the time associated with the role in terms of workload remittance:
· Visits partner locations to look at academic issues (x2 visits in first year at least x1 visit subsequent years) and reports best practice or any issues to the Dean and Registry Link Officer.
· Attends the Annual Executive Meeting (see AEM section) (if there is no ILO). Note: the AEM is a key Collaborative Provision quality indication and must be held once a year. An independent academic should Chair the AEM.
· Advises and monitors APEL and APLA procedures used by the PI in conjunction with Quality Assurance.
· Manage any problems or issues that arise during the provision, contacting Registry or your school for support.
· Oversees the quality assurance procedures of the course to make sure introduction materials are appropriate and that students are briefed on University matters thoroughly.
· Attends student panels and course committee meetings.
· Makes sure a system of peer observation of teaching is in place.
· Makes sure students have a Personal Academic Tutor assigned.
· Makes sure that any Assessment Meetings held off-campus are chaired by a member of University staff.
· Passes on module/lecture delivery schedules and other information to ensure that PI courses follow the agreed timetable.
· Prepares an annual DALO report which identifies actions to take in the following year.
· During validations, the DALO will be considered part of the course team and will attend to support the partner institution.


Registry Link Officer Role
3.1.4 All collaborative provision partners must have a Registry Link Officer assigned from the Reviews and Partnership team to:
· Provide a link and extra support for the partner institution, DALO and professional services (ie course administration and student casework).
· Signpost the DALO and partner to any areas or staff as required.
· Identify problematic areas such as affiliate accounts for staff at partner institutions with courses that fall outside of the usual timeframe.
· Ensure new partners and DALOs have made links with computing and library services to induct any partner teaching staff, where appropriate. 
· Ensure courses are set up by course publications following validation and approval.
· Ensure DALO visits take place during the first year of a new partnership, signposting any guidance.
· Ensure Annual Executive meetings are arranged and held at the appropriate time.
· Support Annual Executive meetings and attend if required.
· Circulate Regulation updates to the DALO (and partner) in August, where relevant.
· Arrange meetings between the DALO, partner and other University staff members to address issues if required.
Institutional Liaison Officer/Partnerships Success Manager Roles
3.1.5 Where collaborative provision is based overseas or spans more than one school, then that provision must have either an Institutional Liaison Officer or a Partnerships Success Manager appointed to:
· Maintain regular contact with the Partner’s Senior Leadership Team.
· Visit at least once a year to attend the AEM. Note: this is a key Collaborative Provision quality indicator and must be held once a year.
· Meet with students where concerns have been identified by the DALO.
· Make sure the Contract of Collaboration is re-issued every five years subject to review and confirmation from PVC(T&L) that the partnership is to continue.
· Support the DALOs in maintaining the quality of the student learning experience and the standards of awards at the PI.
· Meet DALOs regularly to confirm assessment processes and external examining are conducted under University regulations.
· Prepare a short report on ILO activity, highlighting any issues arising and matters for further action.
[bookmark: _Toc228429492]3.2 Annual Evaluation at Partner Institutions
3.2.1 For franchised and designed and delivered partnerships, the DALO and schools are responsible for liaising with partner institutions to ensure that annual evaluation reports are prepared by the partner and submitted as part of the University’s annual evaluation process. 
3.2.2 For ODUPLUS partnerships, the annual evaluation report must be written by the University’s teaching team and submitted as part of the University’s annual evaluation process.
3.2.3 An annual evaluation report including information specified in the University’s Quality Assurance Procedures for Taught Courses and Research Awards must be produced for each collaborative provision course. The DALO must add a report outlining:
The number of visits undertaken by staff at the University to the partner institution in the period covered by the report.
The number of visits undertaken by staff at the partner institution to the University in the period covered by the report.
The nature of contact between the two institutions.
A summary of any issues raised and dealt with – or any outstanding issues.
Confirmation that all publicity and marketing material relating to University provision, including information on websites, was reviewed and approved.
[bookmark: _Toc59613230][bookmark: _Toc59616661][bookmark: _Toc59618439][bookmark: _Toc228429493]3.3 Student Panels
3.3.1 Student panels must be held by partner institutions in franchise and designed and delivered arrangements. In ODUPLUS arrangements, student panels must fall into the usual University processes. The Designated Academic Liaison Officer must work with the partner institution to make sure:
Student panels operate in line with University regulations and expectations.
Student panel rolling logs are received by course committees (unless there is an ODUPLUS arrangement).
[bookmark: _Toc228429494]3.4 Course Committee
3.4.1 The partner institution in franchised and designed and delivered arrangements must:
Hold course committees.
Include the DALO as member.
Submit course committee minutes to the University.
3.4.2 DALOs must attend the partner institution’s course committee or nominate a suitable academic staff member to attend in their place.
[bookmark: _Toc228429495]3.5 Teaching Staff at Partner Institutions
3.5.1 The school and DALO responsible for a collaboration provision course must monitor the academic credentials of teaching staff employed at partner institutions in franchised or designed and delivered arrangements. 
3.5.2 Following teaching staff approval at a validation event, any CVs of new/additional teaching staff at a partner institution must be approved by the school’s Senior Leadership Team ahead of teaching beginning.
3.5.3 Teaching staff at partner institutions must normally be qualified to one level above the course they are teaching. The Director of Registry and Academic Development must be consulted if teaching staff at a partner institution do not have the required level of qualification.
[bookmark: _Toc59613233][bookmark: _Toc59616664][bookmark: _Toc59618442][bookmark: _Toc228429496]3.6 Assessment and Examinations
3.6.1 There must be parity of assessment arrangements between courses running at partner institutions and the equivalent courses running at the Queensgate Campus. Any local arrangements must be agreed at validation along with issues concerning examinations and time differences.
3.6.2 External Examiners must be involved in monitoring assessments at partner institutions and must comment on the standards of students at partner institutions.
3.6.3 The procedures for assessment and examination of all students enrolled on collaborative courses must be governed by the examination regulations of the University, see the Regulations for Taught Awards for further information.
[bookmark: _Toc228429497]3.7 Course Assessment Meetings (CAMs)
3.7.1 Marks for collaborative provision courses must be considered by the University’s Course Assessment Meetings (CAMs).
PI Holds their own Course Assessment Boards
3.7.2 In some circumstances and where approved as part of the validation process and reflected in the Contract of Collaboration, the PI may hold their own CAMs. In such cases:
A Course Assessment Meeting will be established at the partner institution. Note: where the agreement is a franchise, the CAM must be chaired by a member of University staff. 
The external examiners for the course will be sent both coursework and examination papers and scripts for moderation ahead of a CAM taking place and must approve the marks. 
If the agreement is with an overseas partner, schools may specify that one or more of the external examiners will be from the UK and one or more will be from the region or country in which delivery takes place who are familiar with UK HE practice.
[bookmark: _Toc59613235][bookmark: _Toc59613361][bookmark: _Toc59616666][bookmark: _Toc59618444][bookmark: _Toc228429498]3.8 Changes to Approved Provision
3.8.1 Partners cannot make changes to an approved collaborative provision course without prior notification and approval by the University. Partners must contact their DALO and Registry Link Officer in the first instance for information and advice on the correct University process to follow. 
3.8.2 If a partner changes a course without University permission, APB will be notified to consider the risk involved for the University and will suggest a course of action involving the partner.
3.8.3 Changes such as requests for a different start date, a different mode of delivery or delivery at a different campus must be made via a DALO and the Registry Link Officer. APB will need to consider the impact of the change in the first instance and suggest the appropriate process to address it. 
[bookmark: _Section_O:_GUIDANCE][bookmark: _Section_P:_MANAGING][bookmark: _Toc228429499][bookmark: _Toc471747057]3.9 Student Casework at Partner Institutions
3.9.1 All elements of student casework at partner institutions must be:
Discussed as part of the (re)validation process.
Included in the contract of collaboration.
3.9.2 Relevant staff at new partner institutions must receive training on student casework before teaching begins, and the DALO must make sure that any new staff at the partner institution employed to teach on University courses are aware of the University regulations and procedures.
3.9.3 The DALO must make sure that the partner institution issues students with the Regulations for Taught Students during their induction and that all staff and students are aware of how to access them at a later date.
3.9.4 The DALO and Registry Link Offer must offer continuing advice and support to partner institutions for all elements of student casework
Partner Institutions and Academic Misconduct Regulations
3.9.5 The University of Huddersfield’s Academic Misconduct policy and processes apply to all courses and all partner institutions. 
3.9.6 The DALO must monitor the partner’s use of the University policy and processes relating to academic misconduct. 
3.9.7 The partner institution must notify the DALO about any academic misconduct cases concerning students on University courses.
3.9.8 The DALO must make sure that the partner institution issues students with section 10 of the Regulations for Taught Students during their induction and that all staff and students are aware of academic misconduct regulations and procedures.
3.9.9 Relevant staff at new partner institutions must receive training on academic misconduct before teaching begins, and the DALO must make sure that any new staff at the partner institution employed to teach on University courses are aware of the University regulations and procedures.
3.9.10 Students at partner institutions must complete the mandatory University Academic Misconduct module as part of their induction. 

[bookmark: _Section_Q:_MANAGING][bookmark: _Toc471747058]


CP Student Complaints 
3.9.11 Student complaints at partner institutions must normally follow the University of Huddersfield’s Regulations and Procedures outlined in Section 13 of the Regulations for Taught Students. However, this may depend on the subject matter of the complaint:
· The University will carry out all stages of complaints relating to academic matters.
· The partner institution will address the informal stage of complaints that relate to the environment or other matters related to non academic matters at the partner institution. The University will address all subsequent stages.
· Where complaints from collaborative provision students cover both academic and non academic matters, the partner institution must work with the University to draft a joint response.
3.9.12 Partner institutions must liaise with their DALO and the Registry Link Officer if they receive complaints from students on University courses so that the University can provide advice and support. 
3.9.13 The DALO must make sure that the partner institution issues students with the Regulations for Taught Students during their induction and that all staff and students at the partner are aware of how the complaints procedure works.




