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JBM Annual Report 2018   
 
Introduction 
 
This report summarises the JBM’s activity during 2018, including visits undertaken, items 
discussed, decisions taken, and documentation produced. 
 
A JBM Governance 
 
A1 JBM terms of reference (TOR) 
The Institution of Civil Engineers (ICE), the Institution of Structural Engineers (IStructE), the 
Institute of Highway Engineers (IHE), and the Chartered Institution of Highways and 
Transportation (CIHT) established a Joint Board of Moderators (JBM) to co-ordinate 
accreditation activities for educational programmes in the civil, structural, transportation and 
associated engineering disciplines within the built environment sector.   
 
The JBM is licensed by the Engineering Council (EngC), the UK’s regulatory body for the 
engineering profession, to accredit degree programmes that partially or fully satisfy the 
academic requirements for Incorporated Engineer (IEng), or Chartered Engineer (CEng).  
They are also licensed by the EngC to approve qualifications that fully satisfy the academic 
requirements for Engineering Technician (EngTech) registration.  
 
A2 JBM Board Members 
Chair: Nick Russell, BSc (Hons), CEng, FIStructE, FICE, F.ASCE, MCMI  
Director, Thomasons Ltd   Term of office:  three years (2017-2019) 
 
The following new members were welcomed to the JBM Board’s October 2018 meeting: 
 Martin Gillie, Warwick University  
 Gordon Brown, West Lothian Council  ,  
 
The following ended their terms of office with the JBM Board: 
 Adam Crewe, University of Bristol  
 Sarah Buck , BSW Consulting 
 Stephen Garrity, University of Leeds  
 Ellie Gormley, Telford & Wrekin Council  
 Charles Johnson, Atkins Global  
 Clive Onions, Consultant 
 Mark Sterling, University of Birmingham  
The term of office for JBM Board members is normally three years, but members may serve 
up to two consecutive three-year terms. In certain circumstances, a member may stay on the 
Board if their particular experience and knowledge is essential to the functioning of the 
Board. 
 
  

http://www.jbm.org.uk/ancillary_files/documents/jbm102_jbmcompositionv_0118
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A3 Discussion Topics 
 REF 2021 
 Website wording 
 Professional qualifications policy and guidance 
 Charging for  JBM accreditation visits 
 Inclusion in Engineering  
 Apprenticeship Degrees 

 
A3.1  Update on REF 2021 

 ICE submitted 31 nominations to be considered for the REF Engineering 
Panel and Panel membership was announced in March 2018.   
 Panel B Sub-Panel 12 Engineering will be chaired by Professor John 
Clarkson University of Cambridge and membership of the panel for the criteria phase 
includes Muhammed Basheer (Leeds), Oubay Hassan (Swansea) and William 
Powrie (Southampton).   
 Membership of the panel for the assessment phase includes Tim Ibell (Bath), 
Abigail Bristow (Surrey) and Kevin Cullinane (University of Gothenburg).   

 
A3.2 Website wording 

 In reviewing process and documentation relating to accreditation visits, the 
JBM Audit Panel noted that some university websites record JBM-accredited 
programmes as accredited by the JBM or the Engineering Council; some refer to 
accreditation by all JBM professional engineering bodies (PEBs); and others make 
reference to only one or two of the Professional Engineering Bodies – mainly the ICE 
or IStructE, often CIHT, but seldom  IHE.  
 The Board confirmed that the existing website wording is still in place which 
references all four JBM PEBs and requested that when accreditation wording is 
reviewed by the audit panel, JBM visit teams or JBM secretariat this is the wording 
they should see.   
 The Board also agreed that it is not a non-conformity of the accreditation 
process if the Audit Panel agree that website wording is wrong but they would expect 
the HEI to be contacted to ask them to use the correct wording and reference all 4 
JBM PEB’s.  
 

A3.3  Professionally qualified teaching staff 
The Board agreed that the 50% rule of academic staff being professionally qualified 
should continue but significantly more emphasis should be put on peripheral 
information received from the universities. If the number of professionally qualified 
staff at the university is less than 50%, this should be investigated at the visit.  
Further guidance on this will be published in 2019.  

