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[bookmark: _Toc233884924]Abbreviations in this section
	AME
	Annual Monitoring and Enhancement

	
CED
	
Critical Evaluation Document

	
CEP
	
Course Enhancement Plan

	 
CMS
	
Curriculum Management System

	
EC
	
Education Committee

	
KCEP
	
Kingston Continuous Enhancement Process

	
LTEC
	
Learning and Teaching Enhancement Centre

	
MEP
	
Module Enhancement Plan

	
MEQ
	
Module Evaluation Questionnaire

	
NSS
	
National Student Survey

	
OfS
	
Office for Students

	
PSRB
	
Professional, Statutory or Regulatory Body

	
QAE
	
Quality Assurance and Enhancement

	
QAPCC
	
Quality Assurance Portfolio Change Committee

	RISE UP
	Reimagining Inclusion, Sustainability and Equity in University Practices

	SDLT
	School Director of Learning and Teaching

	SEC
	School Education Committee






[bookmark: _Toc233884925]Overview
1. The Kingston Continuous Enhancement Process (KCEP) is the institutional framework for quality enhancement, which fosters strong working relationships between course teams across all faculties and the professional services. It underpins the enhancement and monitoring of courses and is aligned to the annual monitoring and enhancement (AME) process. 

2. The KCEP framework provides institutional level support and solutions to enhance the learning and teaching experience, to facilitate continuous course improvement, and to ensure that monitoring and enhancement processes are robust and meaningful. The framework is supported by a team of representatives from central university departments, including Quality Assurance and Enhancement (QAE), the Learning and Teaching Enhancement Centre (LTEC) and Data Insight. The KCEP team will work in collaboration with faculties and course teams to provide support and guidance in addressing identified areas for improvement.

3. The KCEP procedures are designed for use with all modules and courses governed by the Undergraduate and Postgraduate Regulations.

4. The identification of courses to be considered through KCEP is determined principally by course performance metrics derived from internal and external data dashboards. There are three possible outcomes for those courses shortlisted for consideration through KCEP.

[bookmark: _Toc233884926]Relationship between KCEP and Annual Monitoring and Enhancement
5. The Annual Monitoring and Enhancement (AME) process (see section D of the AQSH) is an integral part of KCEP. Course Enhancement Plans (CEPs), particularly the action plans, provide a key source of information for the KCEP Course Review Meeting in establishing the extent to which course teams have engaged with the metrics and the most appropriate KCEP outcome for any given course.

[bookmark: _Toc233884927]Process
[bookmark: _Toc233884928]Analysis of Metrics
6. At the beginning of each academic year, an analysis of relevant metrics (linked to University KPIs), such as performance in the National Student Survey (NSS) or academic progression, will be undertaken. Based on this analysis a shortlist of course groups for discussion at the KCEP Course Review Meeting will be produced.

7. The shortlist can also include courses referred because of unresolved concerns raised through quality assurance processes, and faculties can nominate courses for consideration should they identify that the provision is higher risk.

[bookmark: _Toc233884929]KCEP Course Review Meetings
8. KCEP Course Review Meetings for each faculty will take place in early Autumn each academic year. KCEP Course Review meetings may also be scheduled throughout the academic year as data (such as NSS outcomes) is published. The meetings will be chaired by the Pro Vice-Chancellor Education and attended by Deans, Heads of School, School Directors of Learning and Teaching, Head of QAE, Head of Learning & Teaching Enhancement and Senior Academic Project Manager. The membership may be extended to include other colleagues, depending on the data being considered. For example, the Student Development and Graduate Success Director may be invited if Progression to Graduate Outcomes data is being discussed.

9. The shortlist of course groups for discussion will be circulated to each faculty in advance of the Course Review Meeting, together with details of the metric(s) of concern which led to each course being shortlisted.

10. Course Enhancement Plans (CEPs) will be used to inform the decisions made at the KCEP Course Review Meeting. The most recent version of the CEP will be circulated with the shortlist and will be reviewed at the meeting to determine whether issues identified in the metrics are being addressed appropriately.