CP Results Appeals 
3.9.14 Student results appeals received by partner institutions must be passed onto the University via the DALO and Registry Link Officer. All results appeals follow the University of Huddersfield’s Regulations and Procedures outlined in section 9 of the Regulations for Taught Students and the partner institution must not attempt to address the issues raised. 

3.9.15 The DALO must make sure that the PI issues students with the Regulations for Taught Students during their induction and that all staff and students are aware how the Appeals procedure works – also see the workflow below. 


CP Fitness to Practise Procedures
3.9.16 Student Fitness to Practise Procedures only apply to certain courses such as teaching, health care and social work. It is important to discuss any courses where Fitness to Practise Procedures apply with any new partner institutions during validation. 
3.9.17 Partner institutions follow the University of Huddersfield’s Regulations and Procedures outlined in section 11 of the Regulations for Taught Students The DALO must make sure that the PI issues students with the Regulations for Taught Students during their induction and that all staff and students are aware how the Fitness to Practise Procedures work.
3.9.18 The partner institution will usually be responsible for invoking and completing the first informal stage. The outcome must be reported back to the DALO at the University. Subsequent stages of the procedure will usually be completed by the school/University.




CP Support to Study Procedures
3.9.19 Where a partner institution has concerns surrounding a student’s physical or mental health, they are usually responsible for invoking Support to Study Procedures at stage 1, as outlined in the Regulations for Taught Students. They should also inform the DALO, the school and Registry Link Officer for support and advice. 
3.9.20 The University will consider factors such as the contract, the issue concerned and whether the partner feels confident in carrying out the procedure before agreeing the final approach. The University will usually be responsible for the formal stages of the procedures.




[bookmark: _Section_R:_MANAGING][bookmark: _Toc471747059]CP Extenuating Circumstances 
3.9.21 Extenuating Circumstances at partner institutions must follow the University of Huddersfield’s Regulations and Procedures outlined in section 8 of the Regulations for Taught Students. The DALO must make sure that the partner institution issues students with the Regulations for Taught Students during their induction and that all staff and students are aware how the Extenuating Circumstances procedure works. 
[bookmark: _Toc131499509][bookmark: _Toc131499793]

Disciplinary
3.9.22 In cases where collaborative provision students are subject to disciplinary procedures:
· In the first instance the PI should contact the DALO to discuss the issue.
· The DALO and school should then check the contract with the partner institution and discuss the disciplinary issue with the Registry Link Officer. 

3.9.23 Normally the process to be followed will depend on factors such as who reports student numbers to Higher Education Statistics Agency (HESA), the contract of collaboration and whether the issue concerns teaching, learning and assessment. Registry and Academic Development will support and advise the school and partner institution throughout the process. See the workflow below. 
[bookmark: _Section_S:_ROLE][bookmark: _Toc64194220][bookmark: _Toc64292454]Partner Institution Student Withdrawals
3.9.24 In instances where partner institutions are considering withdrawing a student, they must first inform the DALO. The University must be fully aware of the circumstances surrounding the withdrawal to support the partner’s decision should the student subsequently follow the University complaints procedure.
Attendance Monitoring
3.9.25 Partner institutions must monitor collaborative provision student attendance and engagement with University courses in line with University regulations. This must be discussed during (re)validation and outlined in contracts of collaboration where relevant.
[bookmark: _Toc64194221][bookmark: _Toc64292455][bookmark: _Toc139965753][bookmark: _Toc228429500]3.10 Annual Executive Meeting (AEM)
3.10.1 The Annual Executive Meeting (AEM) is a key quality indicator for CP and provides an important part of the management and review of partnerships. Each collaborative provision partnership must hold an Annual Executive Meeting usually in Spring each academic year. DALOs and Institutional Liaison Officer/Partnerships Success Manager are responsible for organising the meeting. The Registry Link Officer must attend to support the meetings. 
Quorum
3.10.2 The DALOs/Institutional Liaison Officer/Partnerships Success Manager must attend to chair the meeting with support provided by the Registry Link Officer.
All teaching staff at the partner institution must attend along with at least one senior manager from the PI.
Agenda and minutes
3.10.3 Agendas and minutes must be produced for each meeting and held centrally by Registry and Academic Development (see Appendices 10 and 11 for Agenda and Minute templates).
3.10.4 The agenda must be agreed ahead of the meeting containing the elements below (where appropriate):
confirm the financial schedule each year;
agree numbers and courses to be offered;
review progress and achievement in relation to the University’s expectations of research qualifications for staff at PIs;
take forward items from Annual Evaluation;
ensure that issues are fed to the executive and decision-making structures of both institutions;
follow up issues from periodic review, external audit and professional body requirements;
plan future joint developments;
discuss any student progression to the University;
where provision is terminating, discuss the progress of the termination.
3.10.5 APB will note all Annual Executive Meeting Minutes.
[bookmark: _Section_T:_SUGGESTED][bookmark: _Section_U:_PRO][bookmark: _Section_V:_PROTOCOLS][bookmark: _Toc64194223][bookmark: _Toc64292457][bookmark: _Toc139965755][bookmark: _Toc228429501][bookmark: _Toc471747063]3.11 Additional Sites for Delivery of Approved Collaborative Provision 
3.11.1 Where collaborative provision partners request to deliver University courses at a different site to that approved at validation, the partner must supply a rationale for this change (email reviewsandpartnership@hud.ac.uk). APB must consider the risk involved in the request and advise on the appropriate action, which may include a DALO visit to the location. If a DALO carries out an additional site approval visit, they must complete a risk assessment form.
3.11.2 APB must approve all additional delivery sites at partner institutions before they can be added to University systems. The new delivery location will align with normal revalidation cycles.
3.11.3 For the Education Consortium, should teaching move to a different room at the validated location, this may not require a DALO visit as generally the risk involved is low. The DALO must request a statement from the partner institution to confirm the required classroom resources are still available to students.
[bookmark: _Toc64194224][bookmark: _Toc64292458][bookmark: _Toc139965756][bookmark: _Toc228429502]3.12 Partner Mergers with Another Institution
3.12.1 If a PI is planning to merge with another institution, the partner and/or DALO must notify the Reviews and Partnerships team with details of the merger. Once the merger is complete and if the merger creates a new legal entity, then the University must hold a validation event in the following academic year to consider the impact on:
· Contracts.
· Teaching staff at the partner.
· Delivery location.
· Computing and library facilities.
3.12.2 The usual (re)validation regulations apply to partners who have undergone a merger and APB must approve the report of the event. The Legal Office must issue a new contract of collaboration and the Reviews and Partnerships team will work with the Curriculum Data Team to amend University systems.
[bookmark: _Section_X:_OVERSIGHT][bookmark: _Toc228429503][bookmark: _Toc471747065]3.13 PI Name Changes
3.13.1 When a partner changes its name, the partner and/or DALO must notify the Reviews and Partnership team. If this is simply a name change and no new legal entity is created, then the Legal Office must be notified to amend the contract of collaboration and The Reviews and Partnerships team must work with relevant teams to update University systems. The partner will not need a validation event in this instance.
[bookmark: _Toc64194225][bookmark: _Toc64292459][bookmark: _Toc139965757][bookmark: _Toc228429504]3.14 Monitoring Publicity Produced by Collaborative Partners 
3.14.1 All partner institution publicity material for University courses should be approved by the University ahead of publication. This includes any publication or promotion on social media.
3.14.2 The Reviews and Partnerships team will periodically perform an audit of collaborative partners’ websites to make sure that the correct wording and logo is used in association with University courses.
3.14.3 Where the publicity material is not in English, partners must supply a translation to be checked before publication.
[bookmark: _Toc228429505][bookmark: _Toc471747067][bookmark: _Toc64194226][bookmark: _Toc64292460][bookmark: _Toc139965758]3.15 Minimum Qualifications of Teaching Staff
3.15.1 Teaching staff at partner institutions must be qualified to a level above the course they are teaching on to carry out marking and moderation. Should teaching staff at collaborative provision partners not hold qualifications at a level higher than the course they are proposed to teach, the partner and DALO must submit a rationale for approval by APB.
3.15.2 If staff have a qualification equal to the level of a University course being taught, they may teach but not carry out marking or moderation activities. Where no member of staff at the Partner Institution has appropriate qualifications, then marking and moderation must be undertaken by appropriately qualified staff at the University. The school must confirm they have the necessary resources and agree to assume this responsibility as part of the validation. Following the validation, if there are any staff changes this will be considered as part of the CV approval process. 
3.15.3 For Consortium members, this requirement does not apply to the Postgraduate Certificate in Education or the Postgraduate Diploma in Education as these awards are not full Masters awards. In this instance, marking and moderation is permitted to be carried out by staff with a level 7 qualification. For full Master awards, staff must be working towards, or possess, a level 8 qualification.
[bookmark: _Toc228429506]3.16 Research Qualifications and Culture for Staff at PIs
3.16.1 The University must support collaborative partner research and staff development.
3.16.2 Validation events must consider:
The level of qualifications and teaching experience at HE level.
The level of research and scholarly activity undertaken already.
Their potential for the publication of one article or equivalent relevant output, related to the subject area being taught, per year per partnership.
Their potential for HEA recognition.
3.16.3 To make sure HE ethos continues to develop at HEIs, the DALO should advise partners of the support available from the school or University, including:
Membership of school Research centres to help staff at Partner Institutions to engage in joint research activity.
Monitoring these activities as part of the on-going discussions with the partner as well as via the partner’s own internal processes (i.e. appraisal).
Commenting on research initiatives at PIs as part of the Annual Evaluation Process. 
[bookmark: _Toc64194227][bookmark: _Toc64292461][bookmark: _Toc139965759]