 

A3.4 Charging for accreditation visits  
The parent institutions of the JBM agreed to introduce a new annual change from 
September 2019 onwards to support the JBM’s accreditation activities.  The new fee 
will provide a secure basis for supporting accreditation activities and responding to 
the demands of an increasingly complex education landscape in the UK.  It is a 
decision that has not been taken lightly and the Institutions are not the first to have 
introduced such charges.  

 
A3.5 Inclusion in Engineering  

Dawn Bonfield made a presentation to the JBM Board that focused on the topic of 
Inclusion in Engineering and how this is related to accreditation and she advised the 
Board that the areas she would be discussion ie the ethical need for diversity and 
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inclusion is likely to be an addition to AHEP and UK-SPEC in its new versions.  The 
accreditation process will need to acknowledge and understand this growing area of 
our discipline and be aware of what best practice looks like, what to look out for and 
how to make suitable recommendations for improvement.  Dawn suggested that the 
topic of inclusion cold be considered in three ways: Inclusive ’Engineering’, Teaching 
and Learning and Departmental Culture. It was agreed that the JBM visit team 
checklist could be changed to record this information and that it would be beneficial 
for all universities to hear Dawn’s update on this area and that Neil Tsang (incoming 
Chari of ACED) will invite Dawn to make a presentation at the ICE/IStructE/ACED 
Heads of Department meeting in 2019.  
 

A3.6  Apprenticeship Degrees 
The second presentation was from Ellen Ryan and Neil Tsang and focused on the 
area of Degree Apprenticeships.  Ellen outlined the situation to date in terms of 
Universities offering apprenticeship degrees in England, Scotland, Wales and 
Northern Ireland and referenced the new Guidelines for Apprenticeship Degrees that 
have been developed by the JBM and areas that visiting team members needed to 
check when they were reviewing such programmes for accreditation.  Neil’s 
presentation gave an overview of the apprenticeship degree programme that had 
been developed for delivery at Coventry in collaboration with the Technician 
Apprenticeship Consortium and the similar contractors group that had been led by 
Tony Ellender of Balfour Beatty.  Neil also identified issues being faced by Coventry 
in delivering this programme especially regarding employer engagement. It was 
agreed that apprenticeship programmes will now be a standard item for each JBM 
Board meeting to allow them to monitor developments and possible guidance 
material.  

 
A4  JBM Guidelines 
 
A4.1  JBM Guidelines for Developing Degree Programmes (JBM117) 

The Guidelines Working Group (GWG) commenced a review of the guidelines in 
2015. An updated version, covering MEng, BEng (Hons) and IEng degree 
programmes, and incorporating  the engineering in practice annexes A-H – including 
professionalism and ethics; site visits; and industrial influence and input – was 
completed at the end of 2017. The new guidelines provide information in a more 
user-friendly format and emphasise the JBM’s commitment to the integration of the 
key threads across the curriculum. (Other than this, there is little change to the 
guidelines.) Feedback from HEIs has been actively encouraged and will be 
welcomed (and will be incorporated as appropriate).  

 
A4.2 Documentation Working Group (DWG) 

The DWG was established with the purpose of reviewing, updating, cross-referencing 
and/or archiving all JBM guidelines which relate to the preparation of accreditation 
submissions and visits. It held its first meeting in June 2017 and made final  
recommendations to the JBM Board in June 2018. 

 
A4.3 Further Learning  

Further learning guidance material has been updated in parallel with the guidelines 
for developing degree programmes. 

 
A4.4 Guidelines for Apprenticeship Programmes  

A guidance document has been developed to support universities and colleges 
wishing to provide programmes of study that will provide the underpinning, 
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knowledge, skills and behaviours for one of the following approved apprenticeship 
standards. 
 

• Civil Engineer (Degree) ST0417/01  
• Civil Engineering Technician ST0091  
• Construction Site Engineering Technician ST0046 
• Railway Engineering Design Technician ST0315 
• Civil Engineer Site Management (Degree) ST0042 

 
A separate guidance document is being developed for use by Scottish universities 
and colleges.  

 
B JBM Visits and Feedback 
 
B1.1 There were eighteen  accreditation visits, four review visits, and one  exploratory visit 

in 2018. International visits were made to Military Technical College (MTC); Xi’an 
Jiaotong Liverpool University; Nottingham University Malaysia and Ningbo 
campuses; and Heriot Watt Dubai campus. 