11. At these meetings, an agreement will be reached as to an appropriate support level (one of three KCEP outcomes) for each course group on the shortlist (see below).

12. The Education Committee will receive regular reports on KCEP, including the most recent list of all course groups shortlisted and their respective support levels.

[bookmark: _Toc233884930]KCEP Support Levels
13. The KCEP Course Review Meeting will agree one of three possible outcomes for each course group included on the shortlist as follows:
	KCEP Outcome 1: the KCEP Course Review meeting identifies the need for limited additional action to enhance the student experience and outcomes

	The CEP to be updated to include relevant action(s). The School Education Committee (SEC) to monitor progress against the actions.

	KCEP Outcome 2: the KCEP Review Meeting identifies the need for additional action to enhance the student experience and outcomes. Issues identified may include:
· those limited to one indicator
· a significant compliance or performance risk with insufficient mitigation
· those within the scope of the course team to resolve with support

	The Head of School to oversee the production of a targeted action plan for sign off by the PVC Education. 
Enhanced support to be provided by LTEC/Data Insight/other directorates as appropriate for one academic year. 

	KCEP Outcome 3: KCEP Review Meeting identifies issues that may include:
· those related to multiple indicators
· a very significant compliance or performance risk with insufficient mitigation
	An internal KCEP3 Enhancement Review will be convened to undertake a desk-based review of data/course related documents and to meet with current students. The panel will agree whether: 
(1) a Substantive Review is not required and the course to be supported through KCEP 2;
2) a revised course (potentially with a new title, with approval from PMG) should be developed and presented as part of a Substantive Review; 
(3) a recommendation should be made to QAPCC that the course is closed.



[bookmark: _Toc233884931]KCEP Outcome 1
14. At KCEP Outcome 1, Course Leaders will be responsible for updating their CEP to include action(s) to address the concerns discussed at the KCEP Course Review Meeting. The updated CEP should be submitted to the next scheduled School Education Committee (SEC). The SEC should confirm that the actions are appropriate and that the course team are progressing the actions.

[bookmark: _Toc233884932]KCEP Outcome 2
15. A maximum of ten courses will be selected to receive KCEP Outcome 2 support each academic year.

16. Through KCEP2, course teams will be provided with bespoke support with the aim of identifying areas for improvement and enhancement which will address the metric(s) of concern that resulted in the course being originally shortlisted for discussion at the KCEP Course Review Meeting.

17. Course teams will be able to draw on expertise from LTEC, Data Insight and other teams from across the University to help them to develop and deliver targeted action plans. The support is tailored to meet the specific requirements of each course team, thus ensuring that the maximum benefit can be realised.

18. Heads of School will be asked to oversee the production of a targeted action plan to address the concerns raised. The deadline for the submission of this action plan will be agreed at the KCEP Course Review Meeting. The targeted action plans will require sign-off by the Pro Vice-Chancellor Education. A template and guidance on the action plan are available at EG(iii).

19. Each course team will be invited to an introductory KCEP2 workshop. The purpose of these sessions is to support the course team to complete a comprehensive health check of their course, draw out data insights to enhance practice, identify specific interventions to operationalise the high level KCEP action plan, and to agree what support teams need to deliver these.

20. Following the discussions at the introductory workshop, targeted interventions will be delivered to course teams. 

21. KCEP2 courses will have an update meeting with the Pro Vice-Chancellor Education during the academic year. These meetings will be attended by Heads of School, Heads of Department, School Directors of Learning and Teaching, and Course Leaders. The meetings will provide an opportunity for the course team to report on progress against the actions identified in their KCEP2 action plan, highlight successes and reflect on actions that have not worked as well as expected or which need more time. It will also be an opportunity to discuss any further assistance that might be needed to support the course team.

