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Section one: Programme details 
 

Name of education provider  Birmingham City University 

Programme title BSc (Hons) Paramedic Science 

Mode of delivery   Full time 

Relevant part of the HCPC register Paramedic 

Name and role of HCPC visitors  
Bob Fellows (Paramedic) 
Catherine Smith (Chiropodist / podiatrist) 

HCPC executive Hollie Latham 

Date of assessment day 17 February 2015 
 
 
Section two: Submission details 
 
The following documents were provided as part of the audit submission: 
 

 A completed HCPC audit form 
 Internal quality report for one year ago 
 Internal quality report for two years ago 
 External examiner’s report for one year ago  
 External examiner’s report for two years ago  
 Response to External examiner’s report one year ago 
 Response to External Examiner’s report for two years ago 
 Curriculum vitae for Sally Arnold-Jones  
 Admissions Policy April 2013 
 AP(E)L Policy and procedures 
 Screen shots from the BSc (Hons) Paramedic Science web page 

 
As this programme is now in its second year the quality assurance documentation is only 
available for the past full academic year 2013-14. 
 



 
 
Section three: Additional documentation 
 

 The visitors agreed that no further documentation was required in order to make a 
recommendation. 

 
 The visitors agreed that additional documentation was required in order to make a 

recommendation. The standards of education and training (SETs), for which 
additional documentation was requested, are listed below with reasons for the 
request.   

 
 
Section four: Recommendation of the visitors 
 
To recommend a programme for ongoing approval, the visitors must be assured that the 
programme meets all of the standards of education and training (SETs) and that those 
who complete the programme have demonstrated an ability to meet our standards of 
proficiency (SOPs) for their part of the Register. 
 
The visitors agreed to recommend to the Education and Training Committee that:  
 

 There is sufficient evidence to show the programme continues to meet the 
standards of education and training and that those who complete the programme 
will continue to demonstrate an ability to meet the standards of proficiency.  

  
 There is insufficient evidence to determine if or how the programme continues to 

meet the standards of education and training listed. Therefore, a visit is 
recommended to gather more evidence and if required place conditions on ongoing 
approval of the programme. 
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Section one: Programme details 
 

Name of education provider  Birmingham City University 

Programme title Dip HE Paramedic Science 

Mode of delivery   Full time 

Relevant part of the HCPC register Paramedic 

Name and role of HCPC visitors  
Bob Fellows (Paramedic) 
Catherine Smith (Chiropodist / podiatrist) 

HCPC executive Hollie Latham 

Date of assessment day 17 February 2015 
 
 
Section two: Submission details 
 
The following documents were provided as part of the audit submission: 
 

 A completed HCPC audit form 
 Internal quality report for one year ago 
 Internal quality report for two years ago 
 External examiner’s report for one year ago  
 External examiner’s report for two years ago  
 Response to External examiner’s report one year ago 
 Response to External Examiner’s report for two years ago 
 Curriculum vitae for Sally Arnold-Jones  
 Admissions Policy April 2013 
 AP(E)L Policy and procedures 
 Screen shots from the BSc (Hons) Paramedic Science web page 

 
As this programme is now in its second year the quality assurance documentation is only 
available for the past full academic year 2013-14. 



Section three: Additional documentation 
 

 The visitors agreed that no further documentation was required in order to make a 
recommendation. 

 
 The visitors agreed that additional documentation was required in order to make a 

recommendation. The standards of education and training (SETs), for which 
additional documentation was requested, are listed below with reasons for the 
request.   

 
 
Section four: Recommendation of the visitors 
 
To recommend a programme for ongoing approval, the visitors must be assured that the 
programme meets all of the standards of education and training (SETs) and that those 
who complete the programme have demonstrated an ability to meet our standards of 
proficiency (SOPs) for their part of the Register. 
 
The visitors agreed to recommend to the Education and Training Committee that:  
 

 There is sufficient evidence to show the programme continues to meet the 
standards of education and training and that those who complete the programme 
will continue to demonstrate an ability to meet the standards of proficiency.  

  
 There is insufficient evidence to determine if or how the programme continues to 

meet the standards of education and training listed. Therefore, a visit is 
recommended to gather more evidence and if required place conditions on ongoing 
approval of the programme. 
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Section one: Programme details 
 

Name of education provider  Coventry University 

Programme title BA (Hons) in Social Work  

Mode of delivery   
Full time 
Work based learning 

Relevant part of the HCPC register Social worker in England 

Name and role of HCPC visitors  
Mary Popeck (Biomedical scientist) 
Michael Branicki (Social worker in England) 

HCPC executive Abdur Razzaq 

Date of assessment day 18 February 2015 
 
 
Section two: Submission details 
 
The following documents were provided as part of the audit submission: 
 

 A completed HCPC audit form 
 Internal quality report for one year ago 
 Internal quality report for two years ago 
 External examiner’s report for one year ago  
 External examiner’s report for two years ago  
 Response to External examiner’s report one year ago 
 Response to External examiner’s report for two years ago 
 The programme went through the approval process in March 2013 and has only 

been running from September 2013. Therefore the visitors reviewed external 
examiner’s report and internal quality report for 2013–14 academic year only, as 
reports from academic year 2012–13 would have been reviewed during the 
approval visit. 

 
 
  



Section three: Additional documentation 
 

 The visitors agreed that no further documentation was required in order to make a 
recommendation. 

 
 The visitors agreed that additional documentation was required in order to make a 

recommendation. The standards of education and training (SETs), for which 
additional documentation was requested, are listed below with reasons for the 
request.   

 
 
Section four: Recommendation of the visitors 
 
To recommend a programme for ongoing approval, the visitors must be assured that the 
programme meets all of the standards of education and training (SETs) and that those 
who complete the programme have demonstrated an ability to meet our standards of 
proficiency (SOPs) for their part of the Register. 
 
The visitors agreed to recommend to the Education and Training Committee that:  
 

 There is sufficient evidence to show the programme continues to meet the 
standards of education and training and that those who complete the programme 
will continue to demonstrate an ability to meet the standards of proficiency.  

  
 There is insufficient evidence to determine if or how the programme continues to 

meet the standards of education and training listed. Therefore, a visit is 
recommended to gather more evidence and if required place conditions on ongoing 
approval of the programme. 
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Section one: Programme details 
 

Name of education provider  Coventry University 

Programme title BSc (Hons) Applied Biomedical Science  

Mode of delivery   Full time 

Relevant part of the HCPC register Biomedical scientist 

Name and role of HCPC visitors  
Mary Popeck (Biomedical scientist) 
Michael Branicki (Social worker in England) 

HCPC executive Abdur Razzaq 

Date of assessment day 28 February 2015 
 
 
Section two: Submission details 
 
The following documents were provided as part of the audit submission: 
 

 A completed HCPC audit form 
 Internal quality report for one year ago 
 Internal quality report for two years ago 
 External examiner’s report for one year ago  
 External examiner’s report for two years ago  
 Response to External examiner’s report one year ago 
 Response to External Examiner’s report for two years ago 
 Self evaluation document for IBMS reaccreditation May 2014 
 Module descriptor for 115BMS Introduction to Biomedical Analysis 

 
 
  



Section three: Additional documentation 
 

 The visitors agreed that no further documentation was required in order to make a 
recommendation. 

 
 The visitors agreed that additional documentation was required in order to make a 

recommendation. The standards of education and training (SETs), for which 
additional documentation was requested, are listed below with reasons for the 
request.   

 
 
Section four: Recommendation of the visitors 
 
To recommend a programme for ongoing approval, the visitors must be assured that the 
programme meets all of the standards of education and training (SETs) and that those 
who complete the programme have demonstrated an ability to meet our standards of 
proficiency (SOPs) for their part of the Register. 
 
The visitors agreed to recommend to the Education and Training Committee that:  
 

 There is sufficient evidence to show the programme continues to meet the 
standards of education and training and that those who complete the programme 
will continue to demonstrate an ability to meet the standards of proficiency.  

  
 There is insufficient evidence to determine if or how the programme continues to 

meet the standards of education and training listed. Therefore, a visit is 
recommended to gather more evidence and if required place conditions on ongoing 
approval of the programme. 
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Section one: Programme details 
 

Name of education provider  Coventry University 

Programme title BSc (Hons) Dietetics  

Mode of delivery   Full time 

Relevant part of the HCPC register Dietitian 

Name and role of HCPC visitors  
Anthony Power (Physiotherapist) 
Maureen Henderson (Dietitian) 

HCPC executive Mandy Hargood 

Date of assessment day  17 February 2015 
 
 
Section two: Submission details 
 
The following documents were provided as part of the audit submission: 
 

 A completed HCPC audit form 
 Internal quality report for one year ago 
 Internal quality report for two years ago 
 External examiner’s report for one year ago  
 External examiner’s report for two years ago  
 Response to External examiner’s report one year ago 
 Response to External Examiner’s report for two years ago 

 
 
 
 
 
  



 
Section three: Additional documentation 
 

 The visitors agreed that no further documentation was required in order to make a 
recommendation. 

 
 The visitors agreed that additional documentation was required in order to make a 

recommendation. The standards of education and training (SETs), for which 
additional documentation was requested, are listed below with reasons for the 
request.   

 
 
Section four: Recommendation of the visitors 
 
To recommend a programme for ongoing approval, the visitors must be assured that the 
programme meets all of the standards of education and training (SETs) and that those 
who complete the programme have demonstrated an ability to meet our standards of 
proficiency (SOPs) for their part of the Register. 
 
The visitors agreed to recommend to the Education and Training Committee that:  
 

 There is sufficient evidence to show the programme continues to meet the 
standards of education and training and that those who complete the programme 
will continue to demonstrate an ability to meet the standards of proficiency.  

  
 There is insufficient evidence to determine if or how the programme continues to 

meet the standards of education and training listed. Therefore, a visit is 
recommended to gather more evidence and if required place conditions on ongoing 
approval of the programme. 
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Section one: Programme details 
 

Name of education provider  Coventry University 

Programme title BSc (Hons) Occupational Therapy 

Mode of delivery   
Full time 
Part time  
Work based learning 

Relevant part of the HCPC register Occupational therapist 

Name and role of HCPC visitors  
Angela Ariu (Occupational therapist)  
Elspeth McCartney (Speech and language 
therapist)  

HCPC executive Alex Urquhart 

Date of assessment day 18 February 2015 
 
 
Section two: Submission details 
 
The following documents were provided as part of the audit submission: 
 

 A completed HCPC audit form 
 Internal quality report for one year ago 
 Internal quality report for two years ago 
 External examiner’s report for one year ago  
 External examiner’s report for two years ago  
 Response to External examiner’s report one year ago 
 Response to External Examiner’s report for two years ago 

 
 
 
 
 



Section three: Additional documentation 
 

 The visitors agreed that no further documentation was required in order to make a 
recommendation. 

 
 The visitors agreed that additional documentation was required in order to make a 

recommendation. The standards of education and training (SETs), for which 
additional documentation was requested, are listed below with reasons for the 
request.   

 
 
Section four: Recommendation of the visitors 
 
To recommend a programme for ongoing approval, the visitors must be assured that the 
programme meets all of the standards of education and training (SETs) and that those 
who complete the programme have demonstrated an ability to meet our standards of 
proficiency (SOPs) for their part of the Register. 
 
The visitors agreed to recommend to the Education and Training Committee that:  
 

 There is sufficient evidence to show the programme continues to meet the 
standards of education and training and that those who complete the programme 
will continue to demonstrate an ability to meet the standards of proficiency.  

  
 There is insufficient evidence to determine if or how the programme continues to 

meet the standards of education and training listed. Therefore, a visit is 
recommended to gather more evidence and if required place conditions on ongoing 
approval of the programme. 
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Section one: Programme details 
 

Name of education provider  Coventry University 

Programme title BSc (Hons) Physiotherapy 

Mode of delivery   Full time 

Relevant part of the HCPC register Physiotherapist 

Name and role of HCPC visitors  
Anthony Power (Physiotherapist) 
Richard Sykes (Hearing aid dispenser) 

HCPC executive Hollie Latham 

Date of assessment day  18 February 2015 
 
 
Section two: Submission details 
 
The following documents were provided as part of the audit submission: 
 

 A completed HCPC audit form 
 Internal quality report for one year ago 
 Internal quality report for two years ago 
 External examiner’s report for one year ago  
 External examiner’s report for two years ago  
 Response to External examiner’s report one year ago 
 Response to External Examiner’s report for two years ago 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
Section three: Additional documentation 
 

 The visitors agreed that no further documentation was required in order to make a 
recommendation. 

 
 The visitors agreed that additional documentation was required in order to make a 

recommendation. The standards of education and training (SETs), for which 
additional documentation was requested, are listed below with reasons for the 
request.   

 
 
Section four: Recommendation of the visitors 
 
To recommend a programme for ongoing approval, the visitors must be assured that the 
programme meets all of the standards of education and training (SETs) and that those 
who complete the programme have demonstrated an ability to meet our standards of 
proficiency (SOPs) for their part of the Register. 
 
The visitors agreed to recommend to the Education and Training Committee that:  
 

 There is sufficient evidence to show the programme continues to meet the 
standards of education and training and that those who complete the programme 
will continue to demonstrate an ability to meet the standards of proficiency.  

  
 There is insufficient evidence to determine if or how the programme continues to 

meet the standards of education and training listed. Therefore, a visit is 
recommended to gather more evidence and if required place conditions on ongoing 
approval of the programme. 
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Section one: Programme details 
 

Name of education provider  Coventry University 

Programme title BSc (Hons) Physiotherapy (Leicester) 

Mode of delivery   Full time 

Relevant part of the HCPC register Physiotherapist 

Name and role of HCPC visitors  
Anthony Power (Physiotherapist) 
Richard Sykes (Hearing aid dispenser) 

HCPC executive Hollie Latham 

Date of assessment day  18 February 2015 
 
 
Section two: Submission details 
 
The following documents were provided as part of the audit submission: 
 

 A completed HCPC audit form 
 Internal quality report for one year ago 
 Internal quality report for two years ago 
 External examiner’s report for one year ago  
 External examiner’s report for two years ago  
 Response to External examiner’s report one year ago 
 Response to External Examiner’s report for two years ago 

 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
Section three: Additional documentation 
 

 The visitors agreed that no further documentation was required in order to make a 
recommendation. 

 
 The visitors agreed that additional documentation was required in order to make a 

recommendation. The standards of education and training (SETs), for which 
additional documentation was requested, are listed below with reasons for the 
request.   

 
 
Section four: Recommendation of the visitors 
 
To recommend a programme for ongoing approval, the visitors must be assured that the 
programme meets all of the standards of education and training (SETs) and that those 
who complete the programme have demonstrated an ability to meet our standards of 
proficiency (SOPs) for their part of the Register. 
 
The visitors agreed to recommend to the Education and Training Committee that:  
 

 There is sufficient evidence to show the programme continues to meet the 
standards of education and training and that those who complete the programme 
will continue to demonstrate an ability to meet the standards of proficiency.  

  
 There is insufficient evidence to determine if or how the programme continues to 

meet the standards of education and training listed. Therefore, a visit is 
recommended to gather more evidence and if required place conditions on ongoing 
approval of the programme. 
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Section one: Programme details 
 

Name of education provider  Coventry University 

Programme title 
Diploma of Higher Education Operating 
Department Practice 

Mode of delivery   Full time 

Relevant part of the HCPC register Operating department practitioner 

Name and role of HCPC visitors  
Andrew Steel (Operating department practitioner) 
Vicki Lawson-Brown (Social worker in England)  

HCPC executive Nicola Baker 

Date of assessment day  18 February 2015 
 
 
Section two: Submission details 
 
The following documents were provided as part of the audit submission: 
 

 A completed HCPC audit form 
 Internal quality report for one year ago 
 Internal quality report for two years ago 
 External examiner’s report for one year ago  
 External examiner’s report for two years ago  
 Response to External examiner’s report one year ago 
 Response to External examiner’s report for two years ago 
 Clinical facilitator meeting 
 Student forum meeting minutes 
 Service user and carer engagement 
 Teaching observation documentation 
 Online module material from Moodle 
 External Examiner Application documentation 
 Service User and Carer Engagement group minutes 
 Monitoring of clinical registration  



Section three: Additional documentation 
 

 The visitors agreed that no further documentation was required in order to make a 
recommendation. 

 
 The visitors agreed that additional documentation was required in order to make a 

recommendation. The standards of education and training (SETs), for which 
additional documentation was requested, are listed below with reasons for the 
request.   

 
 
Section four: Recommendation of the visitors 
 
To recommend a programme for ongoing approval, the visitors must be assured that the 
programme meets all of the standards of education and training (SETs) and that those 
who complete the programme have demonstrated an ability to meet our standards of 
proficiency (SOPs) for their part of the Register. 
 
The visitors agreed to recommend to the Education and Training Committee that:  
 

 There is sufficient evidence to show the programme continues to meet the 
standards of education and training and that those who complete the programme 
will continue to demonstrate an ability to meet the standards of proficiency.  

  
 There is insufficient evidence to determine if or how the programme continues to 

meet the standards of education and training listed. Therefore, a visit is 
recommended to gather more evidence and if required place conditions on ongoing 
approval of the programme. 
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Section one: Programme details 
 

Name of education provider  Coventry University 

Programme title Diploma of Higher Education Paramedic Science 

Mode of delivery   Full time 

Relevant part of the HCPC register Paramedic 

Name and role of HCPC visitors  
Bob Fellows (Paramedic) 
Catherine Smith (Chiropodist / podiatrist) 

HCPC executive Alex Urquhart 

Date of assessment day  17 February 2015 
 
 
Section two: Submission details 
 
The following documents were provided as part of the audit submission: 
 

 A completed HCPC audit form 
 Internal quality report for one year ago 
 Internal quality report for two years ago 
 External examiner’s report for one year ago  
 External examiner’s report for two years ago  
 Response to External examiner’s report one year ago 
 Response to External Examiner’s report for two years ago 

  



Section three: Additional documentation 
 

 The visitors agreed that no further documentation was required in order to make a 
recommendation. 

 
 The visitors agreed that additional documentation was required in order to make a 

recommendation. The standards of education and training (SETs), for which 
additional documentation was requested, are listed below with reasons for the 
request.   

 
 
Section four: Recommendation of the visitors 
 
To recommend a programme for ongoing approval, the visitors must be assured that the 
programme meets all of the standards of education and training (SETs) and that those 
who complete the programme have demonstrated an ability to meet our standards of 
proficiency (SOPs) for their part of the Register. 
 
The visitors agreed to recommend to the Education and Training Committee that:  
 

 There is sufficient evidence to show the programme continues to meet the 
standards of education and training and that those who complete the programme 
will continue to demonstrate an ability to meet the standards of proficiency.  

  
 There is insufficient evidence to determine if or how the programme continues to 

meet the standards of education and training listed. Therefore, a visit is 
recommended to gather more evidence and if required place conditions on ongoing 
approval of the programme. 

 
 
Section five: Visitors’ comments 
 
The visitors noted that Dan Stains is the current programme leader as identified through 
the major change process, the visitors were therefore satisfied with the arrangements of 
the current programme leader. However when looking through the documentation 
submitted the visitors noted that there was a discrepancy in the named programme leader, 
specifically the external examiner report for 2012-13 was signed off by Pete Gregory as 
the programme leader. It is noted that there is no record of Pete Gregory as the 
programme leader in the programme documentation, and the education provider did not 
submit a major change notifying the HCPC of a programme leader change. The visitors 
would like to remind the education provider that a change to the programme leader should 
be noted to the HCPC by submitting a major change notification. 



 
 

 

 
 
 
 
Annual monitoring visitors’ report 
 
 
Contents 
Section one: Programme details .......................................................................................... 1 
Section two: Submission details .......................................................................................... 1 
Section three: Additional documentation ............................................................................. 2 
Section four: Recommendation of the visitors ..................................................................... 2 
  
 
Section one: Programme details 
 

Name of education provider  Coventry University 

Programme title MA Social Work  

Mode of delivery   
Full time 
Work based learning 

Relevant part of the HCPC register Social worker in England 

Name and role of HCPC visitors  
Mary Popeck (Biomedical scientist) 
Michael Branicki (Social worker in England) 

HCPC executive Abdur Razzaq 

Date of assessment day 18 February 2015 
 
 
Section two: Submission details 
 
The following documents were provided as part of the audit submission: 
 

 A completed HCPC audit form 
 Internal quality report for one year ago 
 Internal quality report for two years ago 
 External examiner’s report for one year ago  
 External examiner’s report for two years ago  
 Response to External examiner’s report one year ago 
 Response to External examiner’s report for two years ago 
 The programme went through the approval process in March 2013. The programme 

is new, therefore, the education provider has not submitted external examiner report 
and internal quality report for academic year 2012–13. The visitors reviewed 
external examiner’s report and internal quality report for 2013–14 academic year 
only. 