 
B1.2 The JBM will visit the following HEIs in 2019:  

The University of Manchester, University of Glasgow, University of Surrey, University 
of Portsmouth, Cardiff University, Abertay University, Birmingham City University, 
Llandrillo College, University of Brighton, University of Exeter, Coventry University, 
London South Bank University, University of Central Lancashire, Leeds Beckett 
University, University of Leeds, University of Strathclyde, University of Bradford and  
Northumbria University. .  

 
A Joint EAB visit will be made to the University of Bristol. 

 
International visits are scheduled to Oman – a joint visit to the Middle East College 
(MEC) and Military Technical College (MTC); Rushmore Business School (delivering 
programmes in partnership with Leeds Beckett University), STI Myanmar (delivering 
programmes in partnership with the University of Bedfordshire) and Heriot Watt  
Malaysian campus. 
 

B1.3 Feedback following Accreditation Visits 
The JBM actively seeks feedback from all HEIs which have undergone an 
accreditation visit. This feedback has led to a review of JBM submission 
documentation and the way that documentation is provided by universities.  The new 
submission document template will be available to use on visits from autumn 2019 
onwards.  The Board is grateful to those universities who have agreed to test the 
document during their visits in spring 2019.    

 
C  Programme Accreditations 
 
C1  Summary of programme accreditations 2018: 

 UK visit reports considered for CEng: 12 
 International visit reports considered for CEng: 3 
 Paper submissions for new programmes and reports in response to JBM 

recommendations: 19 
 CEng approved: 47 (MEng) and 36 (BEng (Hons) as partial CEng 
 CEng rejected: 2 (MEng) and 2 (BEng (Hons)  
 UK visit reports considered for IEng: 4 
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 IEng approved:  8 
 IEng rejected: 3 
 Eng Tech approved: 8 
 EngTech rejected: 5 

 
C2   Summary of academic programmes accredited as meeting further learning 

 requirements 2018: 
 Further learning for CEng approved:  55 (12 non-technical and 43 Technical)  
 Further learning for CEng rejected: 3 
 Further learning for IEng approved: 0 
 Further learning for IEng rejected: 0 

 
D Key Areas of Interest/Emerging Topics 
 
D1  Dissemination of good practice  

 The JBM is committed to disseminating good practice across HEIs offering 
accredited programmes. Areas identified during visits in 2018 is included as Annex A. 

D2  Engagement with the Engineering Council during the review of UK-SPEC and 
 associated accreditation guidance (commenced autumn 2017). 

 
D3   The development and review of apprenticeship standards (levels 3-6). 

The JBM has expressed concerns relating to the amount of work to be undertaken in 
the workplace; specifically, how this is to be assessed and linked back to learning 
outcomes. Engagement with industry will be key in the success of a timely 
application by apprentices and their employers for an End Point Assessment  

  



JBM\Annual Report\2018 V4 July18 6 
 
 

Annex A  
Good practice identified at accreditation visits    

 
University of Brighton 
 The Team was impressed with the fact that all of the research facilities, in particular 
the laboratories, are also used for teaching at both postgraduate and undergraduate levels.  
 Last year Civil Engineering students were involved in a new activity entitled ‘Practical 
Skills for Construction’. This was a Community project.to help those who wanted to get into 
the Construction Industry but had not had the opportunity to experience the practicalities of 
some of the work involved.  
 
University of Bristol 
 The level of student engagement is outstanding. Relationships between students and 
staff are very positive with good two-way feedback on a range of issues. Mechanisms for 
hearing the student ‘voice’ are very effectively utilised.  
 The Department has been effective in increasing its proportion of female students 
from 28% to 40%.  
 The contingency planning for study abroad and arrangements to ‘catch-up’ those 
returning who may have had gaps in their options on return are effective and praised by the 
students, who were all positive about their experiences.  
 The Design Project in the 4th year produces excellent output.  
 The opportunity provided for students to continue their 3rd year research project by 
selecting a 40 credit 4th year research project option, paving a way forward for a future 
research career.  
 There is good use of sketching, particularly in the design project work.  
 The first-year surveying course is challenging and has very positive outcomes for the 
students, particularly in terms of group cohesiveness.  
 