[bookmark: _Toc233884933]KCEP Outcome 3
[bookmark: _Toc233884934]KCEP3 Enhancement Review 
22. The first stage of KCEP3 is for an internal KCEP3 Enhancement Review Panel to be convened. The membership of the panel will usually be as follows:
· Pro Vice-Chancellor Education (Chair)
· One internal panel member from a school unrelated to the provision under consideration
· Head of LTEC 
· Head of QAE 
· One student panel member (RISER)
· Senior Academic Project Manager

23. All panel members will be appointed by QAE. The panel will normally be chaired by the Pro Vice-Chancellor Education but, if necessary, an alternative Chair will be nominated.

24. The University pays a fee to the student panel members involved (for details of current fee levels, refer to AQSH Introduction, guidance (ii)).

25. Two weeks prior to the KCEP Enhancement Review, QAE will make the standard documentation outlined below available to the panel:

26. The following evidence will be supplied by the QAE Team:
· The relevant metrics for the course
· External Examiner’s reports for the previous two years
· The most recent course specification
· The most recent module descriptors
· Copies of the latest Course Enhancement Plan (CEP)
· Minutes of Student Voice Committees for one whole academic year and any for the current year

27. A meeting with current students will be scheduled into the programme for the KCEP Enhancement Review. The students will be identified and invited by the course team. QAE will check that, as far as possible, the selected students reflect the full nature of the provision and include representatives from all levels of study. A standard agenda for the student meeting can be found in guidance EG(ii). Course team should brief students about the purpose of the meeting.

28. A typical programme for a KCEP Enhancement Review is as follows:
09:00-10:00	Private panel meeting to discuss evidence
10:00-11:00	Meeting with current students
11:00-12:00	Private panel meeting to agree conclusions

29. The KCEP Enhancement Review Panel will agree one of the following three outcomes:
· A Substantive Review is not required, and the course will be supported through KCEP2;
· a revised course (potentially with a new title, with approval from the Portfolio Management Group (PMG)) should be developed and presented as part of a Substantive Review; 
· a recommendation should be made to the Quality Assurance Portfolio Change Committee (QAPCC) that the course is closed.

30. If the KECP Enhancement Review Panel concludes, based on the evidence, that the threat to quality and standards is such that the course should not remain in validation, a formal recommendation to this effect will then be made by the Chair of the KCEP review panel to QAPCC. 
[bookmark: _Toc233884935]Substantive Review

[bookmark: _Toc233884936]Overview
31. Substantive Review is an in-depth review of a course or group of courses. It will constitute an event with internal and external panel members, culminating in a recommendation as to whether the course(s) can remain in validation.

32. There are two routes through which a course may be subject to Substantive Review:
a) It is concluded by a KCEP Enhancement Review Panel that a course requires revision, with the proposed changes presented as part of a Substantive Review
b) Courses with PSRB accreditation where the PSRB explicitly requires the University to carry out periodic review over and above the AME and KCEP processes. 

[bookmark: _Toc233884937]Process
[bookmark: _Toc233884938]Nomination of the Substantive Review Panel Chair
33. QAE will identify a chair for the Substantive Review event. The chair will not be from within the faculty which is subject to review and will have attended a chair’s training event.

[bookmark: _Toc233884939]Timing of Substantive Review
34. Substantive Review events should be completed (i.e. any conditions signed off) by the end of July so that any changes can be implemented for the following September (i.e. signed off by July 2027 for changes to be implemented to new students starting in September 2028).

[bookmark: _Toc233884940]Planning Meeting for Substantive Review
35. A Substantive Review Planning Meeting will be held to agree the administrative arrangements for the review. The standard agenda for the Substantive Review planning meeting can be found at Guidance EG(i).