 
  



Section three: Additional documentation 
 

 The visitors agreed that no further documentation was required in order to make a 
recommendation. 

 
 The visitors agreed that additional documentation was required in order to make a 

recommendation. The standards of education and training (SETs), for which 
additional documentation was requested, are listed below with reasons for the 
request.   

 
 
Section four: Recommendation of the visitors 
 
To recommend a programme for ongoing approval, the visitors must be assured that the 
programme meets all of the standards of education and training (SETs) and that those 
who complete the programme have demonstrated an ability to meet our standards of 
proficiency (SOPs) for their part of the Register. 
 
The visitors agreed to recommend to the Education and Training Committee that:  
 

 There is sufficient evidence to show the programme continues to meet the 
standards of education and training and that those who complete the programme 
will continue to demonstrate an ability to meet the standards of proficiency.  

  
 There is insufficient evidence to determine if or how the programme continues to 

meet the standards of education and training listed. Therefore, a visit is 
recommended to gather more evidence and if required place conditions on ongoing 
approval of the programme. 
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Section one: Programme details 
 

Name of education provider  King’s College London 

Programme title BSc (Hons) Nutrition and Dietetics 

Mode of delivery   Full time 

Relevant part of the HCPC register Dietitian 

Name and role of HCPC visitors  
Anthony Power (Physiotherapist) 
Maureen Henderson (Dietitian) 

HCPC executive Mandy Hargood 

Date of assessment day  17 February 2015 
 
 
Section two: Submission details 
 
The following documents were provided as part of the audit submission: 
 

 A completed HCPC audit form 
 Internal quality report for one year ago 
 Internal quality report for two years ago 
 External examiner’s report for one year ago  
 External examiner’s report for two years ago  
 Response to External examiner’s report one year ago 
 Response to External Examiner’s report for two years ago 
 New staff Curriculum vitae 
 Module handbooks 
 NHSLondon Annual Contract Quality Monitoring reports 

 
 
  



Section three: Additional documentation 
 

 The visitors agreed that no further documentation was required in order to make a 
recommendation. 

 
 The visitors agreed that additional documentation was required in order to make a 

recommendation. The standards of education and training (SETs), for which 
additional documentation was requested, are listed below with reasons for the 
request.   

 
 
Section four: Recommendation of the visitors 
 
To recommend a programme for ongoing approval, the visitors must be assured that the 
programme meets all of the standards of education and training (SETs) and that those 
who complete the programme have demonstrated an ability to meet our standards of 
proficiency (SOPs) for their part of the Register. 
 
The visitors agreed to recommend to the Education and Training Committee that:  
 

 There is sufficient evidence to show the programme continues to meet the 
standards of education and training and that those who complete the programme 
will continue to demonstrate an ability to meet the standards of proficiency.  

  
 There is insufficient evidence to determine if or how the programme continues to 

meet the standards of education and training listed. Therefore, a visit is 
recommended to gather more evidence and if required place conditions on ongoing 
approval of the programme. 
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Section one: Programme details 
 

Name of education provider  King’s College London 

Programme title BSc (Hons) Physiotherapy 

Mode of delivery  Full time 

Relevant part of the HCPC register Physiotherapist 

Name and role of HCPC visitors  
Anthony Power (Physiotherapist) 
Maureen Henderson (Dietitian) 

HCPC executive Mandy Hargood 

Date of assessment day  17 February 2015 
 
 
Section two: Submission details 
 
The following documents were provided as part of the audit submission: 
 

 A completed HCPC audit form 
 Internal quality report for one year ago 
 Internal quality report for two years ago 
 External examiner’s report for one year ago  
 External examiner’s report for two years ago  
 Response to External examiner’s report one year ago 
 Response to External Examiner’s report for two years ago 
 Admissions documents 
 Quality Contract Performance Management Annual Report Physiotherapy 2012-13 

King’s College London 
 Curriculum vitae – Dr Isaac Sorinola 
 Staff of the Academic Department of Physiotherapy 
 Staff development documents 
 Information on resources for students 
 Complaints Procedure 



 BSc (Hons) Physiotherapy programme specification 
 Placement documents 
 Assessment documents 

 
 
Section three: Additional documentation 
 

 The visitors agreed that no further documentation was required in order to make a 
recommendation. 

 
 The visitors agreed that additional documentation was required in order to make a 

recommendation. The standards of education and training (SETs), for which 
additional documentation was requested, are listed below with reasons for the 
request.  

 
 
Section four: Recommendation of the visitors 
 
To recommend a programme for ongoing approval, the visitors must be assured that the 
programme meets all of the standards of education and training (SETs) and that those 
who complete the programme have demonstrated an ability to meet our standards of 
proficiency (SOPs) for their part of the Register. 
 
The visitors agreed to recommend to the Education and Training Committee that:  
 

 There is sufficient evidence to show the programme continues to meet the 
standards of education and training and that those who complete the programme 
will continue to demonstrate an ability to meet the standards of proficiency.  

  
 There is insufficient evidence to determine if or how the programme continues to 

meet the standards of education and training listed. Therefore, a visit is 
recommended to gather more evidence and if required place conditions on ongoing 
approval of the programme. 

 
 
Section five: Visitors’ comments 
 
The visitors were satisfied that the programme continues to meet the standards of 
education and training (SETs). However, the visitors wished to point out that the 
comprehensive nature of the submission was not entirely conducive to coming to their 
decision. The Annual monitoring process is a retrospective one focusing on programmes 
with ongoing approval and as such a submission usually only consists of the required 
documentation as highlighted above. Any additional information is only needed when the 
programme has undergone changes which affect how the SETs continue to be met. The 
visitors would therefore like to highlight to the education provider that the volume of 
documentation, and subsequently work, is not necessary for future HCPC annual 
monitoring audits. 
 
The visitors would also like to remind the education provider that the criminal records 
bureau and check has now changed to the Disclosure and Barring Service and therefore 
recommend that all references are changed to reflect this. 
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Section one: Programme details 
 

Name of education provider  King’s College London 

Programme title MSc Dietetics 

Mode of delivery   Full time 

Relevant part of the HCPC register Dietitian 

Name and role of HCPC visitors  
Anthony Power (Physiotherapist) 
Maureen Henderson (Dietitian) 

HCPC executive Mandy Hargood 

Date of assessment day  17 February 2015 
 
 
Section two: Submission details 
 
The following documents were provided as part of the audit submission: 
 

 A completed HCPC audit form 
 Internal quality report for one year ago 
 Internal quality report for two years ago 
 External examiner’s report for one year ago  
 External examiner’s report for two years ago  
 Response to External examiner’s report one year ago 
 Response to External Examiner’s report for two years ago 
 New staff curriculum vitaes 
 Module handbooks 
 PG Dietetics interviews – service user involvement  

 
 
  



Section three: Additional documentation 
 

 The visitors agreed that no further documentation was required in order to make a 
recommendation. 

 
 The visitors agreed that additional documentation was required in order to make a 

recommendation. The standards of education and training (SETs), for which 
additional documentation was requested, are listed below with reasons for the 
request.   

 
 
Section four: Recommendation of the visitors 
 
To recommend a programme for ongoing approval, the visitors must be assured that the 
programme meets all of the standards of education and training (SETs) and that those 
who complete the programme have demonstrated an ability to meet our standards of 
proficiency (SOPs) for their part of the Register. 
 
The visitors agreed to recommend to the Education and Training Committee that:  
 

 There is sufficient evidence to show the programme continues to meet the 
standards of education and training and that those who complete the programme 
will continue to demonstrate an ability to meet the standards of proficiency.  

  
 There is insufficient evidence to determine if or how the programme continues to 

meet the standards of education and training listed. Therefore, a visit is 
recommended to gather more evidence and if required place conditions on ongoing 
approval of the programme. 
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Section one: Programme details 
 

Name of education provider  King’s College London 

Programme title MSc Physiotherapy (Pre-registration) 

Mode of delivery  Full time 

Relevant part of the HCPC register Physiotherapist 

Name and role of HCPC visitors  
Anthony Power (Physiotherapist) 
Maureen Henderson (Dietitian) 

HCPC executive Mandy Hargood 

Date of assessment day  17 February 2015 
 
 
Section two: Submission details 
 
The following documents were provided as part of the audit submission: 
 

 A completed HCPC audit form 
 Internal quality report for one year ago 
 Internal quality report for two years ago 
 External examiner’s report for one year ago  
 External examiner’s report for two years ago  
 Response to External examiner’s report one year ago 
 Response to External Examiner’s report for two years ago 

 
 Admissions documents 
 Curriculum vitae – Dr Isaac Sorinola 
 Staff of the Academic Department of Physiotherapy 
 Staff development documents 
 Information on resources for students 
 Complaints Procedure 
 MSc Physiotherapy programme specification 



 Placement documents 
 Assessment documents 

 
Due to the timings relating to how this programme runs, there are no external examiner 
reports for one year ago or a response from the education provider. However the 
education provider provided email correspondence with the external examiner to 
demonstrate that the external examiner has been involved in the assessment process for 
the programme. 
 
Section three: Additional documentation 
 

 The visitors agreed that no further documentation was required in order to make a 
recommendation. 

 
 The visitors agreed that additional documentation was required in order to make a 

recommendation. The standards of education and training (SETs), for which 
additional documentation was requested, are listed below with reasons for the 
request.  

 
Section four: Recommendation of the visitors 
 
To recommend a programme for ongoing approval, the visitors must be assured that the 
programme meets all of the standards of education and training (SETs) and that those 
who complete the programme have demonstrated an ability to meet our standards of 
proficiency (SOPs) for their part of the Register. 
 
The visitors agreed to recommend to the Education and Training Committee that:  
 

 There is sufficient evidence to show the programme continues to meet the 
standards of education and training and that those who complete the programme 
will continue to demonstrate an ability to meet the standards of proficiency.  

  
 There is insufficient evidence to determine if or how the programme continues to 

meet the standards of education and training listed. Therefore, a visit is 
recommended to gather more evidence and if required place conditions on ongoing 
approval of the programme. 

 
 
Section five: Visitors’ comments 
 
The visitors were satisfied that the programme continues to meet the standards of 
education and training (SETs). However, the visitors wished to point out that the 
comprehensive nature of the submission was not entirely conducive to coming to their 
decision. The Annual monitoring process is a retrospective one focusing on programmes 
with ongoing approval and as such a submission usually only consists of the required 
documentation as highlighted above. Any additional information is only needed when the 
programme has undergone changes which affect how the SETs continue to be met. The 
visitors would therefore like to highlight to the education provider that the volume of 
documentation, and subsequently work, is not necessary for future HCPC annual 
monitoring audits. 
 



The visitors would also like to remind the education provider that the criminal records 
bureau and check has now changed to the Disclosure and Barring Service and therefore 
recommend that all references are changed to reflect this. 
 
As the external examiner reports and responses are not available at the time of 
submission, the visitors would encourage the education provider to review, and if 
necessary, re-negotiate their submission date for annual monitoring with the HCPC 
Education Department in order to ensure that all required documents can be provided for 
future submissions. 
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Section one: Programme details 
 

Name of education provider  King’s College London 

Programme title Pg Dip Dietetics  

Mode of delivery   Full time 

Relevant part of the HCPC register Dietitian 

Name and role of HCPC visitors  
Anthony Power (Physiotherapist) 
Maureen Henderson (Dietitian) 

HCPC executive Mandy Hargood 

Date of assessment day  17 February 2015 
 
 
Section two: Submission details 
 
The following documents were provided as part of the audit submission: 
 

 A completed HCPC audit form 
 Internal quality report for one year ago 
 Internal quality report for two years ago 
 External examiner’s report for one year ago  
 External examiner’s report for two years ago  
 Response to External examiner’s report one year ago 
 Response to External Examiner’s report for two years ago 
 New staff Curriculum vitae 
 Module handbooks  
 PG Dietetics interviews – service user involvement 

 
  



Section three: Additional documentation 
 

 The visitors agreed that no further documentation was required in order to make a 
recommendation. 

 
 The visitors agreed that additional documentation was required in order to make a 

recommendation. The standards of education and training (SETs), for which 
additional documentation was requested, are listed below with reasons for the 
request.   

 
 
Section four: Recommendation of the visitors 
 
To recommend a programme for ongoing approval, the visitors must be assured that the 
programme meets all of the standards of education and training (SETs) and that those 
who complete the programme have demonstrated an ability to meet our standards of 
proficiency (SOPs) for their part of the Register. 
 
The visitors agreed to recommend to the Education and Training Committee that:  
 

 There is sufficient evidence to show the programme continues to meet the 
standards of education and training and that those who complete the programme 
will continue to demonstrate an ability to meet the standards of proficiency.  

  
 There is insufficient evidence to determine if or how the programme continues to 

meet the standards of education and training listed. Therefore, a visit is 
recommended to gather more evidence and if required place conditions on ongoing 
approval of the programme. 
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Section one: Programme details 
 

Name of education provider  Liverpool John Moores University 

Programme title BA (Hons) in Social Work  

Mode of delivery   Full time 

Relevant part of the HCPC register Social worker in England 

Name and role of HCPC visitors  
Dorothy Smith (Social worker in England) 
Antony Ward (Counselling psychologist) 

HCPC executive Abdur Razzaq 

Date of assessment day  17 February 2015 
 
 
Section two: Submission details 
 
The following documents were provided as part of the audit submission: 
 

 A completed HCPC audit form 
 Internal quality report for one year ago 
 Internal quality report for two years ago 
 External examiner’s report for one year ago  
 External examiner’s report for two years ago  
 Response to External examiner’s report one year ago 
 Response to External examiner’s report for two years ago 

  



Section three: Additional documentation 
 

 The visitors agreed that no further documentation was required in order to make a 
recommendation. 

 
 The visitors agreed that additional documentation was required in order to make a 

recommendation. The standards of education and training (SETs), for which 
additional documentation was requested, are listed below with reasons for the 
request.   

 
 
Section four: Recommendation of the visitors 
 
To recommend a programme for ongoing approval, the visitors must be assured that the 
programme meets all of the standards of education and training (SETs) and that those 
who complete the programme have demonstrated an ability to meet our standards of 
proficiency (SOPs) for their part of the Register. 
 
The visitors agreed to recommend to the Education and Training Committee that:  
 

 There is sufficient evidence to show the programme continues to meet the 
standards of education and training and that those who complete the programme 
will continue to demonstrate an ability to meet the standards of proficiency.  

  
 There is insufficient evidence to determine if or how the programme continues to 

meet the standards of education and training listed. Therefore, a visit is 
recommended to gather more evidence and if required place conditions on ongoing 
approval of the programme. 

 
 
Section five: Visitors’ comments 
 
The visitors noted in the documentation that the programme is now closed for new intake 
of students and the final cohort of students will graduate in July 2016. The visitors suggest 
the education provider formally inform the HCPC about the closure of this programme by 
submitting a closure of programme form. 
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Section one: Programme details 
 

Name of education provider  Liverpool John Moores University 

Programme title BSc (Hons) Applied Biomedical Science 

Mode of delivery   
Full time 
Part time 

Relevant part of the HCPC register Biomedical scientist 

Name and role of HCPC visitors  
Stephen Davies (Practitioner psychologist) 
Peter Ruddy (Biomedical scientist) 

HCPC executive Nicola Baker 

Date of assessment day  17 February 2015 
 
 
Section two: Submission details 
 
The following documents were provided as part of the audit submission: 
 

 A completed HCPC audit form 
 Internal quality report for one year ago 
 Internal quality report for two years ago 
 External examiner’s report for one year ago  
 External examiner’s report for two years ago  
 Response to External examiner’s report one year ago 
 Response to External Examiner’s report for two years ago 

  



 
 
Section three: Additional documentation 
 

 The visitors agreed that no further documentation was required in order to make a 
recommendation. 

 
 The visitors agreed that additional documentation was required in order to make a 

recommendation. The standards of education and training (SETs), for which 
additional documentation was requested, are listed below with reasons for the 
request.   

 
 
Section four: Recommendation of the visitors 
 
To recommend a programme for ongoing approval, the visitors must be assured that the 
programme meets all of the standards of education and training (SETs) and that those 
who complete the programme have demonstrated an ability to meet our standards of 
proficiency (SOPs) for their part of the Register. 
 
The visitors agreed to recommend to the Education and Training Committee that:  
 

 There is sufficient evidence to show the programme continues to meet the 
standards of education and training and that those who complete the programme 
will continue to demonstrate an ability to meet the standards of proficiency.  

  
 There is insufficient evidence to determine if or how the programme continues to 

meet the standards of education and training listed. Therefore, a visit is 
recommended to gather more evidence and if required place conditions on ongoing 
approval of the programme. 
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Section one: Programme details 
 

Name of education provider  Liverpool John Moores University 

Programme title Diploma of Higher Education Paramedic Practice 

Mode of delivery   Full time 

Relevant part of the HCPC register Paramedic 

Name and role of HCPC visitors  
Bob Fellows (Paramedic) 
Catherine Smith (Chiropodist / podiatrist) 

HCPC executive Hollie Latham 

Date of assessment day 17 February 2015 
 
 
Section two: Submission details 
 
The following documents were provided as part of the audit submission: 
 

 A completed HCPC audit form 
 Internal quality report for one year ago 
 Internal quality report for two years ago 
 External examiner’s report for one year ago  
 External examiner’s report for two years ago  
 Response to External examiner’s report one year ago 
 Response to External Examiner’s report for two years ago 

 
 
 
 
 
 
  



Section three: Additional documentation 
 

 The visitors agreed that no further documentation was required in order to make a 
recommendation. 

 
 The visitors agreed that additional documentation was required in order to make a 

recommendation. The standards of education and training (SETs), for which 
additional documentation was requested, are listed below with reasons for the 
request.   

 
 
Section four: Recommendation of the visitors 
 
To recommend a programme for ongoing approval, the visitors must be assured that the 
programme meets all of the standards of education and training (SETs) and that those 
who complete the programme have demonstrated an ability to meet our standards of 
proficiency (SOPs) for their part of the Register. 
 
The visitors agreed to recommend to the Education and Training Committee that:  
 

 There is sufficient evidence to show the programme continues to meet the 
standards of education and training and that those who complete the programme 
will continue to demonstrate an ability to meet the standards of proficiency.  

  
 There is insufficient evidence to determine if or how the programme continues to 

meet the standards of education and training listed. Therefore, a visit is 
recommended to gather more evidence and if required place conditions on ongoing 
approval of the programme. 
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Section one: Programme details 
 

Name of education provider  Liverpool John Moores University 

Programme title MA in Social Work 

Mode of delivery   Full time 

Relevant part of the HCPC register Social worker in England 

Name and role of HCPC visitors  
Dorothy Smith (Social worker in England) 
Antony Ward (Counselling psychologist) 

HCPC executive Abdur Razzaq 

Date of assessment day  17 February 2015 
 
 
Section two: Submission details 
 
The following documents were provided as part of the audit submission: 
 

 A completed HCPC audit form 
 Internal quality report for one year ago 
 Internal quality report for two years ago 
 External examiner’s report for one year ago  
 External examiner’s report for two years ago  
 Response to External examiner’s report one year ago 
 Response to External examiner’s report for two years ago 

 
 
  



Section three: Additional documentation 
 

 The visitors agreed that no further documentation was required in order to make a 
recommendation. 

 
 The visitors agreed that additional documentation was required in order to make a 

recommendation. The standards of education and training (SETs), for which 
additional documentation was requested, are listed below with reasons for the 
request.   

 
 
Section four: Recommendation of the visitors 
 
To recommend a programme for ongoing approval, the visitors must be assured that the 
programme meets all of the standards of education and training (SETs) and that those 
who complete the programme have demonstrated an ability to meet our standards of 
proficiency (SOPs) for their part of the Register. 
 