[bookmark: _Toc228429507]3.17 Mid-term Reviews
3.17.1 Mid-term reviews should normally be held in the third year of a five year validation and are a barometer of the health of a collaborative provision partnership ahead of revalidation.
3.17.2 A mid-term review will assess the student experience of a University course and include a meeting with the partner to consider elements raised through student feedback and any issues the University or partner have encountered. 
3.17.3 The Reviews and Partnerships team will organise the mid-term review, preparing relevant data from student panels and course committees and circulate the agenda.
3.17.4 APB must approve minutes and actions recorded by mid-term reviews.
Mid-term Review Panel and Attendees
3.17.5 There is no formal quoracy but the panel must include a chair from an independent school and will include appropriate staff from Registry and Academic Development.
3.17.6 The attendees from the partner institution must normally include the teaching team and at least one senior leader.
[bookmark: _Toc64194228][bookmark: _Toc64292462][bookmark: _Toc139965760][bookmark: _Toc228429508]3.18 Revalidation
3.18.1 A revalidation event must usually take place in the academic year before a CP contract ends. The risk associated with each partner revalidation will be considered on an individual basis. Normally overseas revalidations carrying the most risk will be conducted at the partner institution and the Pro Vice-Chancellor (Teaching and Learning) must approve any deviations from this.
3.18.2 It is possible that in some circumstances revalidation may be delayed. In this situation, APB must consider and approve the delay and the Legal Office must be notified so that they can formally extend the existing contract.
3.18.3 The revalidation event will mirror the procedures and documentation involved in the initial approval but must also include a rationale document which analyses the performance of the course and the experience of the students in the validation period.
3.18.4 APB must approve the revalidation report before teaching begins and the Legal Office must issue a new contract for the partner.
[bookmark: _Toc228429509]3.19 Requests for Exceptions to Normal Teaching Arrangements for Collaborative Provision Partners
3.19.1 The University recognises that Collaborative Provision partners may be affected by exceptional political, security, or local circumstances (including but not limited to armed conflict) which may impact their ability to deliver programmes in accordance with contractual requirements. In such cases, the partner must notify the University promptly.
3.19.2 The DALO must work with the partner and school to create a rationale for the alternative provision outlining the anticipated duration. The rationale must also consider and suggest a way to mitigate the impact on assessments. 
3.19.3 APB must consider and approve all requests and following APB approval the Reviews and Partnerships team will notify all relevant teams.
[bookmark: _Toc64194229][bookmark: _Toc64292463][bookmark: _Toc139965762][bookmark: _Toc228429510]3.20 Exit Strategies
3.20.1 Any partner wishing to terminate a partnership must notify the University. The DALO must work with the Reviews and Partnership team and partner to create an exit strategy outlining how remaining students will be supported (see Appendix 12 for the Exit Strategy Template). 
3.20.2 Where a partner contract ends and there are no plans to continue the collaboration, the DALO must work with the Reviews and Partnership team and partner to create an exit strategy which outlines how any remaining students will be supported. 
3.20.3 All exit strategies must be approved by APB.
3.20.4 The DALO and partner must write to remaining students using the letter template in Appendix 13 as a guide.



Part 3

Collaborative Provision Implementation and Quality Assurance Monitoring Procedures
[bookmark: SCRP][bookmark: _Toc59613222][bookmark: _Toc59616653][bookmark: _Toc59618431][bookmark: _Toc64194218][bookmark: _Toc64292452][bookmark: _Toc139965750]3.21 School Responsibilities
3.21.1 The step and action boxes below show how the PI quality assurance processes feed into the School quality assurance processes.
3.21.2 There may be oversight at both module and course levels, and in operating the normal quality assurance expectations in dealing with appropriate student information. Contacts will vary according to the nature of the collaboration. However, all agreements must have a DALO (see information on DALO, ILO and CM Roles).
3.21.3 Also see section on DALO, ILO and CM Roles for information on these responsibilities.
3.21.4 Records relating to the progress of students in collaborative arrangements need to be maintained effectively so that a student’s record is an accurate reflection of his/her current status. Information held in the Student Finance and Records Office regarding student enrolment is the official student record and will appear on award certificates and transcripts/diploma supplements. 
[bookmark: regresp][bookmark: _Toc64194219][bookmark: _Toc64292453][bookmark: _Toc139965751]3.22 Registry Responsibilities
3.22.1 Registry is responsible for maintaining the collaborative validation schedule, advising on regulations and servicing the validation events. Send any queries relating to collaborative provision to Registry in the first instance (email: reviewsandpartnerships@hud.ac.uk).
[bookmark: AE][bookmark: span]Student Panel
3.22.2 A Collaborative Provision Student Panel works as follows:
	Step
	Action

	1
	PI establishes a Student Panel taking advice from the DALO, recording student feedback on a rolling record.

	2
	The PI submits the rolling record to the course committee and DALO.

	3
	The course team consider any comments as part of the Annual Evaluation report.

	Note: In an ODUPLUS agreement where no local course committee exists, the Student Panel rolling record is forwarded to the course committee at the University.


[bookmark: ccom]Course Committee
3.22.3 The Course Committee in a Collaborative Provision arrangement operates as follows:
	Step
	Action

	1
	The PI establishes a Course Committee, with the DALO as a member.

	2
	The DALO must, where possible, attend the PI Course Committee meetings.

	3
	The PI sends minutes from the Course Committee meetings to the University’s Course Committee and DALO.

	4
	After holding the University Course Committee meetings, the University then sends copies of the minutes to the PI.

	Note: In an ODUPLUS agreement there may be no locally convened Course Committee.


[bookmark: crstut][bookmark: assex][bookmark: CAB][bookmark: chappro]Changes to Approved Provision
3.22.4 If partners wish to make a change to an approved Collaborative Provision course:
	Step
	Action

	1
	They should consider and outline their proposal, then submit it to their DALO by the end of the April before the year where the changes are intended to take effect (unless you have other agreement by the University)

	2
	The DALO should notify the Reviews and Partnerships team for them to consider the level of treatment the change will need (either a Tier 1 or Tier 2 Accreditation and Validation Panel or a Collaborative Provision Validation Panel with oversight from APB. DALOs must email reviewsandpartnerships@hud.ac.uk with information about any changes.

	3
	The Reviews and Partnerships team will contact the PVC (T&L) and the Chair of APB to confirm the level of event required

	4
	The Reviews and Partnerships team will notify the DALO and partner of the approved level of event required to approve the change

	5
	Partners and DALOs should submit other changes such as application for a different mode of delivery or delivery at a different campus to reviewsandpartnerships@hud.ac.uk for approval at APB


CP Academic Misconduct 
3.22.5 To make sure that any instances of academic misconduct are addressed by partner institutions:
	Step
	Action

	1
	For Franchised, Validated and Designed and Delivered provision, the PI appoints an Academic Misconduct Officer (AMO) who informs the DALO of investigation outcomes
For ODUPLUS provision the partner and school agree the appointment of an AMO as part of the (re)validation process. This could either be a member of the PI, a member of University of Huddersfield staff who visits the PI regularly or the DALO

	2
	The partner must confirm the name of the AMO to the School’s AMO. Note that penalties cannot be applied by a partner institution’s AMO; they must be confirmed by the School’s AMO

	3
	For Franchised, Validated and Designed and Delivered provision, the partner should conduct the informal stage 1 investigation and the University will conduct Stages 2 and 3 (see workflow below)

	4
	DALOs support partner institutions with AM issues, are the first point of contact and should be regularly updated by partner institutions in all AM cases (refer to section 10 of the Regulations for Taught Students for further information)

	5
	The University sends all formal emails relating to AM allegations rather than the partner institution. This includes interview invitations and outcomes.

	6
	A stage 3 case of AM at a partner institution will mean an Academic Misconduct Panel will be held at the University and the student should attend to present their case. If it is unrealistic for the student to attend, a virtual AMP will be held.


[bookmark: CPCOMP]3.22.6 See the Academic Misconduct flowchart for further information about the CP process.
CP Student Complaints 
3.22.7 To make sure that any complaints are addressed by partner institutions.
	Step
	Action

	1
	When a student raises a complaint at a partner institution, the partner institution follows the Stage 1 (informal) complaints process, alerting the DALO to the complaint. The student should be advised to contact the University of Huddersfield’s Student Union Advice centre at all stages.

	2
	If the partner institution does not resolve the issue, they should inform the DALO, sending all relevant paperwork .

	3
	The DALO will refer the stage 2 complaint to Registry who will complete the formal stages (stages 2 and 3). 

	4
	If the issue is not resolved at stage 2, then the University follows the stage 3 internal review process.

	5
	The COP letter is then issued advising the student to contact the OIA for an independent review if they are still unhappy with the outcome.


[bookmark: CPRESAP]CP Results Appeals 
3.22.8 To make sure that any results appeals are addressed by partner institutions:
	Step
	Action

	1
	Where a student at a partner institution wishes to appeal a result (this must be within 10 working days of receiving results).

	2
	The partner institution and DALO direct the student to the University of Huddersfield’s Students’ Union Advice centre for further details and advice.

	3
	The student submits a stage 1 appeal to Registry by emailing an appeal form to CABAppeals@hud.ac.uk 

	4
	Registry respond to the student within 20 working days of receiving the appeal with an outcome.

	5
	The student may ask for a review in the stage 2 process within 10 working days of receiving the outcome letter.

	6
	Registry issues a completion of procedures letter and the student has 12 months to contact the Office of Independent Adjudicator if not satisfied.