36. Brief notes on the outcome of the meeting will be provided by the QAE representative, for internal use only. The planning meeting is normally attended by the following:
· Head of QAE or their nominee (Chair)
· Dean of the faculty involved in the review, or their nominee
· A representative from LTEC
· Representative from QAE (Clerk)
· Head of School involved in the review
· Head of Department involved in the review
· Course Leader(s) for the courses subject to the review
· School Director of Learning and Teaching
· For collaborative provision, Partner and University Liaison Officers

[bookmark: _Toc233884941]Documents for the Substantive Review Planning Meeting
37. QAE will circulate the following documents in advance of the Substantive Review planning meeting:
· Standard agenda for the Substantive Review planning meeting
· List of the courses covered by the Review

[bookmark: _Toc233884942]Nomination of Substantive Review Panel Members
38. The size of the panel will reflect the scale of the provision under review but as a guide the panel will have a minimum of six members as follows:
· Chair
· One external panel member with relevant academic expertise 
· One external panel member with industrial/professional expertise relating to the subject area
· One internal panel member from a school unrelated to the provision under consideration
· [bookmark: _2_internal_members_(preferably_one_rep][bookmark: _1_student_panel_member,_who_may_be_an_][bookmark: __Review_Officer_from_QAE]One student panel member
· QAE panel member

39. The external and internal panel members will be nominated by the faculty and approved by the Head of School (using form E5). The external panel member with industrial/professional expertise can be from the country where the provision is delivered if the review is of provision delivered by an international collaborative partner. QAE will appoint the Chair and student panel member.

40. In exceptional circumstances, arising either on the day or no more than one week before the event, if one or more panel members are unable to attend, the event can proceed with the following minimum panel composition:
· [bookmark: _Chair]Chair
· [bookmark: _1_member_external_to_the_University]One external panel member with relevant academic expertise 
· [bookmark: _1_internal_member][bookmark: _Review_Officer]QAE panel member

41. [bookmark: The_external_panel_members_must_be_subje]The subject specialist external panel members must have academic subject and quality enhancement expertise appropriate to the provision being reviewed and be of appropriate seniority (such as Head of Department/School, Associate Dean) with experience of conducting reviews.

42. [bookmark: The_faculty_should_nominate_two_internal]The internal member can be a faculty representative but must be from a different school or subject area and must not be involved in the delivery of the course groups to be reviewed, nor have a role which entails overall responsibility for these course groups. The internal panel member should have experience of programme delivery and development.

43. [bookmark: A_student_representative,_normally_an_In]A student representative, normally a student consultant from the RISE UP Programme, will be invited to join the panel. Students are included as full and equal members of review panels, with the same remit as other members, and are appointed by QAE in liaison with LTEC.

44. [bookmark: The_student_panel_member_will_not_normal]The student panel member will not normally be from the same faculty as the provision under review.

45. [bookmark: The_University_pays_a_fee_to_the_externa][bookmark: Nominations_should_be_submitted_to_QAE_f]The University pays a fee to the external and student panel members involved in Substantive Review (for details of current fee levels, refer to AQSH Introduction, guidance (ii)).

46. [bookmark: The_following_criteria_apply_when_consid]The following criteria apply when considering nominations for panel membership:
· [bookmark: _the_experience_of_panel_members_should]the experience of panel members should be demonstrably sufficient to make an effective contribution to the Substantive Review.
· [bookmark: _panel_members_should_have_relevant_exp]panel members should have relevant experience in UK Higher Education.
· panel members should be of appropriate seniority in their current, or most recent, post to make an effective contribution to strategic level discussions. 
· external panel members should not, within the last five years, have been members of university staff, governors, students, or near relatives of any members of staff involved in the provision.
· Where collaborative partner provision is under review, a nominee should not, within the last five years, have been a member of the collaborative partner staff, governor, student, or near relative of any members of staff involved in the provision.
· [bookmark: _external_panel_members_should_not,_wit][bookmark: _normally_an_external_panel_member_shou]normally an external panel member should not be engaged more than twice within a three-year period.
· [bookmark: _a_panel_member_should_not_be_associate]a panel member should not be associated with the design and/or operation of the provision under consideration.
· [bookmark: _a_panel_member_should_not_have_a_close]a panel member should not have a close association with the provision in a management role.
· [bookmark: _a_panel_member_should_not_be_a_member_]a panel member should not be a member of staff of any of the University’s partner institutions.