The visitors agreed to recommend to the Education and Training Committee that:  
 

 There is sufficient evidence to show the programme continues to meet the 
standards of education and training and that those who complete the programme 
will continue to demonstrate an ability to meet the standards of proficiency.  

  
 There is insufficient evidence to determine if or how the programme continues to 

meet the standards of education and training listed. Therefore, a visit is 
recommended to gather more evidence and if required place conditions on ongoing 
approval of the programme. 
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Section one: Programme details 
 

Name of education provider  Liverpool John Moores University 

Programme title 
Postgraduate Diploma Social Work (Step up to 
Social Work)  

Mode of delivery   Work based learning 

Relevant part of the HCPC register Social worker in England 

Name and role of HCPC visitors  
Dorothy Smith (Social worker in England) 
Antony Ward (Counselling psychologist) 

HCPC executive Abdur Razzaq 

Date of assessment day  17 February 2015 
 
 
Section two: Submission details 
 
The following documents were provided as part of the audit submission: 
 

 A completed HCPC audit form 
 Internal quality report for one year ago 
 Internal quality report for two years ago 
 External examiner’s report for one year ago  
 External examiner’s report for two years ago  
 Response to External examiner’s report one year ago 
 Response to External examiner’s report for two years ago 
 The programme has only been running from January 2014 and therefore the 

education provider has submitted external examiner’s report and internal quality 
report for 2013 –14 academic year only.  

 
 
  



Section three: Additional documentation 
 

 The visitors agreed that no further documentation was required in order to make a 
recommendation. 

 
 The visitors agreed that additional documentation was required in order to make a 

recommendation. The standards of education and training (SETs), for which 
additional documentation was requested, are listed below with reasons for the 
request.   

 
 
Section four: Recommendation of the visitors 
 
To recommend a programme for ongoing approval, the visitors must be assured that the 
programme meets all of the standards of education and training (SETs) and that those 
who complete the programme have demonstrated an ability to meet our standards of 
proficiency (SOPs) for their part of the Register. 
 
The visitors agreed to recommend to the Education and Training Committee that:  
 

 There is sufficient evidence to show the programme continues to meet the 
standards of education and training and that those who complete the programme 
will continue to demonstrate an ability to meet the standards of proficiency.  

  
 There is insufficient evidence to determine if or how the programme continues to 

meet the standards of education and training listed. Therefore, a visit is 
recommended to gather more evidence and if required place conditions on ongoing 
approval of the programme. 
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Section one: Programme details 
 

Name of education provider  Manchester Metropolitan University 

Programme title BA (Hons) Social Work 

Mode of delivery   Full time 

Relevant part of the HCPC register Social worker in England 

Name and role of HCPC visitors  
Mary Popeck (Biomedical scientist) 
Michael Branicki (Social worker in England) 

HCPC executive Abdur Razzaq 

Date of assessment day 18 February 2015 
 
 
Section two: Submission details 
 
The following documents were provided as part of the audit submission: 
 

 A completed HCPC audit form 
 Internal quality report for one year ago 
 Internal quality report for two years ago 
 External examiner’s report for one year ago  
 External examiner’s report for two years ago  
 Response to External examiner’s report one year ago 
 Response to External examiner’s report for two years ago 
 The programme went through the approval process in March 2013 and has only 

been running from September 2013. The education educator has provided an 
external examiner report for 2012–13 but did not provide internal quality report for 
this year. The visitors reviewed external examiner’s report and internal quality report 
for 2013–14 academic year only, as reports from academic year 2012–13 would 
have been reviewed during the approval visit. 

 
 
  



Section three: Additional documentation 
 

 The visitors agreed that no further documentation was required in order to make a 
recommendation. 

 
 The visitors agreed that additional documentation was required in order to make a 

recommendation. The standards of education and training (SETs), for which 
additional documentation was requested, are listed below with reasons for the 
request.   

 
 
Section four: Recommendation of the visitors 
 
To recommend a programme for ongoing approval, the visitors must be assured that the 
programme meets all of the standards of education and training (SETs) and that those 
who complete the programme have demonstrated an ability to meet our standards of 
proficiency (SOPs) for their part of the Register. 
 
The visitors agreed to recommend to the Education and Training Committee that:  
 

 There is sufficient evidence to show the programme continues to meet the 
standards of education and training and that those who complete the programme 
will continue to demonstrate an ability to meet the standards of proficiency.  

  
 There is insufficient evidence to determine if or how the programme continues to 

meet the standards of education and training listed. Therefore, a visit is 
recommended to gather more evidence and if required place conditions on ongoing 
approval of the programme. 
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Section one: Programme details 
 

Name of education provider  Manchester Metropolitan University 

Programme title BSc (Hons) Applied Biomedical Science 

Mode of delivery   
Full time 
Part time 

Relevant part of the HCPC register Biomedical scientist 

Name and role of HCPC visitors  
Stephen Davies (Practitioner psychologist) 
Peter Ruddy (Biomedical scientist) 

HCPC executive Nicola Baker 

Date of assessment day  17 February 2015 
 
 
Section two: Submission details 
 
The following documents were provided as part of the audit submission: 
 

 A completed HCPC audit form 
 Internal quality report for one year ago 
 Internal quality report for two years ago 
 External examiner’s report for one year ago  
 External examiner’s report for two years ago  
 Response to External examiner’s report one year ago 
 Response to External examiner’s report for two years ago 
 Strategic Approval Form showing that recruitment to the programme discontinued 

from September 2014, with the final graduates expected in July 2015  
 One of the three external examiner’s reports for 2013–14 was not yet available and 

there was therefore no response to that report provided 
 
 
  



Section three: Additional documentation 
 

 The visitors agreed that no further documentation was required in order to make a 
recommendation. 

 
 The visitors agreed that additional documentation was required in order to make a 

recommendation. The standards of education and training (SETs), for which 
additional documentation was requested, are listed below with reasons for the 
request.   

 
 
Section four: Recommendation of the visitors 
 
To recommend a programme for ongoing approval, the visitors must be assured that the 
programme meets all of the standards of education and training (SETs) and that those 
who complete the programme have demonstrated an ability to meet our standards of 
proficiency (SOPs) for their part of the Register. 
 
The visitors agreed to recommend to the Education and Training Committee that:  
 

 There is sufficient evidence to show the programme continues to meet the 
standards of education and training and that those who complete the programme 
will continue to demonstrate an ability to meet the standards of proficiency.  

  
 There is insufficient evidence to determine if or how the programme continues to 

meet the standards of education and training listed. Therefore, a visit is 
recommended to gather more evidence and if required place conditions on ongoing 
approval of the programme. 
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Section one: Programme details 
 

Name of education provider  Manchester Metropolitan University 

Programme title 
BSc (Hons) Healthcare Sciences – Life Sciences 
(Blood Sciences) 

Mode of delivery   Full time 

Relevant part of the HCPC register Biomedical scientist 

Name and role of HCPC visitors  
Stephen Davies (Practitioner psychologist) 
Peter Ruddy (Biomedical scientist) 

HCPC executive Nicola Baker 

Date of assessment day  17 February 2015 
 
 
Section two: Submission details 
 
The following documents were provided as part of the audit submission: 
 

 A completed HCPC audit form 
 Internal quality report for one year ago 
 Internal quality report for two years ago 
 External examiner’s report for one year ago  
 External examiner’s report for two years ago  
 Response to External examiner’s report one year ago 
 Response to External examiner’s report for two years ago 
 One of the three external examiner’s reports for 2013–14 was not yet available and 

there was therefore no response to that report provided 
 Information on a change to assessment regulations for condonement for the 

programme 
 Information on a change to assessment methods 

 
 



Section three: Additional documentation 
 

 The visitors agreed that no further documentation was required in order to make a 
recommendation. 

 
 The visitors agreed that additional documentation was required in order to make a 

recommendation. The standards of education and training (SETs), for which 
additional documentation was requested, are listed below with reasons for the 
request.   

 
 
Section four: Recommendation of the visitors 
 
To recommend a programme for ongoing approval, the visitors must be assured that the 
programme meets all of the standards of education and training (SETs) and that those 
who complete the programme have demonstrated an ability to meet our standards of 
proficiency (SOPs) for their part of the Register. 
 
The visitors agreed to recommend to the Education and Training Committee that:  
 

 There is sufficient evidence to show the programme continues to meet the 
standards of education and training and that those who complete the programme 
will continue to demonstrate an ability to meet the standards of proficiency.  

  
 There is insufficient evidence to determine if or how the programme continues to 

meet the standards of education and training listed. Therefore, a visit is 
recommended to gather more evidence and if required place conditions on ongoing 
approval of the programme. 

 
 
Section five: Visitors’ comments 
 
The visitors noted that one of the three external examiner’s reports for 2013–14 was not 
available yet. The documents submitted provided sufficient evidence that the programme 
continues to meet the standards of education and training. However, the visitors would 
encourage the education provider to review, and if necessary, re-negotiate their 
submission date for annual monitoring with the HCPC Education Department in order to 
ensure that all required documents can be provided for future submissions. 
 



 
 

 

 
 
 
 
Annual monitoring visitors’ report 
 
 
Contents 
Section one: Programme details .......................................................................................... 1 
Section two: Submission details .......................................... Error! Bookmark not defined. 
Section three: Additional documentation ............................. Error! Bookmark not defined. 
Section four: Recommendation of the visitors ..................... Error! Bookmark not defined. 
Section five: Visitors’ comments .......................................... Error! Bookmark not defined. 
  
 
Section one: Programme details 
 

Name of education provider  Manchester Metropolitan University 

Programme title 
BSc (Hons) Healthcare Sciences – Life Sciences 
(Cellular Sciences) 

Mode of delivery   Full time 

Relevant part of the HCPC register Biomedical scientist 

Name and role of HCPC visitors  
Stephen Davies (Practitioner psychologist) 
Peter Ruddy (Biomedical scientist) 

HCPC executive Nicola Baker 

Date of assessment day  17 February 2015 
 
 
Section two: Submission details 
 
The following documents were provided as part of the audit submission: 
 

 A completed HCPC audit form 
 Internal quality report for one year ago 
 Internal quality report for two years ago 
 External examiner’s report for one year ago  
 External examiner’s report for two years ago  
 Response to External examiner’s report one year ago 
 Response to External examiner’s report for two years ago 
 One of the three external examiner’s reports for 2013–14 was not yet available and 

there was therefore no response to that report provided 
 Information on a change to assessment regulations for condonement for the 

programme 
 Information on a change to assessment methods 

 
 



Section three: Additional documentation 
 

 The visitors agreed that no further documentation was required in order to make a 
recommendation. 

 
 The visitors agreed that additional documentation was required in order to make a 

recommendation. The standards of education and training (SETs), for which 
additional documentation was requested, are listed below with reasons for the 
request.   

 
 
Section four: Recommendation of the visitors 
 
To recommend a programme for ongoing approval, the visitors must be assured that the 
programme meets all of the standards of education and training (SETs) and that those 
who complete the programme have demonstrated an ability to meet our standards of 
proficiency (SOPs) for their part of the Register. 
 
The visitors agreed to recommend to the Education and Training Committee that:  
 

 There is sufficient evidence to show the programme continues to meet the 
standards of education and training and that those who complete the programme 
will continue to demonstrate an ability to meet the standards of proficiency.  

  
 There is insufficient evidence to determine if or how the programme continues to 

meet the standards of education and training listed. Therefore, a visit is 
recommended to gather more evidence and if required place conditions on ongoing 
approval of the programme. 

 
 
Section five: Visitors’ comments 
 
The visitors noted that one of the three external examiner’s reports for 2013–14 was not 
available yet. The documents submitted provided sufficient evidence that the programme 
continues to meet the standards of education and training. However, the visitors would 
encourage the education provider to review, and if necessary, re-negotiate their 
submission date for annual monitoring with the HCPC Education Department in order to 
ensure that all required documents can be provided for future submissions. 
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Section one: Programme details 
 

Name of education provider  Manchester Metropolitan University 

Programme title 
BSc (Hons) Healthcare Sciences – Life Sciences 
(Genetic Sciences) 

Mode of delivery   Full time 

Relevant part of the HCPC register Biomedical scientist 

Name and role of HCPC visitors  
Stephen Davies (Practitioner psychologist) 
Peter Ruddy (Biomedical scientist) 

HCPC executive Nicola Baker 

Date of assessment day  17 February 2015 
 
 
Section two: Submission details 
 
The following documents were provided as part of the audit submission: 
 

 A completed HCPC audit form 
 Internal quality report for one year ago 
 Internal quality report for two years ago 
 External examiner’s report for one year ago  
 External examiner’s report for two years ago  
 Response to External examiner’s report one year ago 
 Response to External examiner’s report for two years ago 
 One of the three external examiner’s reports for 2013–14 was not yet available and 

there was therefore no response to that report provided 
 Information on a change to assessment regulations for condonement for the 

programme 
 Information on a change to assessment methods 

 
 



Section three: Additional documentation 
 

 The visitors agreed that no further documentation was required in order to make a 
recommendation. 

 
 The visitors agreed that additional documentation was required in order to make a 

recommendation. The standards of education and training (SETs), for which 
additional documentation was requested, are listed below with reasons for the 
request.   

 
 
Section four: Recommendation of the visitors 
 
To recommend a programme for ongoing approval, the visitors must be assured that the 
programme meets all of the standards of education and training (SETs) and that those 
who complete the programme have demonstrated an ability to meet our standards of 
proficiency (SOPs) for their part of the Register. 
 
The visitors agreed to recommend to the Education and Training Committee that:  
 

 There is sufficient evidence to show the programme continues to meet the 
standards of education and training and that those who complete the programme 
will continue to demonstrate an ability to meet the standards of proficiency.  

  
 There is insufficient evidence to determine if or how the programme continues to 

meet the standards of education and training listed. Therefore, a visit is 
recommended to gather more evidence and if required place conditions on ongoing 
approval of the programme. 

 
 
Section five: Visitors’ comments 
 
The visitors noted that one of the three external examiner’s reports for 2013–14 was not 
available yet. The documents submitted provided sufficient evidence that the programme 
continues to meet the standards of education and training. However, the visitors would 
encourage the education provider to review, and if necessary, re-negotiate their 
submission date for annual monitoring with the HCPC Education Department in order to 
ensure that all required documents can be provided for future submissions. 
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Section one: Programme details 
 

Name of education provider  Manchester Metropolitan University 

Programme title 
BSc (Hons) Healthcare Sciences – Life Sciences 
(Infection Sciences) 

Mode of delivery   Full time 

Relevant part of the HCPC register Biomedical scientist 

Name and role of HCPC visitors  
Stephen Davies (Practitioner psychologist) 
Peter Ruddy (Biomedical scientist) 

HCPC executive Nicola Baker 

Date of assessment day  17 February 2015 
 
 
Section two: Submission details 
 
The following documents were provided as part of the audit submission: 
 

 A completed HCPC audit form 
 Internal quality report for one year ago 
 Internal quality report for two years ago 
 External examiner’s report for one year ago  
 External examiner’s report for two years ago  
 Response to External examiner’s report one year ago 
 Response to External examiner’s report for two years ago 
 One of the three external examiner’s reports for 2013–14 was not yet available and 

there was therefore no response to that report provided 
 Information on a change to assessment regulations for condonement for the 

programme 
 Information on a change to assessment methods 

 
 



Section three: Additional documentation 
 

 The visitors agreed that no further documentation was required in order to make a 
recommendation. 

 
 The visitors agreed that additional documentation was required in order to make a 

recommendation. The standards of education and training (SETs), for which 
additional documentation was requested, are listed below with reasons for the 
request.   

 
 
Section four: Recommendation of the visitors 
 
To recommend a programme for ongoing approval, the visitors must be assured that the 
programme meets all of the standards of education and training (SETs) and that those 
who complete the programme have demonstrated an ability to meet our standards of 
proficiency (SOPs) for their part of the Register. 
 
The visitors agreed to recommend to the Education and Training Committee that:  
 

 There is sufficient evidence to show the programme continues to meet the 
standards of education and training and that those who complete the programme 
will continue to demonstrate an ability to meet the standards of proficiency.  

  
 There is insufficient evidence to determine if or how the programme continues to 

meet the standards of education and training listed. Therefore, a visit is 
recommended to gather more evidence and if required place conditions on ongoing 
approval of the programme. 

 
 
Section five: Visitors’ comments 
 
The visitors noted that one of the three external examiner’s reports for 2013–14 was not 
available yet. The documents submitted provided sufficient evidence that the programme 
continues to meet the standards of education and training. However, the visitors would 
encourage the education provider to review, and if necessary, re-negotiate their 
submission date for annual monitoring with the HCPC Education Department in order to 
ensure that all required documents can be provided for future submissions. 
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Section one: Programme details 
 

Name of education provider  Manchester Metropolitan University 

Programme title BSc (Hons) Physiotherapy 

Mode of delivery  Full time 

Relevant part of the HCPC register Physiotherapist 

Name and role of HCPC visitors  
Anthony Power (Physiotherapist) 
Richard Sykes (Hearing aid dispenser) 

HCPC executive Hollie Latham 

Date of assessment day  18 February 2015 
 
 
Section two: Submission details 
 
The following documents were provided as part of the audit submission: 
 

 A completed HCPC audit form 
 Internal quality report for one year ago 
 Internal quality report for two years ago 
 External examiner’s report for one year ago  
 External examiner’s report for two years ago  
 Response to External examiner’s report one year ago 
 Response to External Examiner’s report for two years ago 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Section three: Additional documentation 
 

 The visitors agreed that no further documentation was required in order to make a 
recommendation. 

 
 The visitors agreed that additional documentation was required in order to make a 

recommendation. The standards of education and training (SETs), for which 
additional documentation was requested, are listed below with reasons for the 
request.  

 
5.2  The number, duration and range of practice placements must be appropriate to 

support the delivery of the programme and the achievement of the learning 
outcomes. 

 
Reason: From a review of the minutes of the meetings of the physiotherapy programmes 
committee dated 8 March 2013 and 14 March 2014, the visitors noted comments stating 
that there was difficultly securing sufficient placements for the number of students on the 
programme. In particular the minutes for the meeting held on 14 March 2014 state “We 
currently have a shortfall of 19 placements for PP1 Area 2 and for PP1 Area 3, 47 
placements are still required”. The visitors note that that the shortfall in placements raises 
concern that not all students will access the placement time required to enable them to 
practice safely and effectively on successful completion of the programme. The visitors 
therefore require further information on the action taken to resolve the shortfall in practice 
placements, appropriate to the number of students on the programme. 
 
Suggested documentation: Evidence of appropriate adjustments to practice placements 
or student numbers.  
 
 
Section four: Recommendation of the visitors 
 
To recommend a programme for ongoing approval, the visitors must be assured that the 
programme meets all of the standards of education and training (SETs) and that those 
who complete the programme have demonstrated an ability to meet our standards of 
proficiency (SOPs) for their part of the Register. 
 
The visitors agreed to recommend to the Education and Training Committee that:  
 

 There is sufficient evidence to show the programme continues to meet the 
standards of education and training and that those who complete the programme 
will continue to demonstrate an ability to meet the standards of proficiency.  

  
 There is insufficient evidence to determine if or how the programme continues to 

meet the standards of education and training listed. Therefore, a visit is 
recommended to gather more evidence and if required place conditions on ongoing 
approval of the programme. 
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Section one: Programme details 
 

Name of education provider  Manchester Metropolitan University 

Programme title BSc (Hons) Psychology and Speech Pathology 

Mode of delivery   Full time 

Relevant part of the HCPC register Speech and language therapist 

Name and role of HCPC visitors  
Angela Ariu (Occupational therapist)  
Elspeth McCartney (Speech and language 
therapist)  

HCPC executive Alex Urquhart 

Date of assessment day 18 February 2015 
 
 
Section two: Submission details 
 
The following documents were provided as part of the audit submission: 
 

 A completed HCPC audit form 
 Internal quality report for one year ago 
 Internal quality report for two years ago 
 External examiner’s report for one year ago  
 External examiner’s report for two years ago  
 Response to External examiner’s report one year ago 
 Response to External Examiner’s report for two years ago 

 
 Continuing Development Programme 

 
  



Section three: Additional documentation 
 

 The visitors agreed that no further documentation was required in order to make a 
recommendation. 

 
 The visitors agreed that additional documentation was required in order to make a 

recommendation. The standards of education and training (SETs), for which 
additional documentation was requested, are listed below with reasons for the 
request.   

