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ROYAL AGRICULTURAL UNIVERSITY
Concept Note for New Provision Proposal
	Proposed award and / or module title(s):
	

	Academic level on Framework for Higher Education Qualifications (FHEQ):
	E.g. Level 4, 5, 6 or 7



	School Dean responsible for provision:
	

	Proposed partner organisation(s) - for collaborative provision only:
	

	Proposed start date:
	

	Report compiled by:
	


	For Administration use only:

	Date Received by Board
	

	Passed to AQSC?
	YES / NO

	If not passed agreed resubmission date
	


1. This template is for a Concept Note for a new provision proposal to the Royal Agricultural University Academic Board. Please complete all sections electronically. Please email completed form to the Academic Registrar at least FIVE working days before the Academic Board meeting at which you wish the proposal to be considered. A full list of Academic Board meeting dates can be obtained from the University intranet or contact the Academic Registrar.
2. If the Board accepts your proposal this document will be forwarded to the AQSC and VRB when further information will be required from the Programme Development Team for formal validation.  At the same time, information will be provided to Marketing and Registry to permit the programme to be advertised ‘Subject to Validation’.
3. You must also submit a full Business Plan with this document, which must be approved by the Chief Executive and Director of Finance. A Business Plan template is available from the Template Centre.
4. If you have any queries or question about completing this form please contact the Assistant Registrar, Quality Assurance and Enhancement. 

5. This document is based on Chapter B1 Programme Design and Approval (December 2011) of the QAA UK Quality Code for Higher Education. 
6. Please delete the guidance above (points 1-6) prior to submission, together with all surplus grey box guidance provided in the sections below.

	1. Membership and leadership of Programme Development Team [Programme Manager; Year Manager(s) where appropriate; External panel member(s) (including qualifications and expertise); VRB Advisor; Link Tutor (for Collaborative Provision)]
[See Parts 3a and 3b of the Teaching Quality Handbook for guidance on Programme Development Teams]

	


	2. Rationale for the programme
[Intended aims; how it fits with the RAU Corporate Strategy; evidence of demand (from both potential students and employers/industry sector); how it fits with the RAU access agreement; distinctiveness of provision]

	


	3. Process for development

[Details of PDT meetings to date; engagement with external contributors; communications with Marketing and Registry for marketing and recruitment; proposed timescale for implementation, including anticipated validation schedule; commencement date for programme delivery] (Please also complete Annexe A)

	


	4. Programme description
[Outline curriculum, including core subject areas and defining features; Level of programme and place within FHEQ; proposed learning outcomes; summary of teaching and learning methods; possibilities for progression]

	


	5. Nature of collaborative provision (where appropriate)

[See RAU Policy for Collaborative Provision for guidance on types of collaborative provision]. Complete collaborative partner risk assessment (Annexe B).

	


	6. Recruitment strategy

[Entry requirements; forecast annual enrolment target (headcount and FTE) and typical participant description; UCAS and/or direct entry; Tuition fees and availability of student finance support]

	


	7. Additional resource requirements

[Additional teaching staff requirements (numbers and specialist subject areas); additional support staff needs; teaching accommodation requirements (general lecture rooms and any specialist facilities, e.g. laboratories); library and computer facilities; any implications for other Schools]

	


	7. External reference points

[To include: Any relevant subject benchmark statements; FHEQ; if appropriate, potential requirements of Professional, Statutory and Regulatory Bodies (PSRBs) and employers]

	


	9. Any other comments

	


	13. Confirmation by Dean of School

	Programme fits the strategy of the University and School 


	YES / NO

	Resource implications have been fully considered with all affected Schools and Departments
	YES / NO

	The relevant benchmark statements and the QAA UK Quality Code for Higher Education have been considered


	YES / NO

	Development meetings have been held with all stakeholders 


	YES / NO

	All staff impacted by this proposal are in full support of the initiative


	YES / NO

	The documentation submitted has been checked for errors, inconsistencies, etc.