47. [bookmark: QAE_is_responsible_for_checking_panel_no]QAE is responsible for checking panel nominations against the criteria for membership listed above and will confirm the panel composition.

48. [bookmark: QAE_is_responsible_for_formally_confirmi]QAE is responsible for formally confirming arrangements with approved panel members and for liaising with them regarding any additional documentation that panel members may wish to see, including the selection of Canvas (or relevant alternative platform) module sites.

[bookmark: _Toc233884943]Location of the Substantive Review
49. Substantive Review events will normally be held face-to-face at a Kingston University campus. Where the course(s) under review includes provision delivered by a collaborative partner, separate visit(s) to partner sites may be required and will be confirmed by the Head of QAE.
[bookmark: _Toc233884944]The Critical Evaluation Document and other advance documentation
50. The course team will provide a Critical Evaluation Document (CED) which is a major piece of evidence which will be considered by the Substantive Review panel, prior to and during the Substantive Review. The CED should provide a comprehensive and coherent evidence-based analysis of the quality of teaching, learning and assessment within the Course Groups in the scope of the review, with reference to the relevant metrics, and some of the challenges experienced. A standard template for the CED can be found at Template E2

51. Four weeks prior to the Substantive Review event, QAE will make the Critical Evaluation Document available to the review panel, along with the standard documentation outlined below.

52. The following evidence will be supplied by the QAE Team:
· [bookmark: _the_relevant_metrics_for_each_Course_G]the relevant metrics for each course (not required for PSRB related Substantive Reviews)
· [bookmark: _external_examiners’_reports_and_respon]external examiners’ reports for the previous two years for all courses included in the review
· [bookmark: _the_most_recent_programme_specificatio]the most recent course specifications for all the courses included in the review
· [bookmark: _the_most_recent_module_descriptors_for]the most recent module descriptors for all the Courses included in the review
· [bookmark: _this_section_of_the_AQSH,_plus_relevan]this section of the AQSH, plus relevant appendices
· [bookmark: _Undergraduate_or_Postgraduate_Regulati][bookmark: _relevant_subject_benchmark_statements_]Undergraduate or Postgraduate Regulations as appropriate
· relevant subject benchmark statements and/or QAA Characteristics Statements as appropriate
· [bookmark: _minutes_of_Boards_of_Study_(for_one_wh][bookmark: _copies_of_the_most_recent_Course_Enhan]copies of the latest Course Enhancement Plans for each course included in the review
· [bookmark: _minutes_of_SSCCs_(for_one_whole_academ]minutes of Student Voice Committees for one whole academic year and any for the current year

53. [bookmark: Evidence_supplied_by_the_Faculty:][bookmark: The_precise_list_of_documentation_requir]In addition to the CED, the following evidence will be supplied by the faculty five weeks prior to the Substantive Review. The precise list of documentation required may vary depending on the metrics that have resulted in the course being in Substantive Review and the outcome from the KCEP Review Panel, and will be agreed at the Planning meeting, but is likely to include the following:
· [bookmark: _Canvas_pages_(or_equivalent_for_collab]Canvas pages (or equivalent for collaborative partners) for all the courses within the Substantive Review.
· [bookmark: _staff_development_documents_(eg:_staff][bookmark: _a_resources_document;]a resources document.
· [bookmark: _recent_PSRB_and_other_relevant_reports][bookmark: _a_sample_of_Canvas_modules_(or_equival]recent PSRB and other relevant reports, if applicable.
· a sample of Canvas modules (or equivalent for collaborative partners) of approximately 50% of the modules (or all modules if there aren’t many).
· Proposed course and/or module changes submitted via the Curriculum Management System (CMS).
· Updated indicative module delivery and summative assessment map (C11) if course/module changes are being proposed, submitted via the CMS.