 
 
Section four: Recommendation of the visitors 
 
To recommend a programme for ongoing approval, the visitors must be assured that the 
programme meets all of the standards of education and training (SETs) and that those 
who complete the programme have demonstrated an ability to meet our standards of 
proficiency (SOPs) for their part of the Register. 
 
The visitors agreed to recommend to the Education and Training Committee that:  
 

 There is sufficient evidence to show the programme continues to meet the 
standards of education and training and that those who complete the programme 
will continue to demonstrate an ability to meet the standards of proficiency.  

  
 There is insufficient evidence to determine if or how the programme continues to 

meet the standards of education and training listed. Therefore, a visit is 
recommended to gather more evidence and if required place conditions on ongoing 
approval of the programme. 
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Section one: Programme details 
 

Name of education provider  Manchester Metropolitan University 

Programme title BSc (Hons) Speech Pathology and Therapy 

Mode of delivery   Full time 

Relevant part of the HCPC register Speech and language therapist 

Name and role of HCPC visitors  
Angela Ariu (Occupational therapist)  
Elspeth McCartney (Speech and language 
therapist)  

HCPC executive Alex Urquhart 

Date of assessment day 18 February 2015 
 
 
Section two: Submission details 
 
The following documents were provided as part of the audit submission: 
 

 A completed HCPC audit form 
 Internal quality report for one year ago 
 Internal quality report for two years ago 
 External examiner’s report for one year ago  
 External examiner’s report for two years ago  
 Response to External examiner’s report one year ago 
 Response to External Examiner’s report for two years ago 

 
 Continued Improvement planning document 

  



Section three: Additional documentation 
 

 The visitors agreed that no further documentation was required in order to make a 
recommendation. 

 
 The visitors agreed that additional documentation was required in order to make a 

recommendation. The standards of education and training (SETs), for which 
additional documentation was requested, are listed below with reasons for the 
request.   

 
 
Section four: Recommendation of the visitors 
 
To recommend a programme for ongoing approval, the visitors must be assured that the 
programme meets all of the standards of education and training (SETs) and that those 
who complete the programme have demonstrated an ability to meet our standards of 
proficiency (SOPs) for their part of the Register. 
 
The visitors agreed to recommend to the Education and Training Committee that:  
 

 There is sufficient evidence to show the programme continues to meet the 
standards of education and training and that those who complete the programme 
will continue to demonstrate an ability to meet the standards of proficiency.  

  
 There is insufficient evidence to determine if or how the programme continues to 

meet the standards of education and training listed. Therefore, a visit is 
recommended to gather more evidence and if required place conditions on ongoing 
approval of the programme. 

 
 



 
 

 

 
 
 
 
Annual monitoring visitors’ report 
 
 
Contents 
Section one: Programme details .......................................................................................... 1 
Section two: Submission details .......................................................................................... 1 
Section three: Additional documentation ............................................................................. 2 
Section four: Recommendation of the visitors ..................................................................... 2 
  
 
Section one: Programme details 
 

Name of education provider  Manchester Metropolitan University 

Programme title MA Social Work 

Mode of delivery   Full time 

Relevant part of the HCPC register Social worker in England 

Name and role of HCPC visitors  
Mary Popeck (Biomedical scientist) 
Michael Branicki (Social worker in England) 

HCPC executive Abdur Razzaq 

Date of assessment day 18 February 2015 
 
 
Section two: Submission details 
 
The following documents were provided as part of the audit submission: 
 

 A completed HCPC audit form 
 Internal quality report for one year ago 
 Internal quality report for two years ago 
 External examiner’s report for one year ago  
 External examiner’s report for two years ago  
 Response to External examiner’s report one year ago 
 Response to External examiner’s report for two years ago 
 The programme went through the approval process in March 2013 and has only 

been running from September 2013. The education educator has provided an 
external examiner report for 2012–13 but did not provide internal quality report for 
this year. The visitors reviewed external examiner’s report and internal quality report 
for 2013–14 academic year only, as reports from academic year 2012–13 would 
have been reviewed during the approval visit. 

 
 
  



Section three: Additional documentation 
 

 The visitors agreed that no further documentation was required in order to make a 
recommendation. 

 
 The visitors agreed that additional documentation was required in order to make a 

recommendation. The standards of education and training (SETs), for which 
additional documentation was requested, are listed below with reasons for the 
request.   

 
 
Section four: Recommendation of the visitors 
 
To recommend a programme for ongoing approval, the visitors must be assured that the 
programme meets all of the standards of education and training (SETs) and that those 
who complete the programme have demonstrated an ability to meet our standards of 
proficiency (SOPs) for their part of the Register. 
 
The visitors agreed to recommend to the Education and Training Committee that:  
 

 There is sufficient evidence to show the programme continues to meet the 
standards of education and training and that those who complete the programme 
will continue to demonstrate an ability to meet the standards of proficiency.  

  
 There is insufficient evidence to determine if or how the programme continues to 

meet the standards of education and training listed. Therefore, a visit is 
recommended to gather more evidence and if required place conditions on ongoing 
approval of the programme. 
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Section one: Programme details 
 

Name of education provider  Manchester Metropolitan University 

Programme title MSc Physiotherapy 

Mode of delivery   Full time 

Relevant part of the HCPC register Physiotherapist 

Name and role of HCPC visitors  
Anthony Power (Physiotherapist) 
Richard Sykes (Hearing aid dispenser) 

HCPC executive Hollie Latham 

Date of assessment day  18 February 2015 
 
 
Section two: Submission details 
 
The following documents were provided as part of the audit submission: 
 

 A completed HCPC audit form 
 Internal quality report for one year ago 
 Internal quality report for two years ago 
 External examiner’s report for one year ago  
 External examiner’s report for two years ago  
 Response to External examiner’s report one year ago 
 Response to External Examiner’s report for two years ago 

  



Section three: Additional documentation 
 

 The visitors agreed that no further documentation was required in order to make a 
recommendation. 

 
 The visitors agreed that additional documentation was required in order to make a 

recommendation. The standards of education and training (SETs), for which 
additional documentation was requested, are listed below with reasons for the 
request.   

 
 
Section four: Recommendation of the visitors 
 
To recommend a programme for ongoing approval, the visitors must be assured that the 
programme meets all of the standards of education and training (SETs) and that those 
who complete the programme have demonstrated an ability to meet our standards of 
proficiency (SOPs) for their part of the Register. 
 
The visitors agreed to recommend to the Education and Training Committee that:  
 

 There is sufficient evidence to show the programme continues to meet the 
standards of education and training and that those who complete the programme 
will continue to demonstrate an ability to meet the standards of proficiency.  

  
 There is insufficient evidence to determine if or how the programme continues to 

meet the standards of education and training listed. Therefore, a visit is 
recommended to gather more evidence and if required place conditions on ongoing 
approval of the programme. 
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Section one: Programme details 
 

Name of education provider  Manchester Metropolitan University 

Programme title PG Dip Social Work (Masters Exit Route Only) 

Mode of delivery   Full time 

Relevant part of the HCPC register Social worker in England 

Name and role of HCPC visitors  
Mary Popeck (Biomedical scientist) 
Michael Branicki (Social worker in England) 

HCPC executive Abdur Razzaq 

Date of assessment day 18 February 2015 
 
 
Section two: Submission details 
 
The following documents were provided as part of the audit submission: 
 

 A completed HCPC audit form 
 Internal quality report for one year ago 
 Internal quality report for two years ago 
 External examiner’s report for one year ago  
 External examiner’s report for two years ago  
 Response to External examiner’s report one year ago 
 Response to External examiner’s report for two years ago 
 The programme went through the approval process in March 2013 and has only 

been running from September 2013. The education educator has provided an 
external examiner report for 2012–13 but did not provide internal quality report for 
this year. The visitors reviewed external examiner’s report and internal quality report 
for 2013–14 academic year only, as reports from academic year 2012–13 would 
have been reviewed during the approval visit. 

 
 
  



Section three: Additional documentation 
 

 The visitors agreed that no further documentation was required in order to make a 
recommendation. 

 
 The visitors agreed that additional documentation was required in order to make a 

recommendation. The standards of education and training (SETs), for which 
additional documentation was requested, are listed below with reasons for the 
request.   

 
 
Section four: Recommendation of the visitors 
 
To recommend a programme for ongoing approval, the visitors must be assured that the 
programme meets all of the standards of education and training (SETs) and that those 
who complete the programme have demonstrated an ability to meet our standards of 
proficiency (SOPs) for their part of the Register. 
 
The visitors agreed to recommend to the Education and Training Committee that:  
 

 There is sufficient evidence to show the programme continues to meet the 
standards of education and training and that those who complete the programme 
will continue to demonstrate an ability to meet the standards of proficiency.  

  
 There is insufficient evidence to determine if or how the programme continues to 

meet the standards of education and training listed. Therefore, a visit is 
recommended to gather more evidence and if required place conditions on ongoing 
approval of the programme. 
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Section one: Programme details 
 

Name of education provider  Metanoia Institute 

Name of validating body  Middlesex University 

Programme title 
Doctorate in Counselling Psychology and 
Psychotherapy by Professional Studies (DCPsych) 

Mode of delivery   Part time 

Relevant part of the HCPC register Practitioner psychologist 

Relevant modality Counselling psychologist 

Name and role of HCPC visitors  
Dorothy Smith (Social worker in England) 
Antony Ward (Counselling psychologist) 

HCPC executive Abdur Razzaq 

Date of assessment day  17 February 2015 
 
 
Section two: Submission details 
 
The following documents were provided as part of the audit submission: 
 

 A completed HCPC audit form 
 Internal quality report for one year ago 
 Internal quality report for two years ago 
 External examiner’s report for one year ago  
 External examiner’s report for two years ago  
 Response to External examiner’s report one year ago 
 Response to External examiner’s report for two years ago 

 
 
  



Section three: Additional documentation 
 

 The visitors agreed that no further documentation was required in order to make a 
recommendation. 

 
 The visitors agreed that additional documentation was required in order to make a 

recommendation. The standards of education and training (SETs), for which 
additional documentation was requested, are listed below with reasons for the 
request.   

 
 
Section four: Recommendation of the visitors 
 
To recommend a programme for ongoing approval, the visitors must be assured that the 
programme meets all of the standards of education and training (SETs) and that those 
who complete the programme have demonstrated an ability to meet our standards of 
proficiency (SOPs) for their part of the Register. 
 
The visitors agreed to recommend to the Education and Training Committee that:  
 

 There is sufficient evidence to show the programme continues to meet the 
standards of education and training and that those who complete the programme 
will continue to demonstrate an ability to meet the standards of proficiency.  

  
 There is insufficient evidence to determine if or how the programme continues to 

meet the standards of education and training listed. Therefore, a visit is 
recommended to gather more evidence and if required place conditions on ongoing 
approval of the programme. 
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Section one: Programme details 
 

Name of education provider  New College Durham 

Name of validating body Leeds Becket University  

Programme title BSc (Hons) Podiatry 

Mode of delivery   Full time 

Relevant part of the HCPC register Chiropodist / podiatrist 

Relevant entitlement 
Local anaesthetic 
Prescription only medicine 

Name and role of HCPC visitors  
Bob Fellows (Paramedic) 
Catherine Smith (Chiropodist / podiatrist) 

HCPC executive Alex Urquhart 

Date of assessment day 17 February 2015 
 
 
Section two: Submission details 
 
The following documents were provided as part of the audit submission: 
 

 A completed HCPC audit form 
 Internal quality report for one year ago 
 Internal quality report for two years ago 
 External examiner’s report for one year ago  
 External examiner’s report for two years ago  
 Response to External examiner’s report one year ago 
 Response to External Examiner’s report for two years ago 
 Curriculum vitae for new member of teaching staff 

  



 
Section three: Additional documentation 
 

 The visitors agreed that no further documentation was required in order to make a 
recommendation. 

 
 The visitors agreed that additional documentation was required in order to make a 

recommendation. The standards of education and training (SETs), for which 
additional documentation was requested, are listed below with reasons for the 
request.   

 
 
Section four: Recommendation of the visitors 
 
To recommend a programme for ongoing approval, the visitors must be assured that the 
programme meets all of the standards of education and training (SETs) and that those 
who complete the programme have demonstrated an ability to meet our standards of 
proficiency (SOPs) for their part of the Register. 
 
The visitors agreed to recommend to the Education and Training Committee that:  
 

 There is sufficient evidence to show the programme continues to meet the 
standards of education and training and that those who complete the programme 
will continue to demonstrate an ability to meet the standards of proficiency.  

  
 There is insufficient evidence to determine if or how the programme continues to 

meet the standards of education and training listed. Therefore, a visit is 
recommended to gather more evidence and if required place conditions on ongoing 
approval of the programme. 
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Section one: Programme details 
 

Name of education provider  New College Durham 

Name of validating body Teesside University 

Programme title BSc (Hons) podiatry 

Mode of delivery   Full time 

Relevant part of the HCPC register Chiropodist / podiatrist 

Relevant entitlement 
Local anaesthetic 
Prescription only medicine 

Name and role of HCPC visitors  
Bob Fellows (Paramedic) 
Catherine Smith (Chiropodist / podiatrist) 

HCPC executive Alex Urquhart 

Date of assessment day 17 February 2015 
 
 
Section two: Submission details 
 
The following documents were provided as part of the audit submission: 
 

 A completed HCPC audit form 
 Internal quality report for one year ago 
 Internal quality report for two years ago 
 External examiner’s report for one year ago  
 External examiner’s report for two years ago  
 Response to External examiner’s report one year ago 
 Response to External Examiner’s report for two years ago 
 Curriculum vitae for a new member of staff 
 Proposed changes to the programme 

As the programme’s first intake was 2013-14 academic year the education provider was 
unable to submit any documents from two years ago.  



Section three: Additional documentation 
 

 The visitors agreed that no further documentation was required in order to make a 
recommendation. 

 
 The visitors agreed that additional documentation was required in order to make a 

recommendation. The standards of education and training (SETs), for which 
additional documentation was requested, are listed below with reasons for the 
request.   

 
 
Section four: Recommendation of the visitors 
 
To recommend a programme for ongoing approval, the visitors must be assured that the 
programme meets all of the standards of education and training (SETs) and that those 
who complete the programme have demonstrated an ability to meet our standards of 
proficiency (SOPs) for their part of the Register. 
 
The visitors agreed to recommend to the Education and Training Committee that:  
 

 There is sufficient evidence to show the programme continues to meet the 
standards of education and training and that those who complete the programme 
will continue to demonstrate an ability to meet the standards of proficiency.  

  
 There is insufficient evidence to determine if or how the programme continues to 

meet the standards of education and training listed. Therefore, a visit is 
recommended to gather more evidence and if required place conditions on ongoing 
approval of the programme. 
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Section one: Programme details 
 

Name of education provider  New College Durham  

Name of validating body Teesside University 

Programme title Certificate in local Analgesia 

Mode of delivery   Part time 

Relevant entitlements Local anaesthetic 

Name and role of HCPC visitors  
Bob Fellows (Paramedic) 
Catherine Smith (Chiropodist / podiatrist) 

HCPC executive Alex Urquhart 

Date of assessment day 17 February 2015 
 
 
Section two: Submission details 
 
The following documents were provided as part of the audit submission: 
 

 A completed HCPC audit form 
 Internal quality report for one year ago 
 Internal quality report for two years ago 
 External examiner’s report for one year ago  
 External examiner’s report for two years ago  
 Response to External examiner’s report one year ago 
 Response to External Examiner’s report for two years ago 

 
As the programme’s first cohort was 2013-14 academic year the education provider was 
unable to provide documentation from two years ago.  
  



Section three: Additional documentation 
 

 The visitors agreed that no further documentation was required in order to make a 
recommendation. 

 
 The visitors agreed that additional documentation was required in order to make a 

recommendation. The standards of education and training (SETs), for which 
additional documentation was requested, are listed below with reasons for the 
request.   

 
 
Section four: Recommendation of the visitors 
 
To recommend a programme for ongoing approval, the visitors must be assured that the 
programme meets all of the standards of education and training (SETs) and that those 
who complete the programme have demonstrated an ability to meet our standards of 
proficiency (SOPs) for their part of the Register. 
 
The visitors agreed to recommend to the Education and Training Committee that:  
 

 There is sufficient evidence to show the programme continues to meet the 
standards of education and training and that those who complete the programme 
will continue to demonstrate an ability to meet the standards of proficiency.  

  
 There is insufficient evidence to determine if or how the programme continues to 

meet the standards of education and training listed. Therefore, a visit is 
recommended to gather more evidence and if required place conditions on ongoing 
approval of the programme. 
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Section one: Programme details 
 

Name of education provider  New College Durham  

Name of validating body Teesside University 

Programme title Prescription Only Medicine Certificate 

Mode of delivery   Part time 

Relevant entitlement Prescription only medicine 

Name and role of HCPC visitors  
Bob Fellows (Paramedic) 
Catherine Smith (Chiropodist / podiatrist) 

HCPC executive Alex Urquhart 

Date of assessment day 17 February 2015 
 
 
Section two: Submission details 
 
The following documents were provided as part of the audit submission: 
 

 A completed HCPC audit form 
 Internal quality report for one year ago 
 Internal quality report for two years ago 
 External examiner’s report for one year ago  
 External examiner’s report for two years ago  
 Response to External examiner’s report one year ago 
 Response to External Examiner’s report for two years ago 

 
As the programme’s first intake was in academic year 2013-14 the education provider was 
unable to submit documentation from one year ago.  
 
 
 
  



Section three: Additional documentation 
 

 The visitors agreed that no further documentation was required in order to make a 
recommendation. 

 
 The visitors agreed that additional documentation was required in order to make a 

recommendation. The standards of education and training (SETs), for which 
additional documentation was requested, are listed below with reasons for the 
request.   

 
 
Section four: Recommendation of the visitors 
 
To recommend a programme for ongoing approval, the visitors must be assured that the 
programme meets all of the standards of education and training (SETs) and that those 
who complete the programme have demonstrated an ability to meet our standards of 
proficiency (SOPs) for their part of the Register. 
 
The visitors agreed to recommend to the Education and Training Committee that:  
 

 There is sufficient evidence to show the programme continues to meet the 
standards of education and training and that those who complete the programme 
will continue to demonstrate an ability to meet the standards of proficiency.  

  
 There is insufficient evidence to determine if or how the programme continues to 

meet the standards of education and training listed. Therefore, a visit is 
recommended to gather more evidence and if required place conditions on ongoing 
approval of the programme. 
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Section one: Programme details 
 

Name of education provider  The City of Liverpool College 

Name of validating body  Liverpool John Moores University 

Programme title BA (Hons) in Social Work (Full time) 

Mode of delivery   Full time 

Relevant part of the HCPC register Social worker in England 

Name and role of HCPC visitors  
Dorothy Smith (Social worker in England) 
Antony Ward (Counselling psychologist) 

HCPC executive Abdur Razzaq 

Date of assessment day  17 February 2015 
 
 
Section two: Submission details 
 
The following documents were provided as part of the audit submission: 
 

 A completed HCPC audit form 
 Internal quality report for one year ago 
 Internal quality report for two years ago 
 External examiner’s report for one year ago  
 External examiner’s report for two years ago  
 Response to External examiner’s report one year ago 
 Response to External examiner’s report for two years ago 

 
  



Section three: Additional documentation 
 

 The visitors agreed that no further documentation was required in order to make a 
recommendation. 

 
 The visitors agreed that additional documentation was required in order to make a 

recommendation. The standards of education and training (SETs), for which 
additional documentation was requested, are listed below with reasons for the 
request.   

 
 
Section four: Recommendation of the visitors 
 
To recommend a programme for ongoing approval, the visitors must be assured that the 
programme meets all of the standards of education and training (SETs) and that those 
who complete the programme have demonstrated an ability to meet our standards of 
proficiency (SOPs) for their part of the Register. 
 
The visitors agreed to recommend to the Education and Training Committee that:  
 

 There is sufficient evidence to show the programme continues to meet the 
standards of education and training and that those who complete the programme 
will continue to demonstrate an ability to meet the standards of proficiency.  