[bookmark: CPF2P][bookmark: CPEXCIRC]CP Extenuating Circumstances 
3.22.9 The extenuation circumstances process is as follows:
	Step
	Action

	1
	A student at a PI wishes to submit an EC application.

	2
	The PI should notify the DALO and direct the student to the relevant Regulations, Procedures and Forms on the Huddersfield of University website and also advise them to contact the Students’ Union Advice Centre in the first instance.

	3
	The student should submit their claim form and evidence t as outlined in the guidance.

	4
	The DALO and partner institution must be alerted to any outcomes.



[bookmark: DALOILO]3.23 Information for newly appointed DALOs
3.23.1 Newly appointed DALOs must:
	Step
	Action

	1
	Contact the Reviews and Partnerships team to arrange DALO training session as soon as possible.

	2
	Review the business case, validation report and rationale document for the provision (contact reviewsandpartnerships@hud.ac.uk for copies).

	3
	Contact the partner institution to carry out introductions to the course team and other staff and to arrange a visit.

	4
	Maintain regular contact with the partner via email/virtual meetings and should visit at least twice in the first year. In subsequent years, an annual visit is needed.

	5
	Be aware that they will need to arrange an Annual Executive Meeting (see AEM section). Note: this is a key Collaborative Provision quality indication and must be held once a year.

	6
	Update PIs on current University regulations and any changes in University Policy which are made via UTLC which may impact the course



Information for Newly Appointed ILOs
3.23.2 Newly appointed ILOs should:
	Step
	Action

	1
	Contact the Reviews and Partnerships team to arrange a training session as soon as possible.

	2
	Find out who the DALO is and review the business case, validation report and rationale document for the provision (contact reviewsandpartnerships@hud.ac.uk for copies).

	3
	Contact the Senior Leadership Team (SLT) in the partner institution to carry out introductions with the course team and other staff and to arrange a visit.

	4
	Maintain regular contact with the partner institution’s SLT via email/virtual meetings. ILOs should visit at least once a year to conduct the AEM (see AEM section). Note: this is a key Collaborative Provision quality indication and must be held once a year.

	5
	When Chairing the AEM ILOs should make sure the following are discussed:
Recruitment plans;
Financial Schedule; 
Issues requiring action.

	6
	ILOs should agree and issue the Financial Schedules.

	7
	Make that the PI is operating collaborative provision within the regulations and procedures of the University as agreed at validation and is aware of changes in the regulatory framework.

	8
	Support the PI as necessary in the preparation for validation or revalidation events.

	9
	Support the DALOs in maintaining the quality of the student learning experience and the standards of awards at the PI.

	10
	Meet students at least once per year to hear their views and ensure that the liaison function is working effectively.


Note: The ILO is accountable to the PVC (T&L) and reports to Deans/Heads of Department as appropriate to the provision.
[bookmark: AEM]3.24 Conducting the Annual Executive Meeting (AEM)
3.24.1 The Annual Executive Meeting (AEM) is a key quality indicator for CP and provides an important part of the management and review of partnerships. When you conduct an AEM:
	Step
	Action

	1
	Arrange to hold the AEM annually, normally in spring, at the PI when possible.

	2
	Make sure the ILO/DALO attend and chair the meeting.

	3
	

	4
	Work with the Reviews and Partnerships team to adapt the standard agenda in Appendix 1 and send it to all attendees at least a week ahead of the meeting.

	5
	Following the meeting, the Reviews and Partnerships team will circulate minutes Appendix 2 

	6
	APB will note and discuss all Annual Executive Meeting minutes


[bookmark: additionalsite]3.26 Approval of Additional Sites for Delivery of Approved Collaborative Provision 
3.26.1 If your partner requests an additional delivery site:

	Step
	Action

	1
	Alert the Reviews and Partnerships team to the additional location (email reviewsandpartnerships@hud.ac.uk)

	2
	The Reviews and Partnerships team will advise you about what you need to do after consulting APB where relevant, normally advising you to visit the site using the Risk assessment form as a guide

	3
	After the visit submit the Risk Assessment form including photographic evidence to reviewsandpartnerships@hud.ac.uk 

	4
	APB will approve the new location if it meets the following criteria:
1.	There has been no change in access to learning resources.
2.	There have been no organisational changes.
3.	There have been no changes in staff.
4.	There have been no changes affecting the funding of student numbers.

	5
	Registry will notify you of any decision following APB


[bookmark: _Section_W:_MANAGEMENT][bookmark: merge]3.27 PI Mergers with Another Institution
3.27.1 If a PI merges with another institution, this may cause issues affecting the management of CP such as:
The creation of a new legal body and the implications for existing contracts of collaboration;
Issues related to the number and use of DALOs and ILOs;
The approval of staff not already authorised to teach on the provision;
The approval of new sites;
The approval of new Computing and Library facilities;
The management of quality.
3.27.2 If you hear that a PI will be undergoing a merger:
	Step
	Action

	1
	Contact the Reviews and Partnerships team (email: reviewsandpartnerships@hud.ac.uk) as soon as possible and include any relevant details, such as when the merger is expected to be completed and who the merger will be with.

	2
	The Reviews and Partnerships team will note relevant dates on the Collaborative Provision Schedule and alert APB to the event.

	3
	Once the merger is complete, forward confirmation of this from the PI to the Reviews and Partnerships team (email: reviewsandpartnerships@hud.ac.uk) 

	4
	Registry will arrange an Institutional Approval and Validation event at the newly created institution in the academic year following the merger.

	5
	In the period of time between the merger and before the Approval and Validation event:
The new institution must submit a proposal outlining the management of the provision and whether there are any additional members of teaching staff or facilities to be approved;
Additional teaching staff CV(s) should be submitted to the relevant School Board for approval and noted at APB;
Representatives from the School, Registry and Computing and Library Services will visit any new sites to assess suitability either before or during an event and submit a report;


[bookmark: publicity][bookmark: qualsrerch]3.28 Monitoring Publicity Produced by Collaborative Partners 
3.28.1 The contract of collaboration states that information relating to the course issued by the PI must have prior approval from the relevant school on behalf of the University. The Reviews and Partnerships team and DALO will normally be the first point of contact for marketing and publicity material:
	Step
	Action

	1
	The PI must be aware that the University is responsible for correct publicity material and must review all material at the draft stage ahead of issue. Agree a timetable for this.

	2
	The Reviews and Partnerships team review the PI’s website and prospectus periodically to make sure it accurately reflects the nature and content of the course as well as outcomes and benefits.

	3
	Any social media content should be discussed with central marketing, although partners may tag the University social accounts in post where relevant, however the University is not obliged to share these posts.

	4
	The material must say that the qualification of successful students ‘is an award of the University of Huddersfield’. This statement should clearly be associated with the award in question rather than appear as (for example) a header or footer on a page in which awards other than those of this University are described. The PI should not use the wording: ’In partnership with the University of Huddersfield’ or ‘Validated by the University of Huddersfield’

	5
	In publicity material, the statement that an award is that of the University of Huddersfield should be accompanied by a reproduction of the University logo in an approved form – schools can send the following link to PIs: Brand Guidelines

	6
	If publicity material is not in English, DALOs should ask for a translation before publication

	Note: if you have any serious concerns about publicity material which cannot be resolved via discussion, notify the PVC (T&L).


[bookmark: _Section_Z:_The][bookmark: reval][bookmark: exstrats]3.29 Exit Strategies
3.29.1 When a termination process is in place, the University’s responsibility and commitment to CP students will end when the final module is completed by the final student. An exit strategy makes sure that students on courses remain supported until they have completed their studies.
	Step
	Action

	1
	The DALO and ILO should work together to draft the exit strategy, following the template below 

	2
	Once completed, the DALO or ILO should submit the exit strategy to Reviews and Partnership team for approval at APB. They should email it to reviewsandpartnerships@hud.ac.uk.