54. For collaborative provision, the following additional documentation will also be required:
· The Course Handbook (updated in line with the course/module changes being proposed) (to be provided by the partner)
· The Liaison Document (updated in line with the course/module changes being proposed) (to be provided by QAE)
· Joint Executive Committee minutes for one whole academic year and any for the current year (to be provided by QAE)
· Publicity materials for the course (to be provided by the partner)
 
55. The panel members’ main focus should be on the CED, and they should refer to the supporting documentation as necessary/appropriate; it is not expected that all panel members will review all of the supporting documentation. If there is a large amount of evidence, the QAE team may divide up the sampling of evidence between the panel members and will produce a summary list of which panel members should sample which documents. The QAE team will also ensure that login arrangements have been organised for external panel members.

56. Having received the documentation, panel members will be required to submit individual panel member reports, identifying the key areas they wish to discuss with the course team, in advance of the event date for the Substantive Review.

[bookmark: _Toc233884945]Internal Scrutiny Meeting
57. Prior to the submission of the documents to QAE, there wil be an internal scrutiny of the documents. This will take the form of an Internal Scrutiny Meeting organised by the QAE team. QAE will appoint an independent chair of the internal scrutiny from the trained chairs’ list who will also serve as the Academic Lead Reviewer, this academic will be from outside the school and preferably also from outside the faculty. QAE will also appoint a Professional Services Lead Reviewer who will normally be the QAE Faculty Assistant Registrar (FAR). The Lead Reviewers will form the scrutiny panel and must attend for the meeting to be quorate. The SDLT, Head of School, Head of Department and Course Leads will attend, and Module Leads will be invited. 

58. The Academic and Professional Services Lead Reviewers will complete an Internal Scrutiny Lead Review Report (form E6) before the scrutiny meeting to confirm that the design of the revised course(s) is aligned to Kingston University requirements and meets or exceeds the high-quality threshold.

59. When completing the report, the Academic and Professional Services Lead Reviewers must consider whether:

· The proposal is ready to proceed to Substantive Review with minor amendments which the Lead Reviewers must check and sign off, or
· Significant rework is needed which cannot be achieved within the timeframe required

60. If the Lead Reviewers think the outcome is likely to be that significant rework is needed, this should be flagged to the Head of QAE, Deputy Head of QAE and QAE Assistant Registrar before the scrutiny meeting. However, the outcome should not be pre-empted, and the scrutiny meeting should still be held as planned to give the course team an opportunity to answer questions and provide explanations. The engagement with the course team should always be enhancement focused and supportive.

Purpose of the Internal Scrutiny
61. The Internal Scrutiny should be held in advance of the date the final Substantive Review documentation is due to be sent to QAE, normally 4 weeks prior. This is to allow time for the course team to access any additional support and to make any amendments to the documentation identified at the meeting, which the Lead Reviewers must then sign off.

62. The focus of the Substantive Review Internal Scrutiny Meeting should be on the Critical Evaluation Document (CED) and paperwork relating to proposed module/course changes.

63. The Internal Scrutiny Meeting should:
· Ensure that all documentation conforms to the format specified at the Planning Meeting
· Ensure that all documentation conforms to an acceptable standard of presentation
· Ensure that all documentation conforms to university regulations or that any proposed variations to regulatory norms are clearly identified and have been approved
· Ensure that any issues raised by relevant stakeholders (such as QAE, Academic Registry, Admissions, etc) are addressed
· Confirm which member of staff or body is responsible for checking that amendments required from the Scrutiny Meeting have been incorporated into the final submission
· Agree a deadline for submission of the amended documentation for checking by the nominated member of staff or body
· Ensure that arrangements are in place for the Dean, or agreed nominee, to sign the faculty documentation check form (E1)

64. Outcomes of the scrutiny meeting will be recorded by the Faculty Assistant Registrar at the end of the Internal Scrutiny Lead Reviewer report.

65. After the internal scrutiny meeting, the Lead Reviewers will decide whether the proposal is ready to proceed to Substantive Review with minor amendments, or whether significant rework is needed which cannot be achieved within the timeframe required.