	YES / NO

	The details contained in the Skeleton Course configuration template in Annexe A have been checked with Registry and are correct
	YES/NO


Signature of Dean of School……………………………………Date……………
Mini Skeleton Configuration for ****** Course

Document

	Document Name 
	Authors

	Skeleton Configuration for  ****  Course
	****


Introduction

Purpose and Structure of this Document

This document defines the minimum data requirements to be entered into Quercus to enable the enrolment and registration of students on the ****  Course, and for the interfaces with other systems to function correctly.

Please be aware that this data in no way comprises a complete configuration of the Course and its modules in Quercus.

It is the responsibility of Registry to complete the full configuration of the Course and Modules.

Summary of Data Requirements for 20** Academic Session

The following is a summary of the entities in Quercus which must be created:

· Course 

· Course Instance for 20** & 20** academic years

· Modules:

· Module Instances for the above for the 20** & 20** academic years

· Fees, Cost Centres and Nominal Ledgers

· Students

The following sections of this document provide details of the data to be entered.

Future Academic Sessions
The Course and Module Instances created above will need to be rolled over into the 20** academic session.

The Course Instance and Module Instance dates will need to be adjusted.

Minimum Data Required for Configuration

Course

The following table defines the minimum data required to configure the ***** Course in Quercus:

	Name 
	Value 

	Code
	(up to 16 characters)

	Title
	(up to 80 characters)

	Mode of Study
	Full time   / Part Time                          (delete one)

	Status
	Course Instance Open 

	Course Level 
	Under Grad  / Post Graduate             (delete one)

	Department
	

	Course Leader
	


Course Instance(s)

The following table defines the minimum data required to configure the 20** **** Course Instance in Quercus:

	Name 
	Value 

	Code
	(up to 16 characters)

	Session
	

	Start Date 
	

	Location
	

	Course Year 
	

	Module Levels
	

	Mode of Study
	Full time   / Part Time                          (delete one)

	Status
	

	Credits 
	

	Credit Tolerance
	

	Teaching Staff
	


Add more tables for further  Course Instances:
Information for Marketing

	Entry Requirements (Please indicate the entry requirements for the course )

	


Year of first cohort – 

Programme Manager- 

	How to apply (Please explain how students will apply for this course, e.g. UCAS, direct entry etc.)

	


	Mode (Campus based, distance, blended) 
	

	Part time/Full time
	


Text for Marketing

	Introductory Text (this should briefly outline the course and its unique selling points, why this course)

	

	Who is the course for

	

	How is the course organised,  learning style(s) of the course

	

	Core Module (if known)

	

	Elective Modules (if known)

	

	Career Prospects (these could include DLHE outcomes,  indicative pathways and careers, transferrable knowledge and skills)

	


To be completed by Registry post approval by Academic Board

	UCAS code (if applicable)
	

	QUERCUS course code
	


Collaborative Partner Risk Assessment (Annexe B )
Please note that all evidence attached to this form must be submitted as part of the completed risk assessment to Academic Board.
	Proposed partner organisation(s)
	

	Proposed link tutor(s)
	

	Proposed partner(s) overview (e.g. sector(s); turnover; number of employees; location of sites; anything else of relevance)
	

	Date of visit(s) to proposed partner and name(s) of RAU staff visit(s) conducted by
	

	Risk factor assessment*
	Corporate objectives risk factor
	Evidence (please attach), e.g. track record confirmed by external reference sources.
	Risk mitigation

	Low
	The organisation is an established public education body with ethical corporate objectives and academic values complementary with the RAU mission.
	Reference evidence as appendix 1, 2, etc.
	N/A

	Medium
	The organisation is an established private sector education body or public sector body with substantial commitment to education and training with ethical corporate objectives and academic values complementary with the RAU mission. 
	Reference evidence as appendix 1, 2, etc.
	Insert text to outline arrangements to mitigate the consequent impact of any risk.

	High
	The organisation has not established a successful track record in the area of the proposal and/or its corporate values either unproven and/or educational values are not reflected in its key corporate objectives. 
	Reference evidence as appendix 1, 2, etc.
	Insert text to outline arrangements to mitigate the consequent impact of any risk.