University of Durham 
 The provision of a solid foundation in Science and Mathematics and Engineering 
Analysis.  
 Offering a broad exposure to Engineering Design techniques, materials selection and 
sustainability, with coherent Engineering Design through the first three years.  
 Bright and articulate students.  
 The quality of student work, namely, good writing standards and well-presented 
reports; good technical content and analysis with evidence of planning in project reports; an 
impressive quality of sketching; a high standard of project work with many inspired by 
current research; and very good research projects that are truly research projects in most 
cases.  
 A very supportive and active Industrial Partnership Committee with representation 
from a range of companies.  
 A well-structured approach to supporting industry-led projects.  
 Opportunities for “hands on” experience including the Professional Engineers 
Applications Course (PEAC).  
 Opportunities for students to work on international projects eg the solar car race.  
 High quality equipment for mechanical laboratories, the aeronautics laboratory (wind 
tunnel) and the new equipment in the electrical machines laboratory, and the integration of 
laboratory work in the curriculum.  
 All questions are compulsory in all exams, thus ensuring coverage of all learning 
outcomes and removing the temptation of ‘question spotting’.  

 
University of Exeter  
 Clear evidence of double marking on examination scrips.  
 The general first year is good and well received by students.  
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 All the students spoke positively about the Pelton Wheel project part of the first year 
Module ECM1101. The Team was impressed by the technology that is incorporated into this 
module.  
 The counselling and mentoring support available to students.  
 The links to local industry and the use of external lecturers.  
 The students logbook that demonstrates early engagement with the professional 
bodies  
 On the MSc programmes the use of programming  
 They make good use of their research laboratories for the undergraduate projects  
 
Leeds Beckett University  
 The teaching staff’s open door policy  
 The inclusion of sketching in the course induction 

 
University of Liverpool 
 They are looking at the digital world and they are buying in new resources to allow 
development in this area. The Virtual Engineering Centre is a unique resource and allows 
students to develop and display their design in 3-D format.  
 Construction Management modules that are relevant to industry and reflect current 
practice and support the vision of a Liverpool graduate.  
 They run the Constructionarium and although they have not been able to offer this to 
everyone they have been able to support any student who has said that they would wish to 
attend the Constructionarium, to do so.  
 The strong support from the ILC, in particular the Chair, who is actively involved in 
driving though change and his willingness to respond to new challenges.  
 Plans to develop the research areas.  
 Introduction of the EwB challenge in year one and the opportunities this has given for 
engagement by the ILC and for closer collaboration with the Architecture Department.  
 The fact that the Library has laptops for loan by the students.  
 The buying in of specialist skills from Arup to support design teaching  
 
Included as attachments are two documents (Include Annex A.1 and Annex A.2 on the role 
of the Industrial Advisory committee and embedding creativity in the undergraduate 
curriculum)  

 
Liverpool John Moores University 
 The strong links with Industry 

 
Military Technological College, Oman 
 Ensuring that employer needs are being addressed in the programmes via the SNA.  
 Plans for extra support for mathematics teaching by the development of a 
mathematics learning resource centre.  
 Motivated staff and students  
 The development of their own temporary Construction Site that allows students to 
build small scale structures.  
 
Nottingham Trent University  
 Payment of one professional membership for staff  
 Student IT profiles stored on computers to reduce boot up time  
 Good level of investment in laboratories  
 The School’s excellent industry links, placement provision  and employability rate  
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Queen’s University, Belfast 
 The voluntary mentoring scheme, whereby second year students mentor first years 
new to the university was very highly regarded by the students that had participated. The 
team felt this scheme was of great benefit to new students both pastorally and academically. 

 
University of Sheffield  
 Excellent links with Architecture Department 
 Good engineering skills in Year 1 including first semester practicals where students 
follow a programme of practical workshops and record their learning in a single booklet. 
 Research Showcase for students, with academics talking about their research 
projects  
 Approachable staff 
 Student integrated design projects were impressive 
 Excellent new Diamond Building facilities for engineering lectures, practice and desk 
research 

 
University of the West of Scotland 
 Student support and the supportive culture at the university is exceptional. 

 
University of Wolverhampton 
 Improved links with local industry, leading to good placement opportunities 
 The Infrastructure Engineering and Management programme is well positioned 
for the market and industry. 