	3
	APB will consider and approve the exit strategy, or may ask for further details.

	4
	Once approved by APB, the Reviews and Partnership team notifies the DALO/ILO.

	5
	The DALO will send the exit strategy to the partner institutions.

	6
	The DALO should write to the students (see template below).

	7
	The DALO sends annual updates to APB on the termination progress until it is complete.

	8
	If the termination ends early or the strategy needs amending, the DALO should inform the Reviews and Partnership team immediately (email reviewsandpartnerships@hud.ac.uk).
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[bookmark: App1]Computing and Library Services (CLS) recognises that Collaborative Provision (CP) is a key element in the University’s mission. The University needs to deliver high standards of learning support for students based in partner institutions to ensure that the student experience is of a good quality in all areas of academic activity. As the University is regularly scrutinised by outside agencies it is particularly important that high quality provision can also be demonstrated.
This statement outlines what CLS will provide to support CP courses in the UK and overseas, and what the expectations are of partner institutions. 
Access to University computing and library resources
Pre-validation, a business case is prepared by the appropriate school and presented to the Academic Partnerships Board (APB). The business case includes a statement by CLS on access to computing and library resources at the University. 
All students who are enrolled on Collaborative Provision programmes are students of the University of Huddersfield and therefore entitled to access computing and library services provided by the University as outlined in this document.
By default, this will include access to the University Virtual Learning Environment (VLE, Brightspace), Microsoft Office 365, some home use software/licensing, some software via remote access, and most (but not all) electronic library resources. 
Regarding CLS provision, ASIS (the University Student Record System) is the definitive source for the creation of all student accounts for access to the University IT systems both on and off campus. Therefore, as long as the students have been registered in ASIS they will have access to facilities that they are entitled to for the duration of their registration. If they have not been correctly attached to their modules in ASIS they will only have limited access to Brightspace.  Active management is required by schools and Partner Institutions to ensure correct ASIS registration. 
Once students have enrolled at the partner institution and the student record is created on ASIS they will normally have access to be able to login and access to Microsoft Office 365 and file storage within 24 hours. Access to Brightspace modules is arranged by the schools/Designated Academic Liaison Officers.
Students are made aware of their entitlement to University computing and library facilities through the normal University webpages and via MyHud and Brightspace resources.
Students on the University’s programmes will have access to a wide range of electronic library resources through the University’s collections (although some resources will not be available by default), including electronic versions of reading list material.  Students based closer to Huddersfield will be able to make use of the library and computing services at Huddersfield in person, subject to obtaining a student card on their initial visit.
Existing University licensing agreements can restrict access to software for students and staff who are not accessing this software onsite at the University’s Huddersfield campus.  Restrictions may restrict use of remote access, home use, access from elsewhere in the UK or international access.  Where requirements exist, but a restriction has been identified during the business case and validation processes, CLS can investigate additional licencing options, with additional charges paid by the academic school or the partner institution. In addition, content in packages can change at short notice at the discretion of publishers, which the University has no control over.
Students working towards a research degree via CP will have the same access to library resources as a taught student. However, collection development to meet the specialist research needs of the student beyond what is held by the University of Huddersfield is expected to be done by the local partner.
Staff who support CP programmes in Partner Institutions are able to apply for ‘Affiliate’ status, which entitles them to a range of computing and library services, appropriate to geographic location.  
CP students have full access to the library support and guidance available to all other students, including 1-1s, access to workshops and teaching, and online guidance. This is covered in detail on our LibGuides pages. 
Support is available in the use of library services using the email address library@hud.ac.uk and the telephone number 01484 472700. IT support is available using the email address it.support@hud.ac.uk and telephone number 01484 473737. This support is available during UK office hours 08.30-17.00 Monday to Friday. 
Expectations of computing and library provision at Partner Institutions 
It is expected that the Library or Learning Resource Centre at the partner institution at which they are studying should be the first port of call for supporting students and staff on the University’s programmes. This includes a physical and IT infrastructure capable of providing an appropriate environment for adult learning, with opening hours, study space, and advice and support that meets the need of both full-time and part-time students.
These standards should be applied using the professional expertise of the CLS representatives. Evidence can include comments in student panels, questions to students during the validation event, and observation and questioning of partner library and IT staff by the CLS representative during the validation event.
There should be adequate space to meet the needs of students, including quiet or silent space. This may be discrete space for Higher Education students, or it may be mixed with space for other groups, but particular attention should be paid for the unique needs of HE students within an FE college.
Furniture should be suitable for a range of users, including those bringing in their own equipment such as laptops, and those who may have additional needs (e.g. height adjustable desks for wheelchair users).
IT equipment should be sufficient for students on the courses and include provision for specialist software for students with additional needs. Internet access to University systems, including WiFi, for students is expected to be provided. If the local situation means that internet access is restricted, then the impact on students and staff should be addressed to ensure an equitable experience. Students and staff teaching directly on the provision will normally have access to Brightspace, Microsoft Office 365, some home use software/licensing, some software via remote access and the majority of library online information resources.  Staff have a requirement to register their non-University devices prior to accessing these systems.
Any third-party providing a service on behalf of the University needs to follow the University's IT Security Policy.  Third parties should ensure that their IT security policies align to current Cyber Essentials and IASME’s requirements and best practice.  Whilst third parties do not need to have Cyber Essential accreditation (although desirable), the University is required to ensure that any third-party devices they are interacting with, are configured correctly, secure, patched, and running vendor supported hardware and operating systems (see the Using Your Own Device Policy).  UoH may request third parties to validate that their devices are securely configured at prior to awarding a contract or at any point during a contract.  Third-party staff can be excluded from the requirement to register devices, provided the third-party shows adherence to these points.
Library collections should include at least one print or electronic copy of all books on the course reading lists as well as wider reading to support the course, with multiple copies if needed to meet reasonable demand. If books are out-of-print, we don’t expect local libraries to source them if not already in stock. 
Where journal articles are available to students electronically via the University library, there is not the requirement to duplicate this locally. Collections (physical and digital) at partner institutions are expected to be kept up to date, with obsolete and outdated material removed. An inter-library loan service is expected to be available through the partner institution to obtain material not otherwise available locally or online through the University. No inter-library loan service is available to collaborative provision students through the University. 
There should be an appropriate level of staffing to meet the library, information and IT support needs of the students. This would normally include a suitable qualified and experienced library professional to manage the library service and opening hours to suit the delivery patterns of the provision.
There should be an induction and information skills offer from the library staff to students on the provision, unless this is delivered directly by the course staff. This may be online, face to face, or a mixture of the two, depending on the needs and capacities of the local provision. It should include basic information on the use of the local library provision, accessing University online resources, and referencing.
There should be an adequate budget in place to support the local library provision, including sufficient budget to update library collections as detailed above.
Good links should be evident between library / learning resource centre staff and the teaching team to ensure provision is focussed on ongoing student and staff needs. The librarian or representative should be a member of the student panel/liaison committee.
Assessment of computing and library provision in Partner Institutions 
The section above outlines the standards that CLS has established to assist in the development of facilities which are appropriate for the academic programmes being provided in Partner Institutions and to guide the monitoring of such facilities.  These standards are applied in validation and re-validation events.   
Wherever feasible, a representative of CLS should be on the validation panel. Where this is not possible, e.g. for some overseas visits, the following arrangements are put in place: 
· A member of the validation panel is given responsibility for assessing computing and library provision.
· They are briefed prior to departure by appropriate members of CLS staff, typically the Head of Academic Services and Head of Second Line IT Services (or an appropriate delegate). 
The briefing will contain: 
· An explanation of the standards expected, and how to respond to it
· Discussion of facilities and resources likely to be relevant to the course and how to provide feedback on them

· An explanation of the data required by CLS to ensure full access to appropriate services, especially for teaching staff

· Subsequent to the visit, a debriefing session (preferably with the same members of CLS) is held to appraise the feedback evidence and reach an informed assessment of provision. Copies of the subsequent report and/or agreed actions are sent to the Director of Digital Information. 

· The Education and Training Consortium (ETC) requires a representative from Library Services to be an integral part of the validation/ re-validation panel. 

Appendix 1 – Computing and Library Services statement on support for courses offered through Collaborative Provision arrangements
Appendix 1 – Computing and Library Services statement on support for courses offered through Collaborative Provision arrangements

[bookmark: App2]Collaborative Provision Business Case
Please complete the form below if you have a Collaborative Provision idea which your Dean has given approval for. Send any queries or complete forms to: . 

	School
	Choose an item.
	Contact name
	[insert contact name for project]

	Proposed DALO for Provision
	[insert proposed DALO name]

	Course details
	[insert name of course]
[full or part time]
[top up or full award]

	Partner Institution
	[insert full name of PI. Include address, contact numbers and website]

	ILO name 
	[insert ILO name if relevant]

	Collaborative provision type (see xxxxx for definitions)
	Choose an item.
	Partner Institution details

	PI contact
	[insert name and job title of PI contact]

	Is PI a legal entity who can enter into a partnership?
	[Include confirmation from PI that they are legal entity]

	Any current University links with PI?
	Choose an item.
[if yes add further details, ie name of award(s), type of delivery, period of delivery – contact reviewsandpartnerships@hud.ac.uk if you need details about an existing PI]

	No current links – confirm you have visited PI
	[attach a copy of the PI visit report]

	Status of institution
	[ie public, private etc]

	Comments from International Officer if the PI is located outside the UK.
	[If they are international, contact the International Office about the intended location and add relevant comments here]

	Other collaborative activities at PI?
	[insert details of other HE equivalent professional awards the PI has]

	Details of independent audits/reviews
	[insert details of any audits or reviews to PI has undergone recently]

	Details of any QA reports by a third party (ie QAA)
	[provide any relevant details of the reports and include implications]

	Supporting statement from PI
	[insert any supporting statements from PI for the proposed activity]

	If the PI is outside UK, provide details of any national regulatory requirements to the validation
	[how will the requirements be satisfied, including timescales and whether regulatory approval will come before or after validation]

	Collaboration details

	School rationale
	[insert details for rationale]

	How does rationale fit with University strategic plan and the School plan
	[ie is the project for prestige (links with an institution of excellence), financial (provide details of income generated), or to attract additional students to UoH courses]

	Will the activity result in Student progression to the University?
	[insert details of so]

	Market demand
	[insert details of market demand for the activity]

	Will the activity displace current student demand at the University
	[provide details of any effect on current student demand]

	Any other collaborative partners?
	[provide details of any other partners involved in the provision and the impact of this collaboration]

	If the PI is located outside the UK and University staff will be teaching there, does the PI have appropriate employer/public liability insurance?
	[check with the PI and add relevant details]

	Resources required for CP provision (check those relevant)
	CLS licenses	☐
Specialist resources CLS	☐
DALO visits	☐
External examiners	☐
Validation costs	☐
Academic and admin staffing at PI	☐
Academic, admin and CLS staffing at UoH	☐

	Proposed location of validation event
	[insert details of location of event. Normally this will take place at the PI]

	Date of validation event
	Click or tap to enter a date.
	Reviews and Partnerships comments on proposal

	[INSERT REVIEWS AND PARTNERSHIPS COMMENTS HERE]










	Course details

	Start date of first cohort
	Click or tap to enter a date.
	If the collaboration has SFE funding, will the University or the PI receive numbers
	[provide details – ask finance for further details]

	Proposed student numbers
	[insert proposed number of students]

	Number of cohorts per year
	[provide proposed number of cohorts]

	Cohort start dates
	[proposed start date(s)]

	Number of credits delivered to students per annum
	[provide credit details]

	Professional statutory body arrangement details (if relevant)
	[provide details of any PSRB]

	Do you need to change the validation document to respond to local market needs?
	[outline planned changes to local market]

	Will any part of the course be delivered in a language other than English?
	[provide details]

	Finances
Discuss the areas below with financial services. Financial services must carry out a full costing of the proposal and provide a breakdown of income and expenditure. Submit this report with the business case.