	Risk factor assessment*
	Legal and financial status risk factor

**Please attach written comment and signature from Academic Board’s approved financial consultant (Mr. Stephen Thomas) on the proposed partner’s financial status.
	Evidence** (please attach), e.g. legal registration and independent evidence of financial security.
	Risk mitigation

	Low
	The organisation is bona fide and properly legally registered in its sector. It has been established and financially stable for at least 5 years and will be the sole party contracting with the RAU. 
	Reference evidence as appendix 1, 2, etc.
	N/A

	Medium
	The organisation is properly legally established, and financially stable, but has been so for less than 5 years.
	Reference evidence as appendix 1, 2, etc.
	Insert text to outline arrangements to mitigate the consequent impact of any risk.

	High
	The organisation is a new legal entity still in the process of establishment or is not in a position to take on a legal personality in its own right and/or is operating at a financial loss.
	Reference evidence as appendix 1, 2, etc.
	Insert text to outline arrangements to mitigate the consequent impact of any risk.

	Risk factor assessment*
	Previous experience of academic or professional education at Higher Education (HE) risk factor
	Evidence (please attach), e.g. references from previous HE partners supporting successful track record / QAA reports.
	Risk mitigation

	Low
	The organisation has a successful track record in delivering/supporting HE at the level proposed. For postgraduate provision, the organisation has relevant research and practitioner expertise in the subject area.
	Reference evidence as appendix 1, 2, etc.
	N/A

	Medium
	The organisation is not primarily a provider of HE but has substantial expertise and a proven track record in delivering related professional education and/or further education in the subject area.
	Reference evidence as appendix 1, 2, etc.
	Insert text to outline arrangements to mitigate the consequent impact of any risk.

	High
	The organisation can provide no corroborating evidence of its success or there is evidence that its previous experience has not met the standards required by the RAU (unsatisfactory references/QAA reports) or the organisation has no previous experience of delivering UK HE or similar provision, but wishes to develop its expertise and activities in this area. 
	Reference evidence as appendix 1, 2, etc.
	Insert text to outline arrangements to mitigate the consequent impact of any risk.

	Risk factor assessment*
	Reputation risk factor
	Evidence (please attach), e.g. corroborative external references.
	Risk mitigation

	Low
	The organisation has an established national/international reputation in its field of expertise including professional education/training related to its business. There are no threats to its reputation identified.
	Reference evidence as appendix 1, 2, etc.
	N/A

	High
	The organisation has an established national/international reputation in its field of expertise, but not necessarily for professional education/training and/or there are threats to reputation posed by factors such as:

· reports made by official bodies on its quality or academic standards;

· the nature of its business activities;

· its ethical values;

· its links with other partners with whom the RAU would not wish to be associated.
	Reference evidence as appendix 1, 2, etc.
	Insert text to outline arrangements to mitigate the consequent impact of any risk.

	Risk factor assessment*
	Management risk factor
	Evidence (please attach), e.g. draft MoU.
	Risk mitigation

	Low
	Relative responsibilities between the RAU and collaborating organisation are clear. The collaborating organisation has the necessary expertise, staffing and infrastructure to fulfil its responsibilities. The RAU has the necessary capacity, experience and systems in place to exercise effective control and monitoring of what is being done by the collaborating organisation.
	Reference evidence as appendix 1, 2, etc.
	N/A

	Medium
	Responsibilities are clear, but effective operation will rely on a small number of experienced key individuals and it may be difficult for the collaborating organisation and/or RAU to make contingency arrangements in the case of illness/absence of key staff. The availability of a student support infrastructure and learning resources are adequate, but there are concerns about longer term viability.
	Reference evidence as appendix 1, 2, etc.
	Insert text to outline arrangements to mitigate the consequent impact of any risk.

	High
	A high degree of control will be delegated to the collaborating organisation with the RAU operating a minimum verification role and/or the management/operational arrangements will depend on a small number of staff operating at a significant distance from the RAU with a high degree of autonomy. Learning resources have not been adequately verified or are severely limited.
	Reference evidence as appendix 1, 2, etc.
	Insert text to outline arrangements to mitigate the consequent impact of any risk.