 
Xi’an Jiaotong Liverpool University  
 The Team was impressed by detailed feedback that the staff give to the students  
• The trail for setting of exam papers is a well-documented process, from the point of 
setting papers, moderation of papers by Liverpool and by the External Examiner  
• Mentoring scheme operated with support from the IAB members  
• The IAB also award a number of prizes to the final year students  
• Good laboratory provision, which many universities in UK would be envious of  
• Research Fellowship (SURF) project  
 

 
 



31 January 2018  

  

UNIVERSITY OF LIVERPOOL’S INDUSTRIAL LIAISON 
COMMITTEE (ILC) – THE NEW ILC: ‘SETTING UP FOR 
SUCCESS’ 

The following comments are based upon the insights of the ILC Chair on the 
current format of the group and the simple changes that are creating value 

Introduction 
In 2016, the University of Liverpool’s Industrial Liaison Committee (ILC) changed a few key aspects of its 
administration to create a big difference. This paper highlights the reasons behind the change, the positive 
impacts and the tools/techniques that have been employed in gaining external recognition for its approach. 
The timing of the paper coincides with the 2018 JBM Accreditation Visit when the external visiting team 
asked if it was possible to share the approach having been cited as best practice. 

What was the ILC like before? 
 Chaired by academics who had always run the ILC meetings in the same traditional way. 

 Proceedings led and twice yearly meetings focused on policy, issues and student intake numbers. 

 Active mentoring scheme for 3rd and 4th Year MEng students taking Civil Engineering programmes. 

 Small involvement from the ILC in providing lecturing input to support mainly one-off activities. 

Why change? 
 Feedback from the 2014 JBM Accreditation Visit was for having an Industrial Professional (IP) Chair. 

 I was identified from the existing ILC as able to take up the role challenge and have positive impact. 

 We needed to change as ILC was not so effective, stale and membership not targeted on outputs. 

What are the key things that have changed? 
 Chaired by one of the IPs who had been an ILC member since 2005 and also a university alumnus. 

 Co-Chair is a member of academic staff who has excellent knowledge of industrial practices. 

 All agendas are jointly created between industry and academia by these two members of the ILC. 

 Meetings became more action orientated and outputs driven, with applied & real-world emphasis. 

Have the people involved in the ILC changed? 
 Increased members of UoL alumni and recent graduates to create stronger IP links to university. 

 Academic staff remain the same, but the total number of attendees has increased by over 50%. 

 Created redundancy in membership, so always a representative from each industrial organisation. 

 Greater diversity of IP roles, with majority being active members of JBM professional institutions.  

How has this altered the running of the meetings? 
 ILC annual schedule is more agile allowing quorum meetings to be established to address issues. 

 All School proceedings are circulated for ratification only, thus giving more time to deliver outputs. 

 ILC meeting agendas are based on current activity within the School or relevant IP “hot topics”. 

 Enhanced focus on IP members and how they can contribute, support and share knowledge. 



  

What was the first meeting like as Chair in 2016? 
 Agenda sent in advance with a message from me by way of an introduction to my ILC Chair role. 

 Papers circulated for ratification in the meeting, with agenda time to only raise matters on these. 

 Challenged each ILC member to share their last LinkedIn post or a recent document they had read. 

 Offered a way out to those who did not want to remain involved (with “Get Out Of Jail Free” card). 

 Explained how IPs would have greater power to influence and support School + ILC activities. 

 Highlighted 2018 JBM Accreditation Visit as something we all needed to work on now as a “bid”. 

 Invited IPs to attend a module judging panel and quorum before Christmas as an interim meeting. 

 Left that meeting feeling we had good energy and the challenge had been accepted by all parties. 

What are the hard outputs the ILC have delivered that could be replicated? 
 Create an IP Competency Matrix so your School can understand specialisms/support offerings. 

 Create a library of reference materials from IPs for academic staff to utilise in their activities. 

 Create a central email address for IPs to communicate with each other and with academics. 

 Highlight “hot topics” at each meeting to ensure knowledge base is current (benefits all parties). 

 Have agility in the annual ILC schedule to cater for quorum sessions at ad hoc times (if needed). 

 Use the ILC’s “Creativity in Curriculum” paper for the JBM to inform direction and induct new staff. 

What are some of the soft “business” outputs the ILC have delivered? 
 Mind-set and approach for showcasing success with multiple new resources to jointly share/utilise. 

 Greater understanding of the narrative/backstory for the new cohort of staff recent to the School. 

 Greater positivity around the ILC through its increased visibility and active partner engagement. 

