	
	
	



Indicative Prompts for Standing Validation Panel Lead Reviewer Report

This document is intended to be read alongside the Standing Validation Panel Lead Reviewer Report and contains indicative prompts for you to think about when making your commentary against each of the Areas for Review.

As a guide to how to approach the questions, we would expect Academic Lead Reviewers to view them through a pedagogy lens and Professional Services Lead Reviewers to view them through a compliance lens. Some of the prompts have been colour coded: blue for pedagogy and green for compliance (not an exact science). This is intended as a guide and does not mean that your commentary should be restricted to specific colour coded areas. Nor are the prompts intended to be exhaustive. 

B1 Academic Experience
	Area for Review
	Helpful Prompts

	Is the content of the course current and up-to-date and relevant to a diverse student cohort? 
	How does the content adhere to the principles of the Inclusive Curriculum Framework?  

Have the external consultants confirmed the currency of the course in the C12s?

Has the RISER confirmed that inclusion is embedded in the programme and the curriculum is inclusive in the C10?


	Does the course provide an appropriate level of educational challenge to students? 

	Is the level of content appropriate to the number of credits the course offers? 
 
What opportunities are provided to develop critical thinking within the course?

How do the programme learning outcomes, pedagogy and assessment provide an appropriate level of educational challenge? Are they appropriate for level of study?

Are the Programme Learning Outcomes (PLOs) expressed as an action verb that clearly describes what the student will be able to do on completion of the course? Are they compliant with the University Level and Outcome Classification Descriptors? 


	Is the overall course design coherent? 
	Are subjects and skills taught in an appropriate order and do they build upon each other throughout the course? 

Have the external consultants confirmed in the C12s that the curriculum appropriately scaffolds learning and teaching from one level to another?
 

	Is the course effectively delivered?
	Is there an appropriate balance between scheduled learning and independent study? 

Does the course design demonstrate appropriate use of asynchronous and synchronous learning for online delivery?

If a fully online course, have the course team set out key milestones for its development as set out in the C13? 

Is there an appropriate balance between learning and teaching methods e.g., lectures, seminars, lab sessions, placements as relevant to the course content?  Does the ‘How students will learn’ section of the Module Descriptor show this appropriate balance?

Is the proportion of online versus on-campus teaching clear? Within the ‘up to 20% online’ category, is it clear whether any online teaching will take place and if so in what proportion?

Has a rationale been provided for the module delivery pattern for each level of the course?


	Does the course require students to develop the right skills for this subject?
	How are the programme’s cognitive and subject practical skills embedded throughout the programme?

How are students supported with their academic skills?

How does the course proactively teach the principles of academic integrity and how to cite and reference sources? How is support provided around understanding academic misconduct?

How is the personal tutor scheme embedded in the curriculum?

How does the course embed the development of Future Skills Graduate Attributes and Sustainability? 

Are the two SDGs which the course addresses clearly identified in the C17?

For UG courses, have the specific Future Skills requirements, as set out in the C16, been met in the course?

For collaborative provision that is unique to the partner and not delivered by KU, although there is no expectation that Future Skills are embedded in modules, has it been demonstrated how the partner’s course aligns to KU’s Future Skills principles?


	Does the course meet the requirements of the Academic Framework and UG/ PG Regulations?

	Has the most up-to-date version of the C16 been used and has it been completed correctly?

If it is a UG course (unless collaborative provision unique to the partner) does it meet the Standard Kingston UG course criteria? If not, has an exemption been approved?

Has the need for any variants been identified, what is their approval status and does the Programme Specification accurately reflect the approval status?

Are accreditation statements in the Programme Spec accurate?

Does the Programme Specification contain the standard statement about trailing in the Outline Programme Structure?


	Is the course compliant with the current version of the Academic Quality and Standards Handbook (AQSH) with particular reference to Section C: Validation of new courses?


	Have any conditions set by PMG been adequately addressed? 

Is the paperwork in line with the information provided in the new course proposal form completed in the CMS?

Have the most up-to-date versions of all the templates been used and have they been completed appropriately?

Is it clear that the compulsory Design Thinking Workshop was held for the course and the key faculty attendees, external consultants, LTEC and a RISER attended?

Is it clear how external consultant feedback in the C12s has been addressed and reflected in the paperwork? If not, does the C7 provide a rationale as to why the feedback was not acted on?