66. If significant rework is needed, the Internal Scrutiny Lead Reviewer Report will provide a short summary of why that decision was reached. A new planning meeting will be scheduled with the Head of QAE, QAE Assistant Registrar and course team to agree new timelines for rework and deadlines for resubmission of the proposal.

67. If the outcome is that the proposal is ready to proceed to Substantive Review with minor amendments, the feedback and issues identified must be acted on by the course team. The chair should set a deadline for the feedback to be addressed, and the course team must action the corrections and amendments – which will be recorded on the Internal Scrutiny Lead Reviewer Report – before the final documents are due to be submitted to QAE.

68. Once the Lead Reviewers are satisfied with the response and have populated their sections of the Internal Scrutiny Lead Reviewer Report, the response should be provided to the Faculty Dean (or nominee) who will then be asked to sign the E1 faculty documentation check form. The paperwork will then be disseminated to the Substantive Review Panel.
[bookmark: _Toc233884946]
Submission of Substantive Review Documentation
69. The key contact should ensure that:
· Documentation is submitted to QAE by the date agreed at the Planning Meeting
· Any amendments identified at the Internal Scrutiny Meeting have been completed
· The documentation is accompanied by a completed faculty documentation check form (E1)

[bookmark: _Toc233884947]Preparation for the Substantive Review event
70. At least two weeks before the Substantive Review event, panel members will be asked to:
· [bookmark: _notify_the_Review_Officer_of_any_addit]notify the QAE panel member of any additional evidence they require.
· [bookmark: _provide_a_provisional_list_of_key_issu]provide their individual panel member reports identifying a provisional list
of key issues they wish to discuss with the course team. These will be sent to the course team to help them prepare.

71. [bookmark: There_is_no_set_agenda_for_the_panel.__U]The first private meeting of the panel will be used to discuss the initial feedback from panel members and to draw up the draft agenda for the first meeting with the course team.

[bookmark: _Toc233884948]Proposed changes to courses 
72. Substantive Review can be used by course teams to propose changes to the course under review, which can be approved by the panel. Changes approved by the panel are not required to be additionally approved via the Course Modification Panel (CMP).

73. An initial discussion regarding the anticipated changes should take place at the Substantive Review Planning Meeting so that an appropriate timescale for the event can be agreed. However, for changes to be implemented from September, the review must normally have been completed by the end of the preceding summer at the latest.

74. The course team should draw on feedback from the KCEP Enhancement Review when making changes to the course. The proposed changes should be summarised in the CED, and revised module descriptors and/or course specifications provided to the panel.

75. If a change of course title is required, this must be approved by the Portfolio Management Group (PMG) in advance of the Substantive Review event.

[bookmark: _Toc233884949]Substantive Review Event
Conduct of the Substantive Review event
76. The event should be conducted in a collaborative and supportive manner. Course Teams will have been encouraged to identify concerns in their CED and the panel’s role is to advise and help find solutions. In addition, the panel will identify its own issues for discussion.

Substantive Review event and meetings
77. The Substantive Review event will normally last one full day, but the scale of the event will reflect the size of the provision under review. If it is felt that a longer duration would be appropriate, this should be discussed with QAE prior to being agreed. Substantive Review is an evidence-based process and meetings during the event are primarily designed to explore issues identified by the panel and the team via the CED and the Course Group metrics, and to seek clarification and further evidence if necessary. Where the evidence is clear, there may be no reason for detailed discussion with the course team. A typical Substantive Review programme is available in guidance EG(i).

78. A member of the Faculty Leadership Team should attend the Substantive Review event. This is normally the Dean or their nominee. The faculty leadership representative should attend meetings with the course team but cannot be present at private panel meetings.