	Minimum charge
	[provide details]

	Will a subsidy be required to cover costs?
	Choose an item.
[if Yes provide details]

	Currency of transactions
	[insert currency]

	Performance bond needed?
	[Does the University need to request a performance bond from the PI in case the PI does not adhere to the agreed payment schedule?]

	Is withholding tax payable when exporting income to the University?
	[provide details]

	Is the commentary from Financial Services attached?
	Choose an item.
[If no, state when this will be available]

	Provide details of the payment schedule
	[add details]

	Benchmark income per (20 credit undergraduate or 30 credit postgraduate) module (to be completed by Financial Services)
	[add details]

	Actual income per module (to be completed by Financial Services)
	[add details]

	LEARNING RESOURCES
Discuss the areas below with library services and provide a statement from library services

	Is access to the VLE required and reliably available?
	[provide details]

	Is access to other University-based specialist learning resources required and reliably available (e.g. e-journals and databases)?
	[provide details of any resources needed and whether a license will be needed for use in the PI]

	If costs aren’t covered by income, where is the subsidy coming from?
	[insert details of where subsidy for any licenses or resources will come from?]

	Computing and Library Services commentary on proposal

	[insert cls commentary on proposal here or indicate when this will be available.]










	Signatures

	School contact 
	[insert signature]
	Click or tap to enter a date.
	Dean/director 
	[insert signature]
	Click or tap to enter a date.
	APB Chair
	[insert signature]
	Click or tap to enter a date.

 	

	Initial Financial Schedule
This statement must be signed by the Dean of relevant school at the University as confirmation that there is clear understanding by both parties with respect to the key financial aspects of the collaboration.

	School name
	Choose an item.
	Collaborating partner name
	[insert name]

	Course 
	[insert course name]

	Anticipated start date of course 
	Click or tap to enter a date.
	Numbers of students 
	[insert number]

	Course fee
	[insert fee]

	% of fee retained by University
	[insert %]

	% of fee retained by PI
	[insert %]

	Additional costs to be covered by University
	[add details]

	Additional costs to be covered by PI
	[add details]

	Resources to be provided by University (including provision of library materials)
	[add details]

	Resources to be provided by PI (including provision of library materials)
	[add details]

	Validation/Revalidation/annual visits costs to be met by University
	[add details]

	Validation/Revalidation/annual visits costs to be met by PI
	[add details]

	Signature

	Dean of school
	[add signature]




Appendix 2 – Collaborative Provision Business Case Form
Appendix 2 – Collaborative Provision Business Case Form

[bookmark: App3]Low Risk Collaborative Provision Business Case
Complete this business case if your proposed Collaborative Provision falls into the following categories:
· It will be a once-only delivery.
· It will be a closed course, ie it is only open to students from a particular known partner(s).
· It will be delivered, assessed and supported 100% by University staff, but away from our main campus.
1. General information
	School
	[insert your school name here]

	Contact name
	[insert the school contact here]

	Name of proposed course
	[insert course name]

	Name and address of delivery location
	[include a contact name and email as well as general contact details]

	Is delivery overseas?
	[yes or no]

	Existing links with partner(s)?
	[provide full details including type of delivery and period of delivery]

	Does the partner (s) have an exclusivity clause with other institutions?
	

	Does course award University credit?
	[yes or no.] 
[If yes insert credit amount]

	Duration of course
	[provide details of whether there will be one cohort or more than one cohort and delivery mode/schedule]

	Will course be taught and assessed 100% by University staff
	[provide full details of intended teaching and assessment schedule/method]

	Does the course already exist at University of Huddersfield?
	[yes or no]

	Is the course a closed course?
	[provide details of where/how the students will be recruited. Note: a closed course must have a defined cohort and must not be available for open recruitment]

	How will students be recruited
	[provide recruitment details]

	Proposed numbers
	

	Proposed start date of first cohort
	[ie Sept 19]

	Any changes needed to respond to local market needs?
	

	Is access to University specialist learning resources required?
	[ie VLE, journals and databases]


2. Finance 
	Please consult with Central University Finance when completing this section. The statement must be signed by the Dean of the relevant School at the University as confirmation that there is clear understanding by both parties with respect to the key financial aspects of the collaboration.

	School
	

	Name of collaborating partner
	

	Course
	

	Anticipated start date of course
	

	Numbers of students
	

	Course fee
	

	% of fee retained by University
	

	% of fee retained by Partner (s)
	

	Additional costs to be covered by University
	

	Additional costs to be covered by Partner (s)
	

	Resources to be provided by University (including provision of library materials)
	

	Resources to be provided by Partner (s) (including provision of library materials)
	

	Proposed charge
	[provide details of minimum charges and costs not covered by income]

	Currency of transactions
	[Consult Central University Finance]

	Performance bond needed?
	[Consult Central University Finance]

	Withholding tax payable when exporting income to University?
	[Consult Central University Finance]

	Details of payment schedule
	[Consult Central University Finance]



Authorised signature:	_______________________________________________________
Dean of school


Appendix 3 – Low Risk Collaborative Provision Business Case Form
Appendix 3 – Low Risk Collaborative Provision Business Case Form

	[bookmark: App4]Enterprise Taught Programme Briefing Form

	School
	Choose an item.
	Contact
	[insert Contact details for queries about the Enterprise Taught Programme outlined below]

	Third Party name and location
	[insert name of third party, location, website details and any background company/HE information]

	Course details
	[insert relevant details of proposed course including student numbers, full or part time course, anticipated start date, number of intended cohorts and recruitment details such as closed cohort recruited by third party]

	Estimated income generated
	[insert details of likely income generated by the ETP. You may wish to speak to finance before completing this section]

	Links to other UoH courses
	[insert details of any potential student recruitment to other University courses following the ETP]

	Risks and benefits identified
	[provide consideration of any risks/benefits to the University should this provision be approved]


Appendix 4 – Enterprise Taught Programme Briefing Form

[bookmark: App5]Dual Award Cotutelle Request Proforma
This proforma enables schools to outline how they will oversee the management of Research Studies by Cotutelle arrangement which leads to a dual award. This form should be used by schools arranging both:
· Individual Cotutelles (Dual Award), and
· Multiple-Candidate Dual Award Cotutelles.
Before submitting this form, schools should consider:
· The Regulations for Awards (Research Degrees).
· The workflow below for Dual Award Cotutelles




After you have completed the Cotutelle Request Proforma, submit the form first to Graduate Board and then to APB supplying the following supporting documents:
· Confirmation of Senate Approval to Proceed with the Dual Degree.
· Confirmation of approval from PVCs T&L/R&E and DVC to proceed with the initiative.
· Confirmation from the Chair of SLT. 
· Confirmation from the Director of Marketing that there is a market for the proposed provision (where necessary).
· Confirmation that the proposed partner is legally entitled to award Dual Research Degrees.
· Confirmation from the Dean that there are adequate human resources (academic and professional services) in place to support the proposed delivery.
· Confirmation from the Head of CLS that there are resources in place including (in the case of overseas arrangements) software licences to access to the University’s learning resources/journals etc.
· Confirmation from the Head of Researcher Environment that there are adequate resources and capacity to provide core training and development opportunities for the proposed activity; and/or for any campus based delivery planned as part of the attendance requirements.
· Confirmation that offers of study will only be made when Supervisory team members have been established.
· Confirmation of supervisory arrangements for the UoH element of the award including, if applicable, that external supervisors are qualified to undertake PGR supervision.
· Programme Specification Document.
· A financial statement agreed by Financial Services indicating the costs/charges to be borne by each partner must be included.
· For overseas institutions, any local or in-country government approvals must be identified together with an indication of likely timescales and processes.
	Dual award Cotutelle Request Proforma:
Graduate Board and APB Approval

	School
	Choose an item.
	Name and role of staff member submitting proposal
	[Insert name and role]

	Subject area and Qualification
	[Insert the subject area and qualification of the proposed cotutelle]

	Full time or part time?
	Choose an item.
	Proposed duration and number of intakes
	

	Name and address of proposed partner institution.
	

	Name, email, and role of staff member leading the proposal at the partner
	

	Overview of the proposed partner institution.
	

	Rationale for the proposal
	[Insert:
· The rationale for proposed cotutelle arrangement including how it supports the relevant school and University strategies
· An outline of the importance of study via cotutelle arrangements]

	Target Market for course
	[Include a description of the target market including the location of the students and promotion plans for the award]

	Proposed student numbers (for Multiple Candidate Cotutelles only)
	[Insert proposed student numbers here or N/A for Individual Cotutelles (Dual Award)]

	Financial arrangements (for Multiple Candidate Cotutelles only)
	[Insert fee arrangements and anticipated income or N/A for Individual Cotutelles (Dual Award)]

	International office commentary (for Multiple Candidate Cotutelles only)
	[Provide key information concerning cotutelle arrangement after contacting the international office regarding the overseas location or N/A for Individual Cotutelles (Dual Award)]

	Local Government Approval (international institutions only)
	[Insert details of any local or in-country government approvals must be identified together with an indication of likely timescales and processes]


	Research Environment, delivery and support mechanisms

	Queensgate attendance
	[Insert details of attendance at Queensgate – see minimum face to face requirements in Regulations for Awards (Research Degrees)]


	Visa implications
	[Insert details of any visa implications for international research students]

	Queensgate workspace and equipment arrangements
	[Provide details about:
· How the school will ensure research students access appropriate equipment at Queensgate
· What periods and stages of attendance at Queensgate will be required (taking into account the minimum face to face attendance requirements in the Regulations)?
· How will the school ensure that research students have access to appropriate workspace and equipment during their time at Queensgate?]