  
 There is insufficient evidence to determine if or how the programme continues to 

meet the standards of education and training listed. Therefore, a visit is 
recommended to gather more evidence and if required place conditions on ongoing 
approval of the programme. 
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Section one: Programme details 
 

Name of education provider  The University of St Mark and St John  

Programme title BSc (Hons) Speech and Language Therapy 

Mode of delivery   
Full time 
Part time 

Relevant part of the HCPC register Speech and language therapist 

Name and role of HCPC visitors  
Angela Ariu (Occupational therapist)  
Elspeth McCartney (Speech and language 
therapist) 

HCPC executive Alex Urquhart 

Date of assessment day 18 February 2015 

 
 
Section two: Submission details 
 
The following documents were provided as part of the audit submission: 
 

 A completed HCPC audit form 
 Internal quality report for one year ago 
 Internal quality report for two years ago 
 External examiner’s report for one year ago  
 External examiner’s report for two years ago  
 Response to External examiner’s report one year ago 
 Response to External Examiner’s report for two years ago 
 2012-13 programme specification  
 University of St Mark & St John, Plymouth Annual Contract Performance 

Management Meeting 
 

 



Section three: Additional documentation 
 

 The visitors agreed that no further documentation was required in order to make a 
recommendation. 

 
 The visitors agreed that additional documentation was required in order to make a 

recommendation. The standards of education and training (SETs), for which 
additional documentation was requested, are listed below with reasons for the 
request.   

 
6.1  The assessment strategy and design must ensure that the student who 

successfully completes the programme has met the standards of proficiency 
for their part of the Register. 

 
Reason: The visitors noted in the external examiner report for 2012–13 that the external 
examiner recommended changes to the assessment methods for the programme. The 
visitors also noted that in the response to the external examiner report 2012–13 the 
programme team stated that they had made changes to the assessment methods to 
address this. However, these changes were not documented on the annual monitoring 
audit form, and the visitors were unable to locate any information relating to the changes 
elsewhere in the documents. The visitors were therefore unable to state that the changes 
to assessment methods continue to ensure that the student who successfully completes 
the programme has met the standards of proficiency for speech and language therapists. 
 
Suggested documentation: Documentation which outlines the changes to the 
assessment methods such as the report mentioned in the response to the external 
examiners report. 
 
 
Section four: Recommendation of the visitors 
 
To recommend a programme for ongoing approval, the visitors must be assured that the 
programme meets all of the standards of education and training (SETs) and that those 
who complete the programme have demonstrated an ability to meet our standards of 
proficiency (SOPs) for their part of the Register. 
 
The visitors agreed to recommend to the Education and Training Committee that:  
 

 There is sufficient evidence to show the programme continues to meet the 
standards of education and training and that those who complete the programme 
will continue to demonstrate an ability to meet the standards of proficiency.  

  
 There is insufficient evidence to determine if or how the programme continues to 

meet the standards of education and training listed. Therefore, a visit is 
recommended to gather more evidence and if required place conditions on ongoing 
approval of the programme. 

 
 
  



Section five: Visitors’ comments 
 
The visitors noted in the programme specification that the education provider referred to 
the Health and Care professions Council as our previous name, the Health Professions 
Council (HPC), the visitors would like to remind the education provider that this is not 
accurate of current statutory regulation and recommend that the programme team review 
documentation, ensuring that it correctly refers to the HCPC throughout. 
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Section one: Programme details 
 
 

Name of education provider  University College London 

Programme title BSc (Hons) Audiology 

Mode of delivery   Full time 

Relevant part of the HCPC register Hearing aid dispenser 

Name and role of HCPC visitors  
Anthony Power (Physiotherapist) 
Richard Sykes (Hearing aid dispenser) 

HCPC executive Hollie Latham 

Date of assessment day 18 February 2015 
 
 
Section two: Submission details 
 
The following documents were provided as part of the audit submission: 
 

 A completed HCPC audit form 
 Internal quality report for one year ago 
 Internal quality report for two years ago 
 External examiner’s report for one year ago  
 External examiner’s report for two years ago  
 Response to External examiner’s report one year ago 
 Response to External Examiner’s report for two years ago 
 Curriculum vitae for Amjad Mahmood 

 
 
 
 
 
 



Section three: Additional documentation 
 

 The visitors agreed that no further documentation was required in order to make a 
recommendation. 

 
 The visitors agreed that additional documentation was required in order to make a 

recommendation. The standards of education and training (SETs), for which 
additional documentation was requested, are listed below with reasons for the 
request.   

 
 
Section four: Recommendation of the visitors 
 
To recommend a programme for ongoing approval, the visitors must be assured that the 
programme meets all of the standards of education and training (SETs) and that those 
who complete the programme have demonstrated an ability to meet our standards of 
proficiency (SOPs) for their part of the Register. 
 
The visitors agreed to recommend to the Education and Training Committee that:  
 

 There is sufficient evidence to show the programme continues to meet the 
standards of education and training and that those who complete the programme 
will continue to demonstrate an ability to meet the standards of proficiency.  

  
 There is insufficient evidence to determine if or how the programme continues to 

meet the standards of education and training listed. Therefore, a visit is 
recommended to gather more evidence and if required place conditions on ongoing 
approval of the programme. 
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Section one: Programme details 
 

Name of education provider  University College London 

Programme title Doctorate in Clinical Psychology (DclinPsych) 

Mode of delivery   Full time 

Relevant part of the HCPC register Practitioner psychologist 

Relevant modality Clinical psychologist 

Name and role of HCPC visitors  
Stephen Davies (Clinical psychologist) 
Peter Ruddy (Biomedical scientist) 

HCPC executive Nicola Baker 

Date of assessment day  17 February 2015 
 
 
Section two: Submission details 
 
The following documents were provided as part of the audit submission: 
 

 A completed HCPC audit form 
 Internal quality report for one year ago 
 Internal quality report for two years ago 
 External examiner’s report for one year ago  
 External examiner’s report for two years ago  
 Response to External examiner’s report one year ago 
 Response to External examiner’s report for two years ago 
 Audit of contract performance indicators submitted to commissioners 2012–13  
 Admissions information 
 Business Plan 2012 
 Business Plan 2014 
 Staffing list 2012 
 Staffing list 2014 
 Curriculum vitaes for new members of staff 



 Student resources and guidance documents 
 Service user and carer involvement information 
 Research committee minutes 

 
 
Section three: Additional documentation 
 

 The visitors agreed that no further documentation was required in order to make a 
recommendation. 

 
 The visitors agreed that additional documentation was required in order to make a 

recommendation. The standards of education and training (SETs), for which 
additional documentation was requested, are listed below with reasons for the 
request.   

 
 
Section four: Recommendation of the visitors 
 
To recommend a programme for ongoing approval, the visitors must be assured that the 
programme meets all of the standards of education and training (SETs) and that those 
who complete the programme have demonstrated an ability to meet our standards of 
proficiency (SOPs) for their part of the Register. 
 
The visitors agreed to recommend to the Education and Training Committee that:  
 

 There is sufficient evidence to show the programme continues to meet the 
standards of education and training and that those who complete the programme 
will continue to demonstrate an ability to meet the standards of proficiency.  

  
 There is insufficient evidence to determine if or how the programme continues to 

meet the standards of education and training listed. Therefore, a visit is 
recommended to gather more evidence and if required place conditions on ongoing 
approval of the programme. 
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Section one: Programme details 
 
 

Name of education provider  University College London 

Programme title 
MSc Audiological Science with Certificate in 
Clinical Competency (CCC) 

Mode of delivery  Full time 

Relevant part of the HCPC register Hearing aid dispenser 

Name and role of HCPC visitors  
Anthony Power (Physiotherapist) 
Richard Sykes (Hearing aid dispenser) 

HCPC executive Hollie Latham 

Date of assessment day 18 February 2015 
 
 
Section two: Submission details 
 
The following documents were provided as part of the audit submission: 
 

 A completed HCPC audit form 
 Internal quality report for one year ago 
 Internal quality report for two years ago 
 External examiner’s report for one year ago  
 External examiner’s report for two years ago  
 Response to External examiner’s report one year ago 
 Response to External Examiner’s report for two years ago 
 Curriculum vitae for Amjad Mahmood 
 TESTA report for Audiological Science 
 Summary of changes to Audiological Science assessment following TESTA 
 Timeline of Audiological Science Assessments following TESTA report 



 
Section three: Additional documentation 
 

 The visitors agreed that no further documentation was required in order to make a 
recommendation. 

 
 The visitors agreed that additional documentation was required in order to make a 

recommendation. The standards of education and training (SETs), for which 
additional documentation was requested, are listed below with reasons for the 
request.  

 
6.6  There must be effective monitoring and evaluation systems in place to ensure 

appropriate standards in the assessment. 
 
Reason: From a review of the external examiners’ report for the last academic year 
(Document 1) the visitors noted comments about the module AUDLGS07. Specifically the 
external examiner states “Although I see sample project reports, I do not see work for the 
AUDLGS07 module on clinical and professional practice”. The visitors note that without 
assurance that this module has been externally moderated, or a clear rationale as to the 
reasons for not showing work from this module to the external examiner, they are unable 
to make a judgment on the effective monitoring and evaluation systems in place for the 
assessment. The visitors therefore require documentation that show how the module 
AUDLGS07 is externally moderated, or, to show a rationale for not presenting work for this 
module to the external examiner, to demonstrate that there are effective monitoring and 
evaluation mechanisms in place to ensure appropriate standards in the assessment. 
 
Suggested documentation: Information on the external moderation of module 
AUDLGS07, or rationale for the approach of the external moderation of this module. 
 
 
Section four: Recommendation of the visitors 
 
To recommend a programme for ongoing approval, the visitors must be assured that the 
programme meets all of the standards of education and training (SETs) and that those 
who complete the programme have demonstrated an ability to meet our standards of 
proficiency (SOPs) for their part of the Register. 
 
The visitors agreed to recommend to the Education and Training Committee that:  
 

 There is sufficient evidence to show the programme continues to meet the 
standards of education and training and that those who complete the programme 
will continue to demonstrate an ability to meet the standards of proficiency.  

  
 There is insufficient evidence to determine if or how the programme continues to 

meet the standards of education and training listed. Therefore, a visit is 
recommended to gather more evidence and if required place conditions on ongoing 
approval of the programme. 

  



Section five: Visitors’ comments 
 
The visitors noted that the education provider has made a number of changes to the 
assessment methods used for the programme. Whilst the visitors were satisfied that the 
changes enable the programme continue to meet the standards of education and training, 
they would like to highlight that any further changes of this nature should be submitted 
through the major change progress. 
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Section one: Programme details 
 
 

Name of education provider  University College London 

Programme title 
Post Graduate Diploma in Audiological Science 
with Certificate in Clinical Competency (CCC) 

Mode of delivery  Full time 

Relevant part of the HCPC register Hearing aid dispenser 

Name and role of HCPC visitors  
Anthony Power (Physiotherapist) 
Richard Sykes (Hearing aid dispenser) 

HCPC executive Hollie Latham 

Date of assessment day 18 February 2015 
 
 
Section two: Submission details 
 
The following documents were provided as part of the audit submission: 
 

 A completed HCPC audit form 
 Internal quality report for one year ago 
 Internal quality report for two years ago 
 External examiner’s report for one year ago  
 External examiner’s report for two years ago  
 Response to External examiner’s report one year ago 
 Response to External Examiner’s report for two years ago 
 Curriculum vitae for Amjad Mahmood 
 TESTA report for Audiological Science 
 Summary of changes to Audiological Science assessment following TESTA 
 Timeline of Audiological Science Assessments following TESTA report 



 
Section three: Additional documentation 
 

 The visitors agreed that no further documentation was required in order to make a 
recommendation. 

 
 The visitors agreed that additional documentation was required in order to make a 

recommendation. The standards of education and training (SETs), for which 
additional documentation was requested, are listed below with reasons for the 
request.  

 
6.6  There must be effective monitoring and evaluation systems in place to ensure 

appropriate standards in the assessment. 
 
Reason: From a review of the external examiners’ report for the last academic year 
(Document 1) the visitors noted comments about the module AUDLGS07. Specifically the 
external examiner states “Although I see sample project reports, I do not see work for the 
AUDLGS07 module on clinical and professional practice”. The visitors note that without 
assurance that this module has been externally moderated, or a clear rationale as to the 
reasons for not showing work from this module to the external examiner, they are unable 
to make a judgment on the effective monitoring and evaluation systems in place for the 
assessment. The visitors therefore require documentation that show how the module 
AUDLGS07 is externally moderated, or, to show a rationale for not presenting work for this 
module to the external examiner, to demonstrate that there are effective monitoring and 
evaluation mechanisms in place to ensure appropriate standards in the assessment. 
 
Suggested documentation: Information on the external moderation of module 
AUDLGS07, or rationale for the approach of the external moderation of this module. 
 
 
Section four: Recommendation of the visitors 
 
To recommend a programme for ongoing approval, the visitors must be assured that the 
programme meets all of the standards of education and training (SETs) and that those 
who complete the programme have demonstrated an ability to meet our standards of 
proficiency (SOPs) for their part of the Register. 
 
The visitors agreed to recommend to the Education and Training Committee that:  
 

 There is sufficient evidence to show the programme continues to meet the 
standards of education and training and that those who complete the programme 
will continue to demonstrate an ability to meet the standards of proficiency.  

  
 There is insufficient evidence to determine if or how the programme continues to 

meet the standards of education and training listed. Therefore, a visit is 
recommended to gather more evidence and if required place conditions on ongoing 
approval of the programme. 

  



Section five: Visitors’ comments 
 
The visitors noted that the education provider has made a number of changes to the 
assessment methods used for the programme. Whilst the visitors were satisfied that the 
changes enable the programme continue to meet the standards of education and training, 
they would like to highlight that any further changes of this nature should be submitted 
through the major change progress. 
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Section one: Programme details 
 

Name of education provider  University of Birmingham 

Programme title Clinical Psychology Doctorate (ClinPsyD) 

Mode of delivery   Full time 

Relevant part of the HCPC register Practitioner psychologist 

Relevant modality Clinical psychologist 

Name and role of HCPC visitors  
Stephen Davies (Clinical psychologist) 
Peter Ruddy (Biomedical scientist) 

HCPC executive Nicola Baker 

Date of assessment day  17 February 2015 
 
 
Section two: Submission details 
 
The following documents were provided as part of the audit submission: 
 

 A completed HCPC audit form 
 Internal quality report for one year ago 
 Internal quality report for two years ago 
 External examiner’s report for one year ago  
 External examiner’s report for two years ago  
 Response to External examiner’s report one year ago 
 Response to External examiner’s report for two years ago 
 Education Commission for Quality report 2012–13   
 Information on service user and carer involvement  
 Curriculum vitae for two new members of staff 
 Clearing House Entry document 

 
 



Section three: Additional documentation 
 

 The visitors agreed that no further documentation was required in order to make a 
recommendation. 

 
 The visitors agreed that additional documentation was required in order to make a 

recommendation. The standards of education and training (SETs), for which 
additional documentation was requested, are listed below with reasons for the 
request.   

 
 
Section four: Recommendation of the visitors 
 
To recommend a programme for ongoing approval, the visitors must be assured that the 
programme meets all of the standards of education and training (SETs) and that those 
who complete the programme have demonstrated an ability to meet our standards of 
proficiency (SOPs) for their part of the Register. 
 
The visitors agreed to recommend to the Education and Training Committee that:  
 

 There is sufficient evidence to show the programme continues to meet the 
standards of education and training and that those who complete the programme 
will continue to demonstrate an ability to meet the standards of proficiency.  

  
 There is insufficient evidence to determine if or how the programme continues to 

meet the standards of education and training listed. Therefore, a visit is 
recommended to gather more evidence and if required place conditions on ongoing 
approval of the programme. 
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Section one: Programme details 
 

Name of education provider  University of Birmingham 

Programme title 
Forensic Clinical Psychology Doctorate 
(ForenClinPsyD) 

Mode of delivery   Full time 

Relevant part of the HCPC register Practitioner psychologist 

Relevant modality 
Forensic psychology 
Clinical psychology 

Name and role of HCPC visitors  
Ruth Baker (Clinical psychologist) 
George Delafield (Forensic psychologist) 

HCPC executive Abdur Razzaq 

Date of postal review  19 February 2015 
 
 
Section two: Submission details 
 
The following documents were provided as part of the audit submission: 
 

 A completed HCPC audit form 
 Internal quality report for one year ago 
 Internal quality report for two years ago 
 External examiner’s report for one year ago  
 External examiner’s report for two years ago  
 Response to external examiner’s report one year ago 
 Response to external examiner’s report for two years ago 
 The Programme had its first intake of trainees in 2013.  As a result there is only one 

year of documentation for this audit. 
 Information from the University web pages about applications to the course. 
 Curriculum vitae for two new clinical staff 
 Extract from handbook detailing inductions to placement 



Section three: Additional documentation 
 

 The visitors agreed that no further documentation was required in order to make a 
recommendation. 

 
 The visitors agreed that additional documentation was required in order to make a 

recommendation. The standards of education and training (SETs), for which 
additional documentation was requested, are listed below with reasons for the 
request.   

 
 
Section four: Recommendation of the visitors 
 
To recommend a programme for ongoing approval, the visitors must be assured that the 
programme meets all of the standards of education and training (SETs) and that those 
who complete the programme have demonstrated an ability to meet our standards of 
proficiency (SOPs) for their part of the Register. 
 
The visitors agreed to recommend to the Education and Training Committee that:  
 

 There is sufficient evidence to show the programme continues to meet the 
standards of education and training and that those who complete the programme 
will continue to demonstrate an ability to meet the standards of proficiency.  

  
 There is insufficient evidence to determine if or how the programme continues to 

meet the standards of education and training listed. Therefore, a visit is 
recommended to gather more evidence and if required place conditions on ongoing 
approval of the programme. 
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Section one: Programme details 
 

Name of education provider  University of Brighton 

Programme title MSc Rehabilitation Science (Physiotherapist) 

Mode of delivery   Full time 

Relevant part of the HCPC register Physiotherapist 

Name and role of HCPC visitors  
Anthony Power (Physiotherapist) 
Maureen Henderson (Dietitian) 

HCPC executive Mandy Hargood 

Date of assessment day  17 February 2015 
 
 
Section two: Submission details 
 
The following documents were provided as part of the audit submission: 
 

 A completed HCPC audit form 
 Internal quality report for one year ago 
 Internal quality report for two years ago 
 External examiner’s report for one year ago  
 External examiner’s report for two years ago  
 Response to External examiner’s report one year ago 
 Response to External Examiner’s report for two years ago 

 
  



Section three: Additional documentation 
 

 The visitors agreed that no further documentation was required in order to make a 
recommendation. 

 
 The visitors agreed that additional documentation was required in order to make a 

recommendation. The standards of education and training (SETs), for which 
additional documentation was requested, are listed below with reasons for the 
request.   

 
 
Section four: Recommendation of the visitors 
 
To recommend a programme for ongoing approval, the visitors must be assured that the 
programme meets all of the standards of education and training (SETs) and that those 
who complete the programme have demonstrated an ability to meet our standards of 
proficiency (SOPs) for their part of the Register. 
 
The visitors agreed to recommend to the Education and Training Committee that:  
 

 There is sufficient evidence to show the programme continues to meet the 
standards of education and training and that those who complete the programme 
will continue to demonstrate an ability to meet the standards of proficiency.  

  
 There is insufficient evidence to determine if or how the programme continues to 

meet the standards of education and training listed. Therefore, a visit is 
recommended to gather more evidence and if required place conditions on ongoing 
approval of the programme. 
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Section one: Programme details 
 

Name of education provider  University of Brighton 

Programme title Pg Dip Rehabilitation Science (Physiotherapist) 

Mode of delivery   Full time 

Relevant part of the HCPC register Physiotherapist 

Name and role of HCPC visitors  
Anthony Power (Physiotherapist) 
Maureen Henderson (Dietitian) 

HCPC executive Mandy Hargood 

Date of assessment day  17 February 2015 
 
 
Section two: Submission details 
 
The following documents were provided as part of the audit submission: 
 

 A completed HCPC audit form 
 Internal quality report for one year ago 
 Internal quality report for two years ago 
 External examiner’s report for one year ago  
 External examiner’s report for two years ago  
 Response to External examiner’s report one year ago 
 Response to External Examiner’s report for two years ago 

 
  



Section three: Additional documentation 
 

 The visitors agreed that no further documentation was required in order to make a 
recommendation. 