Meetings with students and graduates
79. Meetings with current students and graduates should be scheduled into the programme for the review. The student groups will be identified and invited by the course team. QAE will check that, as far as possible, the selected student groups reflect the full nature of the provision and include some students from all levels, including course representatives. Where appropriate, both undergraduate and postgraduate students should be represented. The graduate group should not include any current staff members. A standard agenda for the student and graduate meetings can be found in guidance EG (ii). Course teams should brief students and graduates about the purpose of the meeting and provide them with a copy of the CED.

80. To increase attendance at the Substantive Review, hybrid meetings can be held, with the students and graduates attending online where necessary.

Meetings with employers
81. Meetings with employers are a standard part of the Substantive Review and employers should be nominated by the course team. Broad themes which panel members may wish to explore when meeting with employers can be found in Guidance EG (ii). The course team should brief participants about the purpose of the meeting and provide them with a copy of the CED.

82. It is recognised that it can sometimes be difficult to find employers who are able to attend the Substantive Review event in person and in these instances a hybrid meeting can be held, with the employers attending online. If employers cannot attend at all the course team should consider alternative mechanisms for obtaining employer feedback, for example, through written reports.

[bookmark: _Toc233884950]Judgements
83. The panel will make one of the following three judgements:
· That the course can remain in validation with conditions and/or recommendations; or
· That recruitment to the course should be temporarily suspended until the conditions have been met, to minimise risk to new cohorts and to allow sufficient time to address the conditions or to represent the course for revalidation; or
· That a recommendation is made to the Quality Assurance Portfolio Change Committee for withdrawal of validation from the course.
[bookmark: _Toc233884951]
Confirmation of whether the course can remain in validation
84. If the panel concludes, based on the evidence in the review, that the threat to quality and standards is such that the course(s) should not remain in validation, this will be communicated in the feedback session at the end of the event. A formal recommendation to this effect will then be made by the Chair of the Substantive Review to the Quality Assurance Portfolio Change Committee.

[bookmark: _Toc233884952]Conditions
85. The panel may conclude that the course can only remain in validation subject to certain conditions being met. Conditions must only be set to address immediate concerns relating to the course. Where gaps are identified which would enhance the course and the students’ learning experience, these should be set as recommendations.

86. Conditions should be clearly relayed to the course team in the feedback meeting, along with a date by when the conditions must be met (normally before the next intake of students) and the format that the response to conditions should take. The response to conditions must be approved by the Head of School and Dean prior to submission.

87. QAE will check the response against the conditions set and then forward to the Chair and/or panel members of the Substantive Review for approval. The panel members may delegate their authority for approval of conditions to the Chair. If the conditions are not met by the required deadline, further recruitment to the course may be suspended.

[bookmark: _Toc233884953]Recommendations for enhancement
88. The panel may identify areas for enhancement in the form of recommendations, which should be addressed through the MEPs/CEPs.

89. Course teams will be responsible for following up recommendations in detail within MEPs and CEPs. Although recommendations are not compulsory, course teams will be expected to give all recommendations adequate consideration in their MEP/CEP action plans, and will be required, where appropriate, to provide a rationale explaining why any recommendations have not been followed up.

[bookmark: _Toc233884954]The Report
90. The Chair and QAE panel member will be responsible for preparing the draft report. The headline conclusions will be circulated within 5 working days of the review, following approval by the Chair. The full report will follow within 15 working days of the review.

[bookmark: _Toc233884955]Follow-up to Substantive Review
91. The outcomes of Substantive Review events will be reported to the Quality Assurance Portfolio Change Committee, along with confirmation that any conditions have been signed off by the Chair and/or panel members.

92. Where significant changes to a course have been approved by the Chair and panel, relevant colleagues across the university will be notified of changes to courses / modules.

93. Regular KCEP reports will be submitted to the Education Committee and will provide details of the outcomes of Substantive Review.

94. If, as a result of Substantive Review, it is recommended that validation is withdrawn from a course, and this is approved by QAPCC, recruitment will be suspended and teach-out arrangements agreed.

95. Following sign-off of the conditions, the Annual Monitoring and Enhancement (AME) process will be the main vehicle for monitoring progress.
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