	Facility requirements
	[Outline how the school will find out about and provide facilities required by research students]

	Cotutelle research environment
	[Outline how the school will ensure a cotutelle research student receives an equitable experience to a Queensgate based student]

	Research environment with peer contact details
	[Outline school plans for ensuring a robust and suitable research environment will be made available, including opportunities for peer discussion and interaction]

	Estimated additional workload for cotutelle supervisors
	[Insert details of workload issues in relation to the supervisory team and the impact that providing support to students may have on this]

	Supervision and informal progress monitoring methods
	[Insert details of the mode of interactions]

	Frequency of interactions
	[Insert details of the frequency of interactions]

	Cotutelle progress monitoring: both institutions
	[insert details of how research student progress will be monitored, both formally and informally at both institutions]

	Engagement, Support and Representation

	[Insert arrangements for Ongoing Pastoral Support; Attendance/Engagement monitoring and arrangements for the Student Voice/representation.

	Formal progress reviews and progression monitoring details
	[Insert details of school plans:
· to make sure formal progress reviews take place at the agreed intervals 
· to make sure the research student attends Progression monitoring at Huddersfield whenever possible]
· 

	Viva Arrangements
	[Insert details of the arrangements for the examination process including how the award of both qualifications will be managed.]


	Additional information
	[Insert any other details or N/A]

	DoGE signature
	[Insert signature]

	Date
	Click or tap to enter a date.
	Graduate Board Consideration

	Graduate Board comments
	[Insert any comments or conditions relating to the committee’s discussion of the request].

	Approved by
	[Insert chair’s signature]

	Date of meeting
	Click or tap to enter a date.
	APB Consideration

	APB comments
	[Insert any comments or conditions relating to APB’s discussion of the request]

	Approved by
	[Insert APB Chair’s signature]

	Date of meeting
	Click or tap to enter a date.


Appendix 5 – Dual Award Cotutelle Request Proforma and Workflow

[bookmark: App6]The Cotutelle Request Proforma enables schools to outline how they will oversee the management of Research Studies by Cotutelle arrangement. This form should be used by schools arranging both:
· Individual Cotutelles (Single Award), and
· Multiple-Candidate Cotutelles.
Before submitting this form, schools should read the following documents:
· The Regulations for Awards (Research Degrees).
After you have completed the Cotutelle Request Proforma, submit the form first to Graduate Board and then to APB supplying the following supporting documents:
· A brief rationale for the arrangement together with an overview of the organisation involved in the delivery.
· Confirmation that offers of study will only be made when Supervisory team members have been established. 
· Confirmation that external supervisors are qualified to undertake PGR supervision.
· Programme Specification Document.
· Proposed Duration
· Consideration of workload issues in relation to the supervisory team and the impact that providing support to students may have on this.
· Arrangements for supervision and support including skills training, progression, and the examination process.
· Confirmation of arrangements for maintaining a suitable research environment including when students are at Queensgate.
· Ongoing Pastoral Support.
· Attendance/Engagement monitoring.
· Arrangements for the Student Voice/representation.



	Cotutelle Request Proforma:
Graduate Board and APB Approval

	School
	Choose an item.
	Name and role of staff member submitting proposal
	[Insert name and role]

	Subject area and Qualification
	[Insert the subject area and qualification of the proposed cotutelle]

	Full time or part time?
	Choose an item.
	Rationale for the proposal
	[Insert:
· The rationale for proposed cotutelle arrangement including how it supports the relevant school and University strategies
· An outline of the importance of study via cotutelle arrangements]

	Target Market for course
	[Include a description of the target market including the location of the students and promotion plans for the award]

	Proposed student numbers (for Multiple Candidate Cotutelles only)
	[Insert proposed student numbers here or N/A for Individual Cotutelles (Single Award)]

	Financial arrangements (for Multiple Candidate Cotutelles only)
	[Insert fee arrangements and anticipated income or N/A for Individual Cotutelles (Single Award)]

	International office commentary (for Multiple Candidate Cotutelles only)
	[Provide key information concerning cotutelle arrangement after contacting the international office regarding the overseas location or N/A for Individual Cotutelles (Single Award)]

	Research Environment, delivery and support mechanisms

	Queensgate attendance
	[Insert details of attendance at Queensgate – see minimum face to face requirements in Regulations for Awards (Research Degrees)]

	Visa implications
	[Insert details of any visa implications for international research students]

	Queensgate workspace and equipment arrangements
	[Provide details about how the school will ensure research students access appropriate equipment at Queensgate]

	Facility requirements
	[Outline how the school will find out about and provide facilities required by research students]

	Cotutelle research environment
	[Outline how the school will ensure a cotutelle research student receives an equitable experience to a Queensgate based student]

	Research environment with peer contact details
	[Outline school plans for ensuring a robust and suitable research environment will be made available, including opportunities for peer discussion and interaction]

	Estimated additional workload for cotutelle supervisors
	[Insert details of supervisor workload]

	Supervision and informal progress monitoring methods
	[Insert details of the mode of interactions]

	Frequency of interactions
	[Insert details of the frequency of interactions]

	Cotutelle progress monitoring: both institutions
	[insert details of how research student progress will be monitored, both formally and informally at both institutions]

	Formal progress reviews and progression monitoring details
	[Insert details of school plans:
· to make sure formal progress reviews take place at the agreed intervals 
· to make sure the research student attends Progression monitoring at Huddersfield whenever possible]

	Additional information
	[Insert any other details or N/A]

	DoGE signature
	[Insert signature]

	Date
	Click or tap to enter a date.
	Graduate Board Consideration

	Graduate Board comments
	[Insert any comments or conditions relating to the committee’s discussion of the request].

	Approved by
	[Insert chair’s signature]

	Date of meeting
	Click or tap to enter a date.
	APB Consideration

	APB Comments
	[Insert any comments or conditions relating to APB’s discussion of the request]

	Approved by
	[Insert APB Chair’s signature]

	Date of meeting
	Click or tap to enter a date.

Appendix 6 – Computing and Library Services statement on support for courses offered through Collaborative Provision arrangements
Appendix 6 – Single Award Cotutelle Request Proforma 

[bookmark: App7][bookmark: _Toc64194208][bookmark: _Toc64292442][bookmark: _Toc64296475][bookmark: _Toc139965748]Rationale template for Institutional approval between University of Huddersfield and [Insert CP name]
Use the six headings below (containing the information listed by the bullet points) as a template to provide an Institutional rationale for a CP Proposal:
[bookmark: _Toc64194209][bookmark: _Toc64292443][bookmark: _Toc64296476]1. General introduction to the PI
its history, its role locally, regionally, nationally, internationally 
PI mission/vision (including targets and achievement dates) 
Strategic Plan 
History of the relationship with the University and other HEIs
[bookmark: _Toc64194210][bookmark: _Toc64292444][bookmark: _Toc64296477]2. Organisation and Management of the PI
Governance and organisational/committee structures 
Staff/student representation on committees 
[bookmark: _Toc64194211][bookmark: _Toc64292445][bookmark: _Toc64296478]3. Academic Management/development
Planning framework – use of development/business planning and the mechanisms used to draw up and approve the plan
Links with other HE institutions
Review of recent developments 
Anticipated developments 
Range of current provision – links with other institutions
Management of standards
[bookmark: _Toc64194212][bookmark: _Toc64292446][bookmark: _Toc64296479]4. Teaching, Learning and Assessment: 
Policies 
Evaluation 
[bookmark: _Toc64194213][bookmark: _Toc64292447][bookmark: _Toc64296480]5. Resources 
Campus details/facts & figures (library/IT information etc); 
Staffing - including staff development policies, appraisal, recruitment and selection, research/scholarly activity etc 
Physical resources - mechanisms for management/replacement 
Mechanisms for managing resources 
[bookmark: _Toc64194214][bookmark: _Toc64292448][bookmark: _Toc64296481]6. Quality Assurance and Enhancement:
Institutional framework 
External influences which impact on provision – such as PSRBs, government-initiated audits – the institution may wish to provide sample reports of recent audits 
Programme development, review and management – approval and annual evaluation etc
Approaches to QE
Appendix 7 – Rationale Template for Institutional Approval Between UoH and PI
Note: The Institutional (Re)Approval programme may be the first part of the event for the validation of the specific proposal or it may be arranged as a separate event. This largely depends on the scale of collaboration with the PI and the logistics of organisation. Where a joint event is arranged, the documentation for Institutional (Re)Approval and course (Re)Validation may be submitted as a joint document.
[bookmark: App8]Risk Assessment Form for Partner Institution New Locations
Complete this form if a partner institution changes the location of its provision or if a partner institution location has not previously been checked by University staff. Email the completed form to reviewsandpartnerships@hud.ac.uk for approval. Please also email pictures or video footage of the new location.
	Venue name and location:
	[provide venue name, address and contact details]

	Date of event:
	[insert anticipated start date of provision]

	Number of students proposed
	[insert predicted number of students]

	Length of sessions and break times
	[check suitable breaks are timetabled for students]

	Does the venue have suitable lighting and ventilation for number of attendees
	[insert relevant details]

	First Aider on site:
	Choose an item.
	Is the location secure:
	[Provide relevant security information, ie 24 hour security guard etc]

	Number of staff/students compliant with Fire and safety regulation
	[insert details ]

	Accommodation provided at location for students during event?
	[provide details]

	Indicate if venue is compliant with disability legislation:
	[provide details]

	Please list all classroom and training facilities required during event, ie smartboards, PCs
	[list requirements of provision such as smartboard, PCs wifi access etc]

	Are all required classroom facilities available at venue? 
	[UoH visitor to confirm if all required equipment is available]

	Are toilets and other facilities accessible?
	[please confirm that all facilities are accessible with no trip hazards etc]