 
 The visitors agreed that additional documentation was required in order to make a 

recommendation. The standards of education and training (SETs), for which 
additional documentation was requested, are listed below with reasons for the 
request.   

 
 
Section four: Recommendation of the visitors 
 
To recommend a programme for ongoing approval, the visitors must be assured that the 
programme meets all of the standards of education and training (SETs) and that those 
who complete the programme have demonstrated an ability to meet our standards of 
proficiency (SOPs) for their part of the Register. 
 
The visitors agreed to recommend to the Education and Training Committee that:  
 

 There is sufficient evidence to show the programme continues to meet the 
standards of education and training and that those who complete the programme 
will continue to demonstrate an ability to meet the standards of proficiency.  

  
 There is insufficient evidence to determine if or how the programme continues to 

meet the standards of education and training listed. Therefore, a visit is 
recommended to gather more evidence and if required place conditions on ongoing 
approval of the programme. 
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Section one: Programme details 
 

Name of education provider  University of Central Lancashire 

Programme title BSc (Hons) in Operating Department Practice 

Mode of delivery   Full time 

Relevant part of the HCPC register Operating department practitioner 

Name and role of HCPC visitors  
Andrew Steel (Operating department practitioner) 
Vicki Lawson-Brown (Social worker in England)  

HCPC executive Nicola Baker 

Date of assessment day  18 February 2015 
 
 
Section two: Submission details 
 
The following documents were provided as part of the audit submission: 
 

 A completed HCPC audit form 
 Internal quality report for one year ago 
 Internal quality report for two years ago 
 External examiner’s report for one year ago  
 External examiner’s report for two years ago  
 Response to External examiner’s report one year ago 
 Response to External examiner’s report for two years ago 
 Selection event documentation 
 Clinical Placement Information Form 
 University Accreditation of Prior Learning Scheme 
 School of Health Student Handbook 
 Course Handbook  
 University Equality and Diversity Policy 
 Academic Quality Assurance Manual 
 Module Leader Report NU1052 
 Module Feedback (School of Health) 



 Guide to being a Personal Academic Tutor 
 Complaints Procedure 
 Staff Student Liaison Meeting Agenda 
 Regulations for the Conduct of Students – Fitness to Practice  
 Welcome week programme 
 Module descriptors  
 Academic Quality Assurance Appendix 2: Academic Regulations 
 Academic Quality Assurance Appendix 6: Annual Monitoring 
 Assessment Handbooks 

 
 
Section three: Additional documentation 
 

 The visitors agreed that no further documentation was required in order to make a 
recommendation. 

 
 The visitors agreed that additional documentation was required in order to make a 

recommendation. The standards of education and training (SETs), for which 
additional documentation was requested, are listed below with reasons for the 
request.   

 
3.3  The programme must have regular monitoring and evaluation systems in 

place. 
 
Reason: The visitors noted within the external examiners’ report of both 2012–13 (page 2) 
and 2013–14 (page 6), comments that they are only able to undertake one visit for the 
education provider a year, and how this restricts their ability to undertake their roles and 
responsibilities. The Annual Monitoring Course Leader report for 2012–13 has an action to 
clarify this point, and the report for 2013–14 outlines a response from the education 
provider that, “When possible, the External Examiner will combine Course Board 
attendance with a visit to a clinical placement area or see students if they are attending 
University study days”. The visitors were unable to determine whether this proposal had 
been successfully implemented and provided the external examiner with the response and 
information they need in order to contribute to the monitoring and evaluation of the 
programme effectively going forward. 
 
Suggested documentation: Further evidence as to how the education provider ensure 
appropriate responsiveness to feedback and enable their external examiner to undertake 
their roles and responsibilities effectively. 
 
 
Section four: Recommendation of the visitors 
 
To recommend a programme for ongoing approval, the visitors must be assured that the 
programme meets all of the standards of education and training (SETs) and that those 
who complete the programme have demonstrated an ability to meet our standards of 
proficiency (SOPs) for their part of the Register. 
 
The visitors agreed to recommend to the Education and Training Committee that:  
 



 There is sufficient evidence to show the programme continues to meet the 
standards of education and training and that those who complete the programme 
will continue to demonstrate an ability to meet the standards of proficiency.  

  
 There is insufficient evidence to determine if or how the programme continues to 

meet the standards of education and training listed. Therefore, a visit is 
recommended to gather more evidence and if required place conditions on ongoing 
approval of the programme. 
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Section one: Programme details 
 

Name of education provider  University of Central Lancashire 

Programme title BSc (Hons) Physiotherapy  

Mode of delivery  
Full time 
Part time 

Relevant part of the HCPC register Physiotherapist 

Name and role of HCPC visitors  
Anthony Power (Physiotherapist) 
Richard Sykes (Hearing aid dispenser) 

HCPC executive Hollie Latham 

Date of assessment day  18 February 2015 
 
 
Section two: Submission details 
 
The following documents were provided as part of the audit submission: 
 

 A completed HCPC audit form 
 Internal quality report for one year ago 
 Internal quality report for two years ago 
 External examiner’s report for one year ago  
 External examiner’s report for two years ago  
 Response to External examiner’s report one year ago 
 Response to External Examiner’s report for two years ago 

 
 
 
 
 
 



 
Section three: Additional documentation 
 

 The visitors agreed that no further documentation was required in order to make a 
recommendation. 

 
 The visitors agreed that additional documentation was required in order to make a 

recommendation. The standards of education and training (SETs), for which 
additional documentation was requested, are listed below with reasons for the 
request.  

 
3.3 The programme must have regular monitoring and evaluation systems in place 
 
Reason: From a review of the external examiners’ report for the 2012–13 academic year 
the visitors noted comments about equity and consistency of the management of module 
XS3910 (Page 16). The visitors note that the response to this particular comment states 
that there are ongoing conversations, however the visitors are unable to see any 
statement of resolution throughout the documentation. Without clarification on how this 
comment was concluded, the visitors are unable to make a judgment on the effective 
monitoring and evaluation systems in place for the programme. The visitors therefore 
require further clarification on the actions taken to respond to the above mentioned 
external examiners’ comments to ensure that the programme has effective and regular 
monitoring and evaluation mechanisms in place. 
 
Suggested Documentation: Evidence of the concluded response and action taken to 
response to the above mentioned external examiners’ comments. 
 
 
Section four: Recommendation of the visitors 
 
To recommend a programme for ongoing approval, the visitors must be assured that the 
programme meets all of the standards of education and training (SETs) and that those 
who complete the programme have demonstrated an ability to meet our standards of 
proficiency (SOPs) for their part of the Register. 
 
The visitors agreed to recommend to the Education and Training Committee that:  
 

 There is sufficient evidence to show the programme continues to meet the 
standards of education and training and that those who complete the programme 
will continue to demonstrate an ability to meet the standards of proficiency.  

  
 There is insufficient evidence to determine if or how the programme continues to 

meet the standards of education and training listed. Therefore, a visit is 
recommended to gather more evidence and if required place conditions on ongoing 
approval of the programme. 
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Section one: Programme details 
 

Name of education provider  University of Central Lancashire 

Programme title 
Diploma of Higher Education Operating 
Department Practice 

Mode of delivery   Full time 

Relevant part of the HCPC register Operating department practitioner 

Name and role of HCPC visitors  
Andrew Steel (Operating department practitioner) 
Vicki Lawson-Brown (Social worker in England)  

HCPC executive Nicola Baker 

Date of assessment day  18 February 2015 
 
 
Section two: Submission details 
 
The following documents were provided as part of the audit submission: 
 

 A completed HCPC audit form 
 Internal quality report for one year ago 
 Internal quality report for two years ago 
 External examiner’s report for one year ago  
 External examiner’s report for two years ago  
 Response to External examiner’s report one year ago 
 Response to External Examiner’s report for two years ago 
 NU2061 Module Leaders Report 2013–14  
 Module feedback (School of Health) 
 Complaints Procedure September 2014 
 School of Health Student Handbook 2014–15   
 Academic Quality Assurance – Academic Regulations 2014–15   
 Assessment Handbook 2014–15   

 
 



Section three: Additional documentation 
 

 The visitors agreed that no further documentation was required in order to make a 
recommendation. 

 
 The visitors agreed that additional documentation was required in order to make a 

recommendation. The standards of education and training (SETs), for which 
additional documentation was requested, are listed below with reasons for the 
request.   

 
 
Section four: Recommendation of the visitors 
 
To recommend a programme for ongoing approval, the visitors must be assured that the 
programme meets all of the standards of education and training (SETs) and that those 
who complete the programme have demonstrated an ability to meet our standards of 
proficiency (SOPs) for their part of the Register. 
 
The visitors agreed to recommend to the Education and Training Committee that:  
 

 There is sufficient evidence to show the programme continues to meet the 
standards of education and training and that those who complete the programme 
will continue to demonstrate an ability to meet the standards of proficiency.  

  
 There is insufficient evidence to determine if or how the programme continues to 

meet the standards of education and training listed. Therefore, a visit is 
recommended to gather more evidence and if required place conditions on ongoing 
approval of the programme. 
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Section one: Programme details 
 

Name of education provider  Coventry University & University of Warwick 

Programme title Doctorate in Clinical Psychology (D.Clin.Psy) 

Mode of delivery   Full time 

Relevant part of the HCPC register Practitioner psychologist 

Relevant modality Clinical psychologist 

Name and role of HCPC visitors  
Stephen Davies (Clinical psychologist) 
Peter Ruddy (Biomedical scientist) 

HCPC executive Nicola Baker 

Date of assessment day  17 February 2015 
 
 
Section two: Submission details 
 
The following documents were provided as part of the audit submission: 
 

 A completed HCPC audit form 
 Internal quality report for one year ago 
 Internal quality report for two years ago 
 External examiner’s report for one year ago  
 External examiner’s report for two years ago  
 Response to External examiner’s report one year ago 
 Response to External examiner’s report for two years ago 
 Curriculum vitae for new member of staff 

 
  



 
Section three: Additional documentation 
 

 The visitors agreed that no further documentation was required in order to make a 
recommendation. 

 
 The visitors agreed that additional documentation was required in order to make a 

recommendation. The standards of education and training (SETs), for which 
additional documentation was requested, are listed below with reasons for the 
request.   

 
 
Section four: Recommendation of the visitors 
 
To recommend a programme for ongoing approval, the visitors must be assured that the 
programme meets all of the standards of education and training (SETs) and that those 
who complete the programme have demonstrated an ability to meet our standards of 
proficiency (SOPs) for their part of the Register. 
 
The visitors agreed to recommend to the Education and Training Committee that:  
 

 There is sufficient evidence to show the programme continues to meet the 
standards of education and training and that those who complete the programme 
will continue to demonstrate an ability to meet the standards of proficiency.  

  
 There is insufficient evidence to determine if or how the programme continues to 

meet the standards of education and training listed. Therefore, a visit is 
recommended to gather more evidence and if required place conditions on ongoing 
approval of the programme. 

 
 
Section five: Visitors’ comments 
 
The visitors noted from the internal quality monitoring report 2013–14 that the number of 
training places commissioned for the 2014 cohort has been reduced by 33 per cent to 10 
places. This change falls outside the period covered by this annual monitoring review, but 
the visitors remind the education provider that any significant changes that will affect the 
standards of education and training, such as a change to student numbers, should be 
reported to the HCPC through a major change notification. 
 
The submission included external examiners’ reports and corresponding responses, for 
the last two years as requested by the HCPC. The visitors noted references within these 
reports to a joint report from all external examiners, (for example, Jim Williams’ 2013–14 
report, page 5) and recommend that this joint report is submitted along with future annual 
monitoring submissions for completeness. 
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Section one: Programme details 
 

Name of education provider  University of Cumbria 

Programme title FdSc Paramedic Practice 

Mode of delivery   
Full time 
Part time 

Relevant part of the HCPC register Paramedic 

Name and role of HCPC visitors  
Bob Fellows (Paramedic) 
Catherine Smith (Chiropodist / podiatrist) 

HCPC executive Alex Urquhart 

Date of assessment day 17 February 2015 
 
 
Section two: Submission details 
 
The following documents were provided as part of the audit submission: 
 

 A completed HCPC audit form 
 Internal quality report for one year ago 
 Internal quality report for two years ago 
 External examiner’s report for one year ago  
 External examiner’s report for two years ago  
 Response to External examiner’s report one year ago 
 Response to External Examiner’s report for two years ago 

 
As this programme is now in its second year the quality assurance documentation is only 
available for the past full academic year 2013-14. 
 
  



Section three: Additional documentation 
 

 The visitors agreed that no further documentation was required in order to make a 
recommendation. 

 
 The visitors agreed that additional documentation was required in order to make a 

recommendation. The standards of education and training (SETs), for which 
additional documentation was requested, are listed below with reasons for the 
request.   

 
 
Section four: Recommendation of the visitors 
 
To recommend a programme for ongoing approval, the visitors must be assured that the 
programme meets all of the standards of education and training (SETs) and that those 
who complete the programme have demonstrated an ability to meet our standards of 
proficiency (SOPs) for their part of the Register. 
 
The visitors agreed to recommend to the Education and Training Committee that:  
 

 There is sufficient evidence to show the programme continues to meet the 
standards of education and training and that those who complete the programme 
will continue to demonstrate an ability to meet the standards of proficiency.  

  
 There is insufficient evidence to determine if or how the programme continues to 

meet the standards of education and training listed. Therefore, a visit is 
recommended to gather more evidence and if required place conditions on ongoing 
approval of the programme. 
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Section one: Programme details 
 

Name of education provider  University of Derby 

Programme title BSc (Hons) Diagnostic Radiography 

Mode of delivery   Full Time 

Relevant part of the HCPC register Radiographer 

Relevant modality Diagnostic radiographer 

Name and role of HCPC visitors  
Derek Adrian-Harris (Diagnostic radiographer) 
Shaaron Pratt (Diagnostic radiographer) 

HCPC executive Abdur Razzaq 

Date of postal review 21 January 2015 
 
 
Section two: Submission details 
 
The following documents were provided as part of the audit submission: 
 

 A completed HCPC audit form 
 Internal quality report for one year ago 
 Internal quality report for two years ago 
 External examiner’s report for one year ago  
 External examiner’s report for two years ago  
 Response to External examiner’s report one year ago 
 Response to External Examiner’s report for two years ago 
 Programme handbook 
 Staff curriculum vitae 
 Placement information 
 Programme specification draft bridiging programme 
 Module specifications 
 DPP operating handbook 
 Placement audits 



 Professionalism reporting concerns form 
 DPP1, DPP2 and DPP3 module handbooks 
 Clinical portfolio's 
 Key Information sets for placement 

 
 
Section three: Additional documentation 
 

 The visitors agreed that no further documentation was required in order to make a 
recommendation. 

 
 The visitors agreed that additional documentation was required in order to make a 

recommendation. The standards of education and training (SETs), for which 
additional documentation was requested, are listed below with reasons for the 
request.   

 
 
Section four: Recommendation of the visitors 
 
To recommend a programme for ongoing approval, the visitors must be assured that the 
programme meets all of the standards of education and training (SETs) and that those 
who complete the programme have demonstrated an ability to meet our standards of 
proficiency (SOPs) for their part of the Register. 
 
The visitors agreed to recommend to the Education and Training Committee that:  
 

 There is sufficient evidence to show the programme continues to meet the 
standards of education and training and that those who complete the programme 
will continue to demonstrate an ability to meet the standards of proficiency.  

  
 There is insufficient evidence to determine if or how the programme continues to 

meet the standards of education and training listed. Therefore, a visit is 
recommended to gather more evidence and if required place conditions on ongoing 
approval of the programme. 
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Section one: Programme details 
 
Name of education provider  University of Derby 

Programme title BSc (Hons) Occupational Therapy 

Mode of delivery   Full time 

Relevant part of the HCPC register Occupational therapist 

Name and role of HCPC visitors  
Angela Ariu (Occupational therapist)  
Elspeth McCartney (Speech and language 
therapist)  

HCPC executive Alex Urquhart 

Date of assessment day 18 February 2015 
 
 
Section two: Submission details 
 
The following documents were provided as part of the audit submission: 
 

 A completed HCPC audit form 
 Internal quality report for one year ago 
 Internal quality report for two years ago 
 External examiner’s report for one year ago  
 External examiner’s report for two years ago  
 Response to External examiner’s report one year ago 
 Response to External Examiner’s report for two years ago 
 Current staff list 
 Curriculum vitae for the new head of subject 
 Curriculum vitae for the current programme leader 
 Module mapping document  

  



Section three: Additional documentation 
 

 The visitors agreed that no further documentation was required in order to make a 
recommendation. 

 
 The visitors agreed that additional documentation was required in order to make a 

recommendation. The standards of education and training (SETs), for which 
additional documentation was requested, are listed below with reasons for the 
request.   

 
3.5  There must be an adequate number of appropriately qualified and experienced 

staff in place to deliver an effective programme. 
 
Reason: The visitors noted in the HCPC audit form that the education provider makes 
reference to a staff list and Curriculum vitae under SET 3.5, although the documentation 
does not specifically mention a change to staff numbers, the visitors noted that a change 
could have been inferred. The visitors could therefore not state, with certainty, that there 
continues to be an adequate number of appropriately qualified and experienced staff in 
place to deliver an effective programme. Therefore the visitors require clarification of any 
changes to staff and documentation to support this. The visitors also considered that the 
change to the staff as mentioned under SET 3.5 could be in relation to the change to the 
head of subject. 
 
Suggested documentation: Documentation clarifying, and if appropriate demonstrating 
any changes made to the programme staff, this could come in the form of staff lists and 
curriculum vita of the current programme staff. 
 
 
Section four: Recommendation of the visitors 
 
To recommend a programme for ongoing approval, the visitors must be assured that the 
programme meets all of the standards of education and training (SETs) and that those 
who complete the programme have demonstrated an ability to meet our standards of 
proficiency (SOPs) for their part of the Register. 
 
The visitors agreed to recommend to the Education and Training Committee that:  
 

 There is sufficient evidence to show the programme continues to meet the 
standards of education and training and that those who complete the programme 
will continue to demonstrate an ability to meet the standards of proficiency.  

  
 There is insufficient evidence to determine if or how the programme continues to 

meet the standards of education and training listed. Therefore, a visit is 
recommended to gather more evidence and if required place conditions on ongoing 
approval of the programme. 

  



Section five: Visitors’ comments 
 
The visitors noted that in the HCPC audit form submitted, the education provider made 
reference to a change to a separate programme. Under SET 6.4, the documentation 
stated “Previously the component two assessment for Art therapies theory and research in 
relation to practice two was called a dissertation”. This information did not seem to be 
relevant to the programme submitted and therefore was inaccurate to this audit. It was 
also noted that the hard copy was different to the electronic copy submitted to the HCPC 
which caused some confusion. The visitors therefore recommend that, in future, the 
education provider ensures that the information in the SETs mapping matches the 
changes to the programme being reviewed and that all submitted documents are coherent.  
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Section one: Programme details 
 

Name of education provider  University of Derby 

Programme title MA Art Therapy 

Mode of delivery   Full time 

Relevant part of the HCPC register Arts Therapist 

Relevant modality Art therapy 

Name and role of HCPC visitors  
Jane Fisher-Norton (Drama therapist) 
Jonathan Isserow (Art Therapist) 

HCPC executive Alex Urquhart 

Date of postal review 19 January 2015 
 
 
Section two: Submission details 
 
The following documents were provided as part of the audit submission: 
 

 A completed HCPC audit form 
 Internal quality report for one year ago 
 Internal quality report for two years ago 
 External examiner’s report for one year ago  
 External examiner’s report for two years ago  
 Response to External examiner’s report one year ago 
 Response to External Examiner’s report for two years ago 
 Curriculum vitae for Kirsty McTaggart 
 Art Therapy enhancement plan from two years ago 
 Art Therapy enhancement plan from one year ago 
 SOPs mapping document 
 SETs mapping document 

  



Section three: Additional documentation 
 

 The visitors agreed that no further documentation was required in order to make a 
recommendation. 

 
 The visitors agreed that additional documentation was required in order to make a 

recommendation. The standards of education and training (SETs), for which 
additional documentation was requested, are listed below with reasons for the 
request.   

 
 
Section four: Recommendation of the visitors 
 
To recommend a programme for ongoing approval, the visitors must be assured that the 
programme meets all of the standards of education and training (SETs) and that those 
who complete the programme have demonstrated an ability to meet our standards of 
proficiency (SOPs) for their part of the Register. 
 