B2 Resources, Support and Student Engagement
	Area for Review
	Helpful Prompts

	On the basis of the information provided are the physical and digital learning resources and staffing suitable for the course? 
	How are the staff team engaged in staff development/CPD, have they achieved AdvanceHE fellowships, scholarly activity and/or RKE? 
 
What expertise does the team have, have access to, to ensure that the Canvas learning design complements the pedagogy of the course?

Has the Resources document been completed in line with the C14 template, including the confirmation of additional resource requirements section?





B4 Assessment and Awards
	Area for Review
	Helpful Prompts

	Are students assessed effectively and provided with stretch and rigour consistent with the level of the course, and are the relevant skills tested? 
	Does the programme assessment diet align with the programme learning outcomes and provide students with the opportunity to demonstrate that they have met them?

How are students supported/scaffolded to succeed in the assessments? 
 
How does the assessment diet provide opportunities for students to progress throughout the levels of the programmes and develop and build on the skills they have developed?

How are the skills required for the assessments included in the learning and teaching assessment strategies and delivered within scheduled learning hours? 

In the Module Descriptors:
· Have the new and correct assessment categories been used? Have portfolios been categorised correctly?
· Is each assessment load stated? Has the Additional Information column been completed in accordance with the C5 template? Do the weightings total 100%? Are all the Module Learning Outcomes covered by the assessments?
· Has the Retake Assessment Arrangements table been completed in accordance with the C5 template and has the correct retake assessment format been selected?


	Is the assessment strategy based on valid and reliable forms of assessment for this subject?
	How are assessments designed to align with AI policy and guidance and how are students supported to use AI critically, transparently and with integrity in their assessment briefs? 

Do the assessments offer choice and variety as appropriate within the context of the programme?

Is the assessment load appropriate, i.e., not over or under assessing, and does it avoid too many single points of failure (as a guide a 30-credit module should have 2 elements of assessments, unless it is a portfolio)?




Modules
	Area for Review
	Helpful Prompts

	Are there any other points that you would like to raise relating to any of the modules?
	Is the module design inclusive and does it provide a sufficient breadth and depth of learning opportunities? How do the individual modules complement each other to create a coherent learning experience?

How do the module Aims and Learning Outcomes align with the Programme Aims and LOs?

Where are Navigate, Explore and Apply embedded?

If existing modules have been linked in the CMS, have they been updated and edited appropriately in line with current policies e.g., around assessment categories, ‘What and how students will learn on this module’ stock text?




Quality Paperwork
	Area for Review

	Helpful Prompts

	Is the paperwork of high quality?

	Is the wording of the documentation concise? Does it avoid referencing practices which may be subject to regular change?

Is terminology consistent?

Are acronyms spelt out in full at the first mention?

Have template guidance and prompts been removed from the final documents?

Where stock text contains options, have these been selected appropriately?

Do the final documents contain residual stock text which does not actually apply to the course e.g. external moderation does not apply to Foundation Year, NSS does not apply to PG?

If collaborative partner provision which is also delivered by KU, does the documentation reflect local delivery as opposed to KU delivery?




Course and Module Set Up
	Area for Review

	Helpful Prompts

	Will the information in the paperwork allow for the course and modules to be set up correctly in University systems?
	Does the breakdown of learning and teaching hours add up to the correct total (number of credits x10 per module)?

If modules are presented as new, are they genuinely new or has an existing module been unintentionally duplicated in the CMS?

If the course has a Professional Placement, does this appear as an optional module within Level 5 of the main pathway (not as a separate pathway) delivered in Year 3 of the course in the Programme Spec?

If the course has other pathways, have they been entered separately in the Programme Spec in the CMS?

If there is more than one entry point, are the delivery dates of the modules and which Teaching Block they’ll be delivered in stated against each approved entry point (except the first one) in the Additional Information section of the Programme Spec?

For collaborative provision, does the Programme Spec state the campus and country where the course will be delivered?

For significant changes to existing courses only, has detail of transition arrangements been provided?

For Foundation Year courses, have the following requirements been met?
· If it’s a Foundation Year linked to only one course, the Level 3 should be included in the Programme Spec of that course as a pathway, with the modules added.
· If it’s a Foundation Year linked to more than one course, it should have its own Programme Spec which should reference all the courses the Foundation Year is attached to in the Outline Programme Structure.
· If it’s a course with a Foundation Year route attached to it, the Programme Spec should state "Students on the 'with Foundation Year' route should refer to the 'Foundation Year in XX' Programme Specification for details of the level 3/first year modules" in the Outline Programme Structure.
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