	Risk factor assessment*
	Quality Assurance (QA) risk factor
	Evidence (please attach), e.g. statement by QAA or OFSTED regarding effectiveness of QA arrangements.
	Risk mitigation

	Low
	The organisation has proven QA arrangements appropriate for managing and enhancing HE provision, including arrangements for internal and external peer review and oversight by an academic board or equivalent.
	Reference evidence as appendix 1, 2, etc.
	N/A

	Medium
	The organisation has QA arrangements appropriate for managing and enhancing academic provision, but the effectiveness of these cannot be corroborated externally or the organisation does not have arrangements specifically for quality assuring HE provision. The organisation is willing, however, to establish these and already has arrangements for monitoring the quality of its staff, products, processes and customer service which have been proven to be sound (preferably by external scrutiny) and are judged to be equivalent to those of the RAU.
	Reference evidence as appendix 1, 2, etc.
	Insert text to outline arrangements to mitigate the consequent impact of any risk.

	High
	The organisation has QA arrangements appropriate for managing and enhancing academic provision, but the effectiveness of arrangements has been criticised by external scrutiny.
	Reference evidence as appendix 1, 2, etc.
	Insert text to outline arrangements to mitigate the consequent impact of any risk.

	Risk factor assessment*
	Academic standards risk factor
	Evidence (please attach), e.g. from independent sources and/or other provision offered by the collaborating organisation of high academic standards.
	Risk mitigation

	Low
	There are appropriate arrangements proposed for the RAU to assure academic standards.
	Reference evidence as appendix 1, 2, etc.
	N/A

	Medium
	The collaborating organisation does not have a previous track record in this area, but the RAU will retain tight control for all aspects of setting and assessing standards including providing training and support for the organisation to develop expertise. Or, the organisation does have a previous track record, but the evidence raises doubts about the effectiveness of the arrangements for assuring high standards are achieved and maintained.
	Reference evidence as appendix 1, 2, etc.
	Insert text to outline arrangements to mitigate the consequent impact of any risk.

	High
	There is evidence that academic standards have not been a sufficiently high concern for the organisation previously and arrangements have been criticised by relevant external organisations.
	Reference evidence as appendix 1, 2, etc.
	Insert text to outline arrangements to mitigate the consequent impact of any risk.

	Risk factor assessment*
	Health, safety and equal opportunities risk factor
	Evidence (please attach), e.g. external / internal reports.
	Risk mitigation

	Low
	The collaborating organisation offers an appropriate and safe working environment for both staff and students.
	Reference evidence as appendix 1, 2, etc.
	N/A

	Medium
	The organisation offers an appropriate and safe working environment for both staff and students but there is scope for improvement.
	Reference evidence as appendix 1, 2, etc.
	Insert text to outline arrangements to mitigate the consequent impact of any risk.

	High
	The organisation does not currently offer an appropriate and safe working environment for staff and students and/or the working environment has been criticised by external scrutiny.
	Reference evidence as appendix 1, 2, etc.
	Insert text to outline arrangements to mitigate the consequent impact of any risk.

	Risk factor assessment*
	Overseas risk factor
	Evidence (please attach), e.g. external / internal reports.
	Risk mitigation

	Low
	The RAU is familiar with the HE environment of the proposed country including the legal context. The country risk assessment is low and there are robust arrangements for managing the provision at a distance.
	Reference evidence as appendix 1, 2, etc.
	N/A

	Medium
	The location is new to the RAU, but there has been extensive research/visits to establish the requirements of the operating environment and the capacity of both parties to meet the requirements. All other evidence suggests that the location is ‘low risk’ and offers the potential for the RAU to be successful in this location.
	Reference evidence as appendix 1, 2, etc.
	Insert text to outline arrangements to mitigate the consequent impact of any risk.

	High
	The location is new to the RAU and there is evidence that it would be difficult to establish an effective collaborative arrangement because of the:

· legal requirements;

· different cultural expectations; 

· high costs of liaison/delivery;

· other challenges.
	Reference evidence as appendix 1, 2, etc.
	Insert text to outline arrangements to mitigate the consequent impact of any risk.
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