The visitors agreed to recommend to the Education and Training Committee that:  
 

 There is sufficient evidence to show the programme continues to meet the 
standards of education and training and that those who complete the programme 
will continue to demonstrate an ability to meet the standards of proficiency.  

  
 There is insufficient evidence to determine if or how the programme continues to 

meet the standards of education and training listed. Therefore, a visit is 
recommended to gather more evidence and if required place conditions on ongoing 
approval of the programme. 
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Section one: Programme details 
 

Name of education provider  University of Derby 

Programme title MA Dramatherapy 

Mode of delivery   Full time 

Relevant part of the HCPC register Arts therapist 

Relevant modality Dramatherapist 

Name and role of HCPC visitors  
Jane Fisher-Norton (Drama therapist)  
Jonathan Isserow (Art therapist) 

HCPC executive Alex Urquhart 

Date of  19 January 2015 
 
 
Section two: Submission details 
 
The following documents were provided as part of the audit submission: 
 

 A completed HCPC audit form 
 Internal quality report for one year ago 
 Internal quality report for two years ago 
 External examiner’s report for one year ago  
 External examiner’s report for two years ago  
 Response to External examiner’s report one year ago 
 Response to External Examiner’s report for two years ago 
 MA Dramatherapy - Enhancement Plan 
 Admissions Procedures for MA Dramatherapy 
 Curriculum vitae for Katy Tozer 
 Curriculum vitae for Clive Holmwood  
 Programme Handbook 2014-15 
 Response letter Jan 2014 
 SETs mapping document  
 SOPS mapping document  



 
Section three: Additional documentation 
 

 The visitors agreed that no further documentation was required in order to make a 
recommendation. 

 
 The visitors agreed that additional documentation was required in order to make a 

recommendation. The standards of education and training (SETs), for which 
additional documentation was requested, are listed below with reasons for the 
request.   

 
 
Section four: Recommendation of the visitors 
 
To recommend a programme for ongoing approval, the visitors must be assured that the 
programme meets all of the standards of education and training (SETs) and that those 
who complete the programme have demonstrated an ability to meet our standards of 
proficiency (SOPs) for their part of the Register. 
 
The visitors agreed to recommend to the Education and Training Committee that:  
 

 There is sufficient evidence to show the programme continues to meet the 
standards of education and training and that those who complete the programme 
will continue to demonstrate an ability to meet the standards of proficiency.  

  
 There is insufficient evidence to determine if or how the programme continues to 

meet the standards of education and training listed. Therefore, a visit is 
recommended to gather more evidence and if required place conditions on ongoing 
approval of the programme. 
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Section one: Programme details 
 
Name of education provider  University of Derby 

Programme title MSc Occupational Therapy 

Mode of delivery   Full time 

Relevant part of the HCPC register Occupational therapist 

Name and role of HCPC visitors  
Angela Ariu (Occupational therapist)  
Elspeth McCartney (Speech and language 
therapist)  

HCPC executive Alex Urquhart 

Date of assessment day 18 February 2015 
 
 
Section two: Submission details 
 
The following documents were provided as part of the audit submission: 
 

 A completed HCPC audit form 
 Internal quality report for one year ago 
 Internal quality report for two years ago 
 External examiner’s report for one year ago  
 External examiner’s report for two years ago  
 Response to External examiner’s report one year ago 
 Response to External Examiner’s report for two years ago 
 Current staff list 
 Curriculum vitae for the new head of subject 
 Curriculum vitae for the current programme leader 
 Module mapping document  

 
 
 



Section three: Additional documentation 
 

 The visitors agreed that no further documentation was required in order to make a 
recommendation. 

 
 The visitors agreed that additional documentation was required in order to make a 

recommendation. The standards of education and training (SETs), for which 
additional documentation was requested, are listed below with reasons for the 
request.   

 
3.5  There must be an adequate number of appropriately qualified and experienced 

staff in place to deliver an effective programme. 
 
Reason: The visitors noted in the HCPC audit form that the education provider makes 
reference to a staff list and Curriculum vitae under SET 3.5, although the documentation 
does not specifically mention a change to staff numbers, the visitors noted that a change 
could have been inferred. The visitors could therefore not state, with certainty, that there 
continues to be an adequate number of appropriately qualified and experienced staff in 
place to deliver an effective programme. Therefore the visitors require clarification of any 
changes to staff and documentation to support this. The visitors also considered that the 
change to the staff as mentioned under SET 3.5 could be in relation to the change to the 
head of subject. 
 
Suggested documentation: Documentation clarifying, and if appropriate demonstrating 
any changes made to the programme staff, this could come in the form of staff lists and 
curriculum vita of the current programme staff. 
 
 
Section four: Recommendation of the visitors 
 
To recommend a programme for ongoing approval, the visitors must be assured that the 
programme meets all of the standards of education and training (SETs) and that those 
who complete the programme have demonstrated an ability to meet our standards of 
proficiency (SOPs) for their part of the Register. 
 
The visitors agreed to recommend to the Education and Training Committee that:  
 

 There is sufficient evidence to show the programme continues to meet the 
standards of education and training and that those who complete the programme 
will continue to demonstrate an ability to meet the standards of proficiency.  

  
 There is insufficient evidence to determine if or how the programme continues to 

meet the standards of education and training listed. Therefore, a visit is 
recommended to gather more evidence and if required place conditions on ongoing 
approval of the programme. 
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Section one: Programme details 
 

Name of education provider  University of East London 

Programme title BA (Hons) Social Work 

Mode of delivery   Full time 

Relevant part of the HCPC register Social worker in England 

Name and role of HCPC visitors  
Andrew Steel (Operating department practitioner) 
Vicki Lawson-Brown (Social worker in England)  

HCPC executive Nicola Baker 

Date of assessment day  18 February 2015 
 
 
Section two: Submission details 
 
The following documents were provided as part of the audit submission: 
 

 A completed HCPC audit form 
 Internal quality report for one year ago 
 Internal quality report for two years ago 
 External examiner’s report for one year ago  
 External examiner’s report for two years ago  
 Response to External examiner’s report one year ago 
 Response to External examiner’s report for two years ago 
 Event Summary Report from 6 Yearly Academic Review of Social Work  
 Academic Review Report  
 Subject Area Leader's response to Academic Review Report and action plan  
 Admissions Handbook 2014 – 15 
 Self-disclosure form 
 Algorithm for calculating awards 

  



 
Section three: Additional documentation 
 

 The visitors agreed that no further documentation was required in order to make a 
recommendation. 

 
 The visitors agreed that additional documentation was required in order to make a 

recommendation. The standards of education and training (SETs), for which 
additional documentation was requested, are listed below with reasons for the 
request.   

 
 
Section four: Recommendation of the visitors 
 
To recommend a programme for ongoing approval, the visitors must be assured that the 
programme meets all of the standards of education and training (SETs) and that those 
who complete the programme have demonstrated an ability to meet our standards of 
proficiency (SOPs) for their part of the Register. 
 
The visitors agreed to recommend to the Education and Training Committee that:  
 

 There is sufficient evidence to show the programme continues to meet the 
standards of education and training and that those who complete the programme 
will continue to demonstrate an ability to meet the standards of proficiency.  

  
 There is insufficient evidence to determine if or how the programme continues to 

meet the standards of education and training listed. Therefore, a visit is 
recommended to gather more evidence and if required place conditions on ongoing 
approval of the programme. 
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Section one: Programme details 
 

Name of education provider  University of East London 

Programme title MA in Social Work 

Mode of delivery   Full time 

Relevant part of the HCPC register Social worker in England 

Name and role of HCPC visitors  
Andrew Steel (Operating department practitioner) 
Vicki Lawson-Brown (Social worker in England)  

HCPC executive Nicola Baker 

Date of assessment day  18 February 2015 
 
 
Section two: Submission details 
 
The following documents were provided as part of the audit submission: 
 

 A completed HCPC audit form 
 Internal quality report for one year ago 
 Internal quality report for two years ago 
 External examiner’s report for one year ago  
 External examiner’s report for two years ago  
 Response to External examiner’s report one year ago 
 Response to External Examiner’s report for two years ago 
 Event Summary Report from 6 Yearly Academic Review of Social Work  
 Academic Review Report  
 Subject Area Leader's response to Academic Review Report and action plan  
 Admissions Handbook 2014–15 
 Self-disclosure form 

  



 
 
Section three: Additional documentation 
 

 The visitors agreed that no further documentation was required in order to make a 
recommendation. 

 
 The visitors agreed that additional documentation was required in order to make a 

recommendation. The standards of education and training (SETs), for which 
additional documentation was requested, are listed below with reasons for the 
request.   

 
 
Section four: Recommendation of the visitors 
 
To recommend a programme for ongoing approval, the visitors must be assured that the 
programme meets all of the standards of education and training (SETs) and that those 
who complete the programme have demonstrated an ability to meet our standards of 
proficiency (SOPs) for their part of the Register. 
 
The visitors agreed to recommend to the Education and Training Committee that:  
 

 There is sufficient evidence to show the programme continues to meet the 
standards of education and training and that those who complete the programme 
will continue to demonstrate an ability to meet the standards of proficiency.  

  
 There is insufficient evidence to determine if or how the programme continues to 

meet the standards of education and training listed. Therefore, a visit is 
recommended to gather more evidence and if required place conditions on ongoing 
approval of the programme. 
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Section one: Programme details 
 

Name of education provider  University of East London 

Programme title Professional Doctorate in Counselling Psychology 

Mode of delivery   Part time 

Relevant part of the HCPC register Practitioner psychologist 

Relevant modality Counselling psychologist 

Name and role of HCPC visitors  
Dorothy Smith (Social worker in England) 
Antony Ward (Counselling psychologist) 

HCPC executive Abdur Razzaq 

Date of assessment day  17 February 2015 
 
 
Section two: Submission details 
 
The following documents were provided as part of the audit submission: 
 

 A completed HCPC audit form 
 Internal quality report for one year ago 
 Internal quality report for two years ago 
 External examiner’s report for one year ago  
 External examiner’s report for two years ago  
 Response to External examiner’s report one year ago 
 Response to External examiner’s report for two years ago 

 
 
  



Section three: Additional documentation 
 

 The visitors agreed that no further documentation was required in order to make a 
recommendation. 

 
 The visitors agreed that additional documentation was required in order to make a 

recommendation. The standards of education and training (SETs), for which 
additional documentation was requested, are listed below with reasons for the 
request.   

 
 
Section four: Recommendation of the visitors 
 
To recommend a programme for ongoing approval, the visitors must be assured that the 
programme meets all of the standards of education and training (SETs) and that those 
who complete the programme have demonstrated an ability to meet our standards of 
proficiency (SOPs) for their part of the Register. 
 
The visitors agreed to recommend to the Education and Training Committee that:  
 

 There is sufficient evidence to show the programme continues to meet the 
standards of education and training and that those who complete the programme 
will continue to demonstrate an ability to meet the standards of proficiency.  

  
 There is insufficient evidence to determine if or how the programme continues to 

meet the standards of education and training listed. Therefore, a visit is 
recommended to gather more evidence and if required place conditions on ongoing 
approval of the programme. 
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Section one: Programme details 
 

Name of education provider  University of Huddersfield 

Programme title DipHE Operating Department Practice 

Mode of delivery   Full time 

Relevant part of the HCPC register Operating department practitioner 

Name and role of HCPC visitors  
Andrew Steel (Operating department practitioner) 
Vicki Lawson-Brown (Social worker in England)  

HCPC executive Nicola Baker 

Date of assessment day  18 February 2015 
 
 
Section two: Submission details 
 
The following documents were provided as part of the audit submission: 
 

 A completed HCPC audit form 
 Internal quality report for one year ago 
 Internal quality report for two years ago 
 External examiner’s report for one year ago  
 External examiner’s report for two years ago  
 Response to External examiner’s report one year ago 
 Response to External examiner’s report for two years ago 

  



Section three: Additional documentation 
 

 The visitors agreed that no further documentation was required in order to make a 
recommendation. 

 
 The visitors agreed that additional documentation was required in order to make a 

recommendation. The standards of education and training (SETs), for which 
additional documentation was requested, are listed below with reasons for the 
request.   

 
 
Section four: Recommendation of the visitors 
 
To recommend a programme for ongoing approval, the visitors must be assured that the 
programme meets all of the standards of education and training (SETs) and that those 
who complete the programme have demonstrated an ability to meet our standards of 
proficiency (SOPs) for their part of the Register. 
 
The visitors agreed to recommend to the Education and Training Committee that:  
 

 There is sufficient evidence to show the programme continues to meet the 
standards of education and training and that those who complete the programme 
will continue to demonstrate an ability to meet the standards of proficiency.  

  
 There is insufficient evidence to determine if or how the programme continues to 

meet the standards of education and training listed. Therefore, a visit is 
recommended to gather more evidence and if required place conditions on ongoing 
approval of the programme. 
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Section one: Programme details 
 

Name of education provider  University of Hull 

Programme title BA (Hons) Social Work 

Mode of delivery   
Full time 
Part time 

Relevant part of the HCPC register Social worker in England 

Name and role of HCPC visitors  
Andrew Steel (Operating department practitioner) 
Vicki Lawson-Brown (Social worker in England)  

HCPC executive Nicola Baker 

Date of assessment day  18 February 2015 
 
 
Section two: Submission details 
 
The following documents were provided as part of the audit submission: 
 

 A completed HCPC audit form 
 Internal quality report for one year ago 
 Internal quality report for two years ago 
 External examiner’s report for one year ago  
 External examiner’s report for two years ago  
 Response to External examiner’s report one year ago 
 Response to External examiner’s report for two years ago 
 IELTS Requirements  
 Curriculum vitae of new member of staff 
 Academic Investment Initiative information 
 Service user and carer annual report 
 Module review board minutes 
 Simulated Practice Consent Form 
 Practice Educators and On-Site Supervisors Resource and Guidance Handbook 



 
Section three: Additional documentation 
 

 The visitors agreed that no further documentation was required in order to make a 
recommendation. 

 
 The visitors agreed that additional documentation was required in order to make a 

recommendation. The standards of education and training (SETs), for which 
additional documentation was requested, are listed below with reasons for the 
request.   

 
3.4  There must be a named person who has overall professional responsibility for 

the programme who must be appropriately qualified and experienced and, 
unless other arrangements are agreed, be on the relevant part of the Register. 

 
Reason: The visitors noted from the standards of education and training mapping included 
in the HCPC audit form that the Director of Social Work changed from Liz Walker to Liz 
Price in February 2014. The mapping states that an email was sent to the HCPC by way of 
information, however the HCPC has no record of this. The visitors therefore require further 
documentation to ensure that the person who has overall professional responsibility for the 
programme is appropriately qualified and experienced and, unless other arrangements are 
agreed, is on the relevant part of the Register. 
 
Suggested documentation: From the information provided, appropriate documentation to 
evidence the change would be an up-to-date curriculum vitae of the new Director of Social 
Work and information on their registration status. 
 
3.9  The resources to support student learning in all settings must effectively 

support the required learning and teaching activities of the programme. 
 
Reason: The Periodic Review Report (June 2013) (page 7) recommended the exploration 
of mechanisms for improving facilities, having noted obstructions to learning experienced 
from technological failures and issues with teaching spaces. The visitors also noted 
several comments throughout the documents regarding the facilities, including lecturing 
and teaching resources available, following student feedback. For example, the Annual 
Monitoring of programmes report references significant issues raised by the student body 
with regards to facilities and the teaching environment (page 3), “There were overcrowding 
issues in some lecture theatres, heating and lighting problems in some teaching rooms 
and concerns expressed about a lack of toilet facilities in one building.” The visitors could 
not find evidence of any measures undertaken by the education provider to address these 
issues and ensure that student learning in all settings is effectively supported by the 
resources available. 
 
Suggested documentation: Information as to what measures the education provider 
have taken to ensure that the resources continue to support student learning and teaching 
activities for the programme. 
 
 
  



Section four: Recommendation of the visitors 
 
To recommend a programme for ongoing approval, the visitors must be assured that the 
programme meets all of the standards of education and training (SETs) and that those 
who complete the programme have demonstrated an ability to meet our standards of 
proficiency (SOPs) for their part of the Register. 
 
The visitors agreed to recommend to the Education and Training Committee that:  
 

 There is sufficient evidence to show the programme continues to meet the 
standards of education and training and that those who complete the programme 
will continue to demonstrate an ability to meet the standards of proficiency.  

  
 There is insufficient evidence to determine if or how the programme continues to 

meet the standards of education and training listed. Therefore, a visit is 
recommended to gather more evidence and if required place conditions on ongoing 
approval of the programme. 

 
 
Section five: Visitors’ comments 
 
The visitors noted from the Standards of Education and Training mapping included in the 
HCPC audit form that the Director of Social Work changed from Liz Walker to Liz Price in 
February 2014. The mapping states that an email was sent to the HCPC by way of 
information, however the HCPC has no record of this. The visitors remind the education 
provider that any changes to the way in which the programme meets the standards of 
education and training, such as a change in programme leadership, must be notified to the 
HCPC through a formal major change notification so that it can be scrutinised through the 
appropriate process. 
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Section one: Programme details 
 

Name of education provider  University of Hull 

Programme title Masters Award in Social Work 

Mode of delivery   
Full time 
Part time 

Relevant part of the HCPC register Social worker in England 

Name and role of HCPC visitors  
Andrew Steel (Operating department practitioner) 
Vicki Lawson-Brown (Social worker in England)  

HCPC executive Nicola Baker 

Date of assessment day  18 February 2015 
 
 
Section two: Submission details 
 
The following documents were provided as part of the audit submission: 
 

 A completed HCPC audit form 
 Internal quality report for one year ago 
 Internal quality report for two years ago 
 External examiner’s report for one year ago  
 External examiner’s report for two years ago  
 Response to External examiner’s report one year ago 
 Response to External examiner’s report for two years ago 
 IELTS Requirements  
 Curriculum vitae of new member of staff 
 Academic Investment Initiative information 
 Service user and carer annual report 
 Module review board minutes 
 Simulated Practice Consent Form 
 Practice Educators and On-Site Supervisors Resource and Guidance Handbook 



 
 
Section three: Additional documentation 
 

 The visitors agreed that no further documentation was required in order to make a 
recommendation. 

 
 The visitors agreed that additional documentation was required in order to make a 

recommendation. The standards of education and training (SETs), for which 
additional documentation was requested, are listed below with reasons for the 
request.   

 
3.4  There must be a named person who has overall professional responsibility for 

the programme who must be appropriately qualified and experienced and, 
unless other arrangements are agreed, be on the relevant part of the Register. 

 
Reason: The visitors noted from the standards of education and training mapping included 
in the HCPC audit form that the Director of Social Work changed from Liz Walker to Liz 
Price in February 2014. The mapping states that an email was sent to the HCPC by way of 
information, however the HCPC has no record of this. The visitors therefore require further 
documentation to ensure that the person who has overall professional responsibility for the 
programme is appropriately qualified and experienced and, unless other arrangements are 
agreed, is on the relevant part of the Register. 
 
Suggested documentation: From the information provided, appropriate documentation to 
evidence the change would be an up-to-date curriculum vitae of the new Director of Social 
Work and information on their registration status. 
 
3.9  The resources to support student learning in all settings must effectively 

support the required learning and teaching activities of the programme. 
 
Reason: The Periodic Review Report (June 2013) (page 7) recommended exploration of 
mechanisms for improving facilities, having noted obstructions to learning experienced 
from technological failures and issues with teaching spaces. The visitors also noted 
several comments throughout the documents regarding the facilities including lecturing 
and teaching resources available, following student feedback. For example, the Annual 
Monitoring of Programmes report references significant issues raised by the student body 
with regard to facilities and the teaching environment (page 5), “Some staff have continued 
to experience difficulties with the technology in rooms and these have been reported as 
and when they have occurred. There are also continuing student complaints that teaching 
rooms are cold.” The visitors could not find evidence of any measures undertaken by the 
education provider to address these issues and ensure that student learning in all settings 
is effectively supported by the resources available. 
 
Suggested documentation: Information as to what measures the education provider 
have taken to ensure that the resources continue to support student learning and teaching 
activities for the programme. 
  