	Date DALO/member of University staff visited and approved location:
	[Insert date]



DALO approval of venue 
Signed:    	Date:	
Registry approval of venue
Signed:	Date:	
Chair of APB approval
Signed:	Date:	
Appendix 8 – Risk Assessment Form

[bookmark: App9]Note: The Financial Appendix is the school’s responsibility. Please refer to the Financial Arrangements for CP document and discuss with Central Finance. 
University of Huddersfield Financial Appendix
Financial Arrangements between [insert school name] of the University of Huddersfield ("University") and [insert partner name] ("Institution") in respect of the [insert type of CP ie This financial agreement comes into force on [date] and will last until [date]. The arrangement will be reviewed by the University and the Institution after that date. The University reserves the right to amend the financial arrangement following this agreement period.
1. The students will be [registered students of the University/registered students of the PI].
Tuition fees shall be set by the Institution in agreement with the University.
 [information about who collects and retain fees here, ie the Institution or us, ie The Institution will collect and retain any fees payable by the students. The University will not be responsible for any fees not collected by the Institution nor any fees which may be returned to any student for whatever reason].
The Institution will pay the University the following amount per cohort in respect of students enrolled onto the course: [See attachment of financial information]
The University reserves the right to cancel the agreement for any intake where the overall number of students on the course falls below the minimum academically acceptable level of [insert number, usually 8 students] without the prior consent of the University.
The Institution will send to name at the University within one calendar month of the start of each cohort the names of the students enrolled on the cohort.  The University will then invoice the Institution the amount specified in (5) within one calendar month of receipt of the students' names. The Institution will then pay within 30 days of the date of the invoice in accordance with University's invoicing terms and conditions. [read and confirm this section]
The University shall not make any refund in respect of any student who subsequently withdraws or suspends their studies.
The University will issue the Institution invoices in [pounds sterling] and the Institution will pay the invoices in [pounds sterling].
The Institution will bear the cost of any bank charges with relation to the payment of the invoices into the University's bank account.
The University will bear the staffing, travel and subsistence costs of one monitoring visit to the Institution each year. This visit will normally be made by the DALO.
The allocation of the cost of staffing, travel and subsistence of University staff visiting the Institution as part of the quality assurance arrangements, other than for the annual monitoring visit, will be negotiated between the Institution and the University prior to the visit taking place.
Signed for and on behalf of the University of Huddersfield

Name: 
[Name of Dean and school]
Date: 

Attachment of Financial Information
The University will receive [amount, ie £1500 (sterling)] for each [type of provision ie ODUPLUS, Franchise etc] enrolled on the University's course at the Institution. 
[PI] will be responsible for any costs incurred in the initial application and the annual returns for registration of the course in [country] (if any).
[PI] will provide teaching accommodation for the Course, adequate library and information technology provision and printed teaching and learning materials.. [PI] will also ensure there is appropriately qualified staff to provide administrative work and pastoral care and teaching support for lectures, tutorials and all follow-up work undertaken by students. [insert details of modules and requirements as follows: Each of the six modules led by staff of the University will consist of a minimum of 24 hours of lectures by University staff and 30 hours of tutorials support by PI staff. Any costs associated with PI staff attending and/or communicating with the University for formal meetings associated with the Course will be paid by PI].
The University will provide appropriate materials such as Powerpoint slides and tutorial support material as appropriate for modules led by University staff. Course handbooks and some support material will be provided by University staff for use in franchise modules, for follow up by local staff. [Insert specific details about provision ie, The University will pay the costs directly associated with academic staff attending [PI] to deliver modules; these costs will include air fares, hotel accommodation, local travel and subsistence expenses].

Appendix 9 – Financial Appendix

[bookmark: App10]Agenda
Please amend the template below as relevant. 

	University of Huddersfield Annual Executive Meeting Agenda
With [Name of partner]


	[Date, time and place of meeting]




	AGENDA

	Apologies for Absence
[List any apologies]

	Welcome and opening remarks
[Welcome attendees and explain purpose of meeting]

	1
	Minutes of last AEM
[To approve any previous minutes]

	2
	Matters arising from last meeting
[Follow up any matters arising from the last meeting]

	3
	Annual Evaluation 
[Note any outcomes and matters for attention]

	4
	Student matters
[Note details of any discussion concerning student matters / feedback]

	5
	Liaison matters – DALO and ILO reports 
[Note details of items discussed in DALO/ILO reports]

	6
	Partner Institution matters
[Note details of any matters of concern/specific key issues]

	7
	Review of progress and achievement of research expectations for PI staff
[Note any relevant details]

	8
	University matters 
[Raise any matters concerning regulations, procedures or areas/items of concern]

	9
	Future joint development plans
[Note any discussion on future developments]

	10
	Student progression to the University
[Note any student progression to University courses]

	11
	Financial schedules for the next academic year

	12
	Student numbers for next academic session

	13
	Monitoring of termination process DELETE ITEM IF NOT APPLICABLE



Appendix 10 – Annual Executive Meeting Agenda Template

[bookmark: App11]
	University of Huddersfield Annual Executive Meeting Minutes
With [Name of partner]

	[Date, time and place of meeting]



	MINUTES

	Author:
	[Name and title]

	Present:	
	[List members present]

	In attendance:
	[List attendees]

	Apologies:
	[List members who have sent apologies]

	

	1. 
	MINUTES


	
	Resolved: that the minutes of the meeting held on [XX XXXX 2019] be accepted as a correct record. 


	2. 
	MATTERS ARISING


	
	Heading: Text 


	
	Heading: Text 


	3. 
	ANNUAL EVALUATION

	
	Text

	4. 
	STUDENT MATTERS
Text

	5. 
	LIAISON MATTERS
Text

	6. 
	PARTNER INSTITUTION MATTERS
Text

	7. 
	REVIEW OF PROGRESS AND ACHIEVEMENT OF REASEARCH EXPECTATIONS FOR PI STAFF
Text

	8. 
	UNIVERSITY MATTERS
Text

	9. 
	FUTURE JOINT DEVELOPMENT PLANS
Text

	10. 
	STUDENT PROGRESSION TO THE UNIVERSITY
Text

	11. 
	FINANCIAL SCHEDULES FOR THE NEXT ACADEMIC YEAR
Text	

	12. 
	STUDENT NUMBERS FOR NEXT ACADEMIC SESSION
Text

	13. 
	MONITORING OF TERMINATION PROCESS IF RELEVANT
Text

	14. 
	DATE. TIME AND PLACE OF NEXT MEETING
[Day, date month, year] at [time] in [venue]



Appendix 11 – Annual Executive Meeting Minutes Template

[bookmark: App12][bookmark: _Toc64194232][bookmark: _Toc64292466]Exit Strategy for [insert name of CP] and University of Huddersfield

Covering students on the following courses: [list all courses covered by the contract]

Collaborative Provision Context
This Exit Strategy relates to a contract between [insert PI name] and University of Huddersfield dated [insert date of contract]. The Exit Strategy was invoked following [insert reason for termination].
This Exit Strategy will ensure that all remaining students on the provision detailed above remain supported until the end of their course. 
The last intake of students was/will be [insert date] and student numbers are/expected to be [list numbers of students]. In addition to this, there are [insert number] of students left to complete as highlighted in the table below.
	[Insert name of award] 

	
	Year of course
	Total student nos

	
	0
	0

	
	0
	0

	
	0
	0

	
	0
	0

	
	0
	0

	
	0
	0

	Suspended students

	
	
	0

	
	
	0

	
	
	0



[Insert name] has notified students of the termination of the provision via email letter [insert any other communication method used] and highlighted that students may take [list any exit award], may APL their achieved credits to another provider, or may transfer to the University of Huddersfield campus to complete their award.
[Insert partner institute name] will continue to work with [insert DALO name] and the [insert school name] to support those students who do not complete their award within the proposed termination schedule. The usual support mechanisms (course committees, course assessment board, assessment and moderation regulations) offered by both the University and the PI will continue to be provided until those students complete.
 [Insert DALO name] will notify the External Examiner of the termination of the provision along with details of the remaining student numbers to ensure the quality of provision continues to be monitored externally.
This Exit Strategy will be monitored via [insert DALO name] and the AER process. The date for completion is [insert date] and this date will be reviewed following the Course Assessment Board.
Signed [insert DALO Name]
Date [insert date]
Signed [insert Chair of APB Name]
Date [insert date]

Appendix 12 – Exit Strategy Template

[bookmark: App13][Insert date]

Dear [insert name of student]

I am writing to inform you that unfortunately the partnership between [insert PI name] and University of Huddersfield who validates the [insert name of course/s] will end from [insert date]. Despite this, the University of Huddersfield remains committed to remaining students on the course and will make sure that the quality of your learning experience will continue.
You have four options that you can now follow:
You can continue your studies at the PI
You can claim any interim award which you are entitled to, and we advise you to contact the Careers Service at the University for further advice on how you can use an interim award
You can take any credit achieved as a University of Huddersfield student and apply for advanced entry at another institution
Transfer to the University of Huddersfield campus to complete your studies [add statement regarding the current fees charged]
 [In cases where student numbers mean that the structure of the course is no longer coherent, advise students that an individualised course will be designed to allow them to complete the originally intended end award. If the course is no longer active, if students remain registered on trailing modules they will be supported by the usual range of assessment activities]
Action you Now Need to Take
Please contact [insert relevant staff member’s name and email address] to advise them which of the four options you now wish to follow by [insert relevant date]. If you need further advice about these options, please contact your tutor or the Students’ Union Advice Centre at the University of Huddersfield.
I would like to reassure you that the University will continue to support you with whatever option you chose and remains committed to all its students both on and off campus.
Yours Sincerely


[insert name]
Appendix 13 – Exit Strategy – Letter to Students Template
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