 
 
Section four: Recommendation of the visitors 
 
To recommend a programme for ongoing approval, the visitors must be assured that the 
programme meets all of the standards of education and training (SETs) and that those 
who complete the programme have demonstrated an ability to meet our standards of 
proficiency (SOPs) for their part of the Register. 
 
The visitors agreed to recommend to the Education and Training Committee that:  
 

 There is sufficient evidence to show the programme continues to meet the 
standards of education and training and that those who complete the programme 
will continue to demonstrate an ability to meet the standards of proficiency.  

  
 There is insufficient evidence to determine if or how the programme continues to 

meet the standards of education and training listed. Therefore, a visit is 
recommended to gather more evidence and if required place conditions on ongoing 
approval of the programme. 

 
 
Section five: Visitors’ comments 
 
The visitors noted from the standards of education and training mapping included in the 
HCPC audit form that the Director of Social Work changed from Liz Walker to Liz Price in 
February 2014. The mapping states that an email was sent to the HCPC by way of 
information, however the HCPC has no record of this. The visitors remind the education 
provider that any changes to the way in which the programme meets the standards of 
education and training, such as a change in programme leadership, must be notified to the 
HCPC through a formal major change notification so that it can be scrutinised through the 
appropriate process. 
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Section one: Programme details 
 

Name of education provider  University of Hull 

Programme title 
Post Graduate Diploma Social Work (Masters Exit 
Route Only) 

Mode of delivery   
Full time 
Part time 

Relevant part of the HCPC register Social worker in England 

Name and role of HCPC visitors  
Andrew Steel (Operating department practitioner) 
Vicki Lawson-Brown (Social worker in England)  

HCPC executive Nicola Baker 

Date of assessment day  18 February 2015 
 
 
Section two: Submission details 
 
The following documents were provided as part of the audit submission: 
 

 A completed HCPC audit form 
 Internal quality report for one year ago 
 Internal quality report for two years ago 
 External examiner’s report for one year ago  
 External examiner’s report for two years ago  
 Response to External examiner’s report one year ago 
 Response to External Examiner’s report for two years ago 
 IELTS Requirements  
 Curriculum vitae of new member of staff 
 Academic Investment Initiative information 
 Service user and carer annual report 
 Module review board minutes 
 Simulated Practice Consent Form 



 Practice Educators and On-Site Supervisors Resource and Guidance Handbook 
 
 
Section three: Additional documentation 
 

 The visitors agreed that no further documentation was required in order to make a 
recommendation. 

 
 The visitors agreed that additional documentation was required in order to make a 

recommendation. The standards of education and training (SETs), for which 
additional documentation was requested, are listed below with reasons for the 
request.   

 
3.4  There must be a named person who has overall professional responsibility for 

the programme who must be appropriately qualified and experienced and, 
unless other arrangements are agreed, be on the relevant part of the Register. 

 
Reason: The visitors noted from the standards of education and training mapping included 
in the HCPC audit form that the Director of Social Work changed from Liz Walker to Liz 
Price in February 2014. The mapping states that an email was sent to the HCPC by way of 
information, however the HCPC has no record of this. The visitors therefore require further 
documentation to ensure that the person who has overall professional responsibility for the 
programme is appropriately qualified and experienced and, unless other arrangements are 
agreed, is on the relevant part of the Register. 
 
Suggested documentation: From the information provided, appropriate documentation to 
evidence the change would be an up-to-date curriculum vitae of the new Director of Social 
Work and information on their registration status. 
 
3.9  The resources to support student learning in all settings must effectively 

support the required learning and teaching activities of the programme. 
 
Reason: The Periodic Review Report (June 2013) (page 7) recommended exploration of 
mechanisms for improving facilities, having noted obstructions to learning experienced 
from technological failures and issues with teaching spaces. The visitors also noted 
several comments throughout the documents regarding the facilities including lecturing 
and teaching resources available, following student feedback. For example, the Annual 
Monitoring of Programmes report references significant issues raised by the student body 
with regard to facilities and the teaching environment (page 5), “Some staff have continued 
to experience difficulties with the technology in rooms and these have been reported as 
and when they have occurred. There are also continuing student complaints that teaching 
rooms are cold.” The visitors could not find evidence of any measures undertaken by the 
education provider to address these issues and ensure that student learning in all settings 
is effectively supported by the resources available. 
 
Suggested documentation: Information as to what measures the education provider 
have taken to ensure that the resources continue to support student learning and teaching 
activities for the programme. 
  



 
 
Section four: Recommendation of the visitors 
 
To recommend a programme for ongoing approval, the visitors must be assured that the 
programme meets all of the standards of education and training (SETs) and that those 
who complete the programme have demonstrated an ability to meet our standards of 
proficiency (SOPs) for their part of the Register. 
 
The visitors agreed to recommend to the Education and Training Committee that:  
 

 There is sufficient evidence to show the programme continues to meet the 
standards of education and training and that those who complete the programme 
will continue to demonstrate an ability to meet the standards of proficiency.  

  
 There is insufficient evidence to determine if or how the programme continues to 

meet the standards of education and training listed. Therefore, a visit is 
recommended to gather more evidence and if required place conditions on ongoing 
approval of the programme. 

 
 
Section five: Visitors’ comments 
 
The visitors noted from the standards of education and training mapping included in the 
HCPC audit form that the Director of Social Work changed from Liz Walker to Liz Price in 
February 2014. The mapping states that an email was sent to the HCPC by way of 
information, however the HCPC has no record of this. The visitors remind the education 
provider that any changes to the way in which the programme meets the standards of 
education and training, such as a change in programme leadership, must be notified to the 
HCPC through a formal major change notification so that it can be scrutinised through the 
appropriate process. 
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Section one: Programme details 
 

Name of education provider  University of Lancaster 

Programme title MA Social Work 

Mode of delivery   Full time 

Relevant part of the HCPC register Social worker in England 

Name and role of HCPC visitors  
Dorothy Smith (Social worker in England) 
Antony Ward (Counselling psychologist) 

HCPC executive Abdur Razzaq 

Date of assessment day  17 February 2015 
 
 
Section two: Submission details 
 
The following documents were provided as part of the audit submission: 
 

 A completed HCPC audit form 
 Internal quality report for one year ago 
 Internal quality report for two years ago 
 External examiner’s report for one year ago  
 External examiner’s report for two years ago  
 Response to External examiner’s report one year ago 
 Response to External examiner’s report for two years ago 
 The programme went through the approval process in May 2013 and only been 

running from September 2013. Therefore the visitors reviewed the external 
examiner’s report and internal quality report for 2013–14 academic year only, as 
reports from academic year 2012–13 were reviewed during the approval visit. 

 Additional Docs Lancaster University Annual Monitoring  
 
  



Section three: Additional documentation 
 

 The visitors agreed that no further documentation was required in order to make a 
recommendation. 

 
 The visitors agreed that additional documentation was required in order to make a 

recommendation. The standards of education and training (SETs), for which 
additional documentation was requested, are listed below with reasons for the 
request.   

 
 
Section four: Recommendation of the visitors 
 
To recommend a programme for ongoing approval, the visitors must be assured that the 
programme meets all of the standards of education and training (SETs) and that those 
who complete the programme have demonstrated an ability to meet our standards of 
proficiency (SOPs) for their part of the Register. 
 
The visitors agreed to recommend to the Education and Training Committee that:  
 

 There is sufficient evidence to show the programme continues to meet the 
standards of education and training and that those who complete the programme 
will continue to demonstrate an ability to meet the standards of proficiency.  

  
 There is insufficient evidence to determine if or how the programme continues to 

meet the standards of education and training listed. Therefore, a visit is 
recommended to gather more evidence and if required place conditions on ongoing 
approval of the programme. 

 
 
Section five: Visitors’ comments 
 
The visitors noted that the education provider has made a number of changes to the 
programme since its approval in 2013. The visitors were satisfied that this programme 
continues to meet our standards. However, the education provider did not notify HCPC 
regarding these changes until this monitoring submission. The visitors would like to 
encourage the education provider to use the major change process in the future whenever 
significant changes are made to the programmes which affect the standards of education 
and training. 
 
The visitors suggest the education provider make submissions separately for each 
programme, clearly articulating the documentation related to particular programmes for 
future annual monitoring. 
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Section one: Programme details 
 

Name of education provider  University of Lancaster 

Programme title Post Graduate Diploma in Social Work 

Mode of delivery   Full time 

Relevant part of the HCPC register Social worker in England 

Name and role of HCPC visitors  
Dorothy Smith (Social worker in England) 
Antony Ward (Counselling psychologist) 

HCPC executive Abdur Razzaq 

Date of assessment day  17 February 2015 
 
 
Section two: Submission details 
 
The following documents were provided as part of the audit submission: 
 

 A completed HCPC audit form 
 Internal quality report for one year ago 
 Internal quality report for two years ago 
 External examiner’s report for one year ago  
 External examiner’s report for two years ago  
 Response to External examiner’s report one year ago 
 Response to External examiner’s report for two years ago 
 The programme went through the approval process in May 2013 and only been 

running from September 2013. Therefore the visitors reviewed the external 
examiner’s report and internal quality report for 2013–14 academic year only, as 
reports from academic year 2012–13 were reviewed during the approval visit. 

 Additional Docs Lancaster University Annual Monitoring  
 
 



Section three: Additional documentation 
 

 The visitors agreed that no further documentation was required in order to make a 
recommendation. 

 
 The visitors agreed that additional documentation was required in order to make a 

recommendation. The standards of education and training (SETs), for which 
additional documentation was requested, are listed below with reasons for the 
request.   

 
 
Section four: Recommendation of the visitors 
 
To recommend a programme for ongoing approval, the visitors must be assured that the 
programme meets all of the standards of education and training (SETs) and that those 
who complete the programme have demonstrated an ability to meet our standards of 
proficiency (SOPs) for their part of the Register. 
 
The visitors agreed to recommend to the Education and Training Committee that:  
 

 There is sufficient evidence to show the programme continues to meet the 
standards of education and training and that those who complete the programme 
will continue to demonstrate an ability to meet the standards of proficiency.  

  
 There is insufficient evidence to determine if or how the programme continues to 

meet the standards of education and training listed. Therefore, a visit is 
recommended to gather more evidence and if required place conditions on ongoing 
approval of the programme. 

 
 
Section five: Visitors’ comments 
 
The visitors noted that the education provider has made a number of changes to the 
programme since its approval in 2013. The visitors were satisfied that this programme 
continues to meet our standards. However, the education provider did not notify HCPC 
regarding these changes until this monitoring submission. The visitors would like to 
encourage the education provider to use the major change process in the future whenever 
significant changes are made to the programmes which affect the standards of education 
and training. 
 
The visitors suggest the education provider make submissions separately for each 
programme, clearly articulating the documentation related to particular programmes for 
future annual monitoring. 
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Section one: Programme details 
 

Name of education provider  University of Nottingham 

Programme title Master of Nutrition 

Mode of delivery   Full time 

Relevant part of the HCPC register Dietitian 

Name and role of HCPC visitors  
Anthony Power (Physiotherapist) 
Maureen Henderson (Dietitian) 

HCPC executive Mandy Hargood 

Date of assessment day 17 February 2015 
 
 
Section two: Submission details 
 
The following documents were provided as part of the audit submission: 
 

 A completed HCPC audit form 
 Internal quality report for one year ago 
 Internal quality report for two years ago 
 External examiner’s report for one year ago  
 External examiner’s report for two years ago  
 Response to External examiner’s report one year ago 
 Response to External Examiner’s report for two years ago 
 Minutes from student course management group meeting 

 
  



Section three: Additional documentation 
 

 The visitors agreed that no further documentation was required in order to make a 
recommendation. 

 
 The visitors agreed that additional documentation was required in order to make a 

recommendation. The standards of education and training (SETs), for which 
additional documentation was requested, are listed below with reasons for the 
request.   

 
 
Section four: Recommendation of the visitors 
 
To recommend a programme for ongoing approval, the visitors must be assured that the 
programme meets all of the standards of education and training (SETs) and that those 
who complete the programme have demonstrated an ability to meet our standards of 
proficiency (SOPs) for their part of the Register. 
 
The visitors agreed to recommend to the Education and Training Committee that:  
 

 There is sufficient evidence to show the programme continues to meet the 
standards of education and training and that those who complete the programme 
will continue to demonstrate an ability to meet the standards of proficiency.  

  
 There is insufficient evidence to determine if or how the programme continues to 

meet the standards of education and training listed. Therefore, a visit is 
recommended to gather more evidence and if required place conditions on ongoing 
approval of the programme. 
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Section one: Programme details 
 

Name of education provider  University of Surrey 

Programme title BSc (Hons) Paramedic Practice 

Mode of delivery   Full time 

Relevant part of the HCPC register Paramedic 

Name and role of HCPC visitors  
Bob Fellows (Paramedic) 
Catherine Smith (Chiropodist / podiatrist) 

HCPC executive Alex Urquhart 

Date of assessment day 17 February 2015 
 
 
Section two: Submission details 
 
The following documents were provided as part of the audit submission: 
 

 A completed HCPC audit form 
 Internal quality report for one year ago 
 Internal quality report for two years ago 
 External examiner’s report for one year ago  
 External examiner’s report for two years ago  
 Response to External examiner’s report one year ago 
 Response to External Examiner’s report for two years ago 

  



Section three: Additional documentation 
 

 The visitors agreed that no further documentation was required in order to make a 
recommendation. 

 
 The visitors agreed that additional documentation was required in order to make a 

recommendation. The standards of education and training (SETs), for which 
additional documentation was requested, are listed below with reasons for the 
request.   

 
 
Section four: Recommendation of the visitors 
 
To recommend a programme for ongoing approval, the visitors must be assured that the 
programme meets all of the standards of education and training (SETs) and that those 
who complete the programme have demonstrated an ability to meet our standards of 
proficiency (SOPs) for their part of the Register. 
 
The visitors agreed to recommend to the Education and Training Committee that:  
 

 There is sufficient evidence to show the programme continues to meet the 
standards of education and training and that those who complete the programme 
will continue to demonstrate an ability to meet the standards of proficiency.  

  
 There is insufficient evidence to determine if or how the programme continues to 

meet the standards of education and training listed. Therefore, a visit is 
recommended to gather more evidence and if required place conditions on ongoing 
approval of the programme. 
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Section one: Programme details 
 

Name of education provider  University of Surrey 

Programme title DipHE Operating Department Practice 

Mode of delivery   Full time 

Relevant part of the HCPC register Operating department practitioner 

Name and role of HCPC visitors  
Andrew Steel (Operating department practitioner) 
Vicki Lawson-Brown (Social worker in England)  

HCPC executive Nicola Baker 

Date of assessment day  18 February 2015 
 
 
Section two: Submission details 
 
The following documents were provided as part of the audit submission: 
 

 A completed HCPC audit form 
 Internal quality report for one year ago 
 Internal quality report for two years ago 
 External examiner’s report for one year ago  
 External examiner’s report for two years ago  
 Response to External examiner’s report one year ago 
 Response to External examiner’s report for two years ago 

  



Section three: Additional documentation 
 

 The visitors agreed that no further documentation was required in order to make a 
recommendation. 

 
 The visitors agreed that additional documentation was required in order to make a 

recommendation. The standards of education and training (SETs), for which 
additional documentation was requested, are listed below with reasons for the 
request.   

 
 
Section four: Recommendation of the visitors 
 
To recommend a programme for ongoing approval, the visitors must be assured that the 
programme meets all of the standards of education and training (SETs) and that those 
who complete the programme have demonstrated an ability to meet our standards of 
proficiency (SOPs) for their part of the Register. 
 
The visitors agreed to recommend to the Education and Training Committee that:  
 

 There is sufficient evidence to show the programme continues to meet the 
standards of education and training and that those who complete the programme 
will continue to demonstrate an ability to meet the standards of proficiency.  

  
 There is insufficient evidence to determine if or how the programme continues to 

meet the standards of education and training listed. Therefore, a visit is 
recommended to gather more evidence and if required place conditions on ongoing 
approval of the programme. 

 
 
 
 
 


	01. AM report - BCU BSc (Hons) PA - FT - b
	02. AM report - BCU Dip HE PA - FT - b
	03 & 4. AM report - Coventry - BA (Hons) SW - FT & WBL - a
	05. AM report - Coventry - BSc (Hons) ABS - FT - a
	06. AM report - Coventry - BSc (Hons) DT- FT - A
	07, 8 & 9. AM report - COV - BSc (Hons) OT - FT, PT & WBL
	10. AM report - COV BSc (Hons) PH - FT - a
	11. AM report - COV BSc (Hons) PH (LEI) - FT - a
	12. AM report - Coventry - DipHE ODP - FT - a
	13. AM report - COV - Dip HE PA - FT - b
	14 & 15. AM report - Coventry - MA SW - FT & WBL - a
	16. AM report - KCL - BSc (Hons) DT- FT - A
	17. AM report - KCL - BSc (Hons) PH - FT - B
	18. AM report - KCL - MSc DT - FT - A
	19. AM report - KCL - MSc PH (Pre -reg) - FT - B
	20. AM report - KCL - Pg Dip DT - FT - A
	21. AM report - LJMU - BA (Hons) SW - FT - a
	22 & 23. AM report - LJMU - BSc (Hons) BS - FT & PT - a
	24. AM report - LJM - Dip HE PA - FT - b
	25. AM report - LJMU - MA SW - FT - a
	26. AM report - LJMU - PG Dip (Step up) SW - WBL - a
	27. AM report - MMU - BA (Hons) SW - FT - a
	28 & 29. AM report - MMU - BSc (Hons) BS - FT & PT - a
	30. AM report - MMU - BSc (Hons) BS (Blood Sciences) - FT - a
	31. AM report - MMU - BSc (Hons) BS (Cellular Sciences) - FT - a
	32. AM report - MMU - BSc (Hons) BS (Genetic Sciences) - FT - a
	33. AM report - MMU - BSc (Hons) BS (Infection Sciences) - FT - a
	34. AM report - MMU BSc (Hons) PH - FT - c
	35. AM report - MMU - BSc (Hons) SL (psychology and speech pathology) - FT
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	41. AM report - NCD - BSc (Hons) (validated by Leeds Beckett) CH - FT - b
	42. AM report - NCD - BSc (Hons) (validated by Teeside) CH - FT - b
	43. AM report - NCD - Cert LA - PT - b
	44. AM report - NCD - Cert POM - PT - b
	45. AM report - CoLC - BA (Hons) SW - FT - a
	46 & 47. AM report - SMJ - BSc (Hons) SP - FT & PT - c
	48. AM report - UCL BSc (Hons) HAD - FT - a
	49. AM report - UCL - Doc PPCL - FT - a
	50. MC report - UCL MSc HAD - FT - b
	51. MC report - UCL PGDip HAD - FT - b
	52. AM report - Birmingham - Doc PPCL - FT - a
	53. AM report - Birmingham - Doc PPCL & PPF - FT - b
	54. AM report - Brighton - MSc PH - FT - A
	55. AM report - Brighton - Pg Dip PH - FT - A
	56. AM report - UCLAN - BSc (Hons) ODP - FT - b
	57 & 58. AM report - UCLAN BSc (Hons) PH - FT&PT - b
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	60. AM report - Coventry & Warwick - Doc PPCL - FT - a
	61 & 62. AM report - Cumbria - FdSc PA - FT & PT - b
	63. AM report - Derby - BSc (Hons) DRAD - FT - b
	64. AM report - DER - BSc (Hons) OT - FT - d
	65. AM report - DER - MA ASAT - FT - d
	66. AM report - DER - MA ASDT - FT - e
	67. AM report - DER - MSc OT - FT - d
	68. AM report - UEL - BA (Hons) SW - FT - a
	69. AM report - UEL - MA SW - FT - a
	70. AM report - UEL - Doc PPCO - PT - a
	71. AM report - Huddersfield - DipHE ODP - FT - a
	72 & 73. AM report - Hull - BA (Hons) SW - FT & PT - b
	74 & 75. AM report - Hull - MA SW - FT & PT - b
	76 & 77. AM report - Hull - PGDip SW - FT & PT - b
	78. AM report - Lancaster - MA SW - FT - a
	79. AM report - Lancaster - PG Dip SW - FT - a
	80. AM report - Nottingham - MNutr - FT - A
	81. AM report - Surrey - BSc (Hons) PA - FT - a
	82. AM report - Surrey - DipHE ODP - FT - a