 Working in an action orientated way to deliver mutual success between industry and academe.   

 Increasing ownership/accountability across the ILC through promised based management. 

What impact has this had? 
 More interest from IPs since they are seeing the personal benefits/rewards for their engagement. 

 Sharing reference materials and hot topics increases knowledge for IPs and not just for academics. 

 IPs have greater access to senior academic staff to influence change in the School and university.  

 Greater collaborative and trusting relationship forged between all parties signed up to the new ILC. 

 Meetings are more fun, creative and have much more energy; thus ensuring a valuable use of time. 

 Academics appear more willing to ask for help / support from IPs associated with their specialisms. 

Which am I most proud of since becoming Chair? 
 Greater visibility of the ILC amongst all academic staff of the School’s subjects/programmes team.  

 Gaining positive feedback on ILC-supported outputs as part of the 2018 JBM Accreditation Visit. 

 Being recognised for my active ILC Chair role and contributions by gaining Honorary Professor title. 
 
If you want to know more, please do not hesitate to contact me at CIVILS-ILC@liverpool.ac.uk 
 

 

Perry Shard CEng MICE AIEMA 
ILC Chair & Graduate of the University of Liverpool (1998) 

mailto:CIVILS-ILC@liverpool.ac.uk


17 October 2016  

  

UNIVERSITY OF LIVERPOOL’S INDUSTRIAL LIAISON 
COMMITTEE (ILC) – THE EXISTING MENTORING SCHEME: 
‘SETTING UP FOR SUCCESS’ 

The following comments are based upon the insights of the ILC Chair and the 
unique two-way learning experiences that the ILC Mentoring Scheme offers 

Introduction 
I first became involved with the ILC Mentoring Scheme in 2005, having been involved with multiple 
groups with mixed success. This was because my understanding of what students really needed had 
developed, and also the quality of the learners involved had varied dramatically.  
 
From the start, I emphasised to my mentor groups that this was their chance to ask questions and to gain 
support from someone who had previously been in the same situation to them… admittedly I left the 
University of Liverpool in 1998, but I am more connected with the School of Engineering now than I ever 
was in my time as a student (I graduated with a BEng Honours in Civil Engineering). For those mentor 
groups, I was there to ask for help when they were stuck with studies. They were able to run ideas past 
me on their current work. I was also able to assist them in becoming more focussed.  
 
I have always dedicated myself to the student groups assigned to me, and never failed to meet a deadline 
or promise that I have given. This does not mean giving up time, but instead treating your mentor 
group(s) as you would wish to be treated by others… with professionalism and respect! 

What are my top 5 tips? 
1. Establish a student Chair of the mentor group… this lessens your “admin” burden! 
2. Encourage contact when new things crop up… you may be able to help! 
3. Meet regularly to maintain momentum… use Skype rather than face-to-face! 
4. Where you can, create site visit experiences… they are really valuable to students!  
5. Be an open book and learn something from the students… ever heard of reverse mentoring? 

http://fortune.com/2016/07/26/reverse-mentoring-target-unitedhealth/ 

What does good look like from my perspective? 
There were some very simple things that I have always undertaken that have worked… 
 

Professionalism 
1. Respected the fact that this was a “new relationship” that had to be nurtured from both sides.  
2. Built trust, but if the student groups did not show-up for sessions or failed to deliver, I then made 

them aware this was unacceptable.  
3. Guided them towards solutions without giving answers. 

Opportunities 
4. Encouraged my mentor groups to make contact when new projects were briefed, in order to 

support an implementation strategy. 
NOTE – It can be really disappointing when you find out late in the day that you could have 
assisted if only asked. So, establishing in students a discipline to contact their industrial mentors 
to make them aware of new work, challenges or projects is a great attribute to instil. 

  

http://fortune.com/2016/07/26/reverse-mentoring-target-unitedhealth/


  

Correspondence 
5. Established a “Chair” within the student groups for information flow, and ensured that they 

followed through in delivering this to others.  
6. Always responded to queries and emails quickly, and I always gave the group information on 

where to look if I did not know the specific answer.  
Meetings and Actions 

7. Met up at least twice per semester with my mentor group(s), and before each ILC Meeting at the 
University of Liverpool (to enable issues to be brought forward to that regular forum).  
NOTE – With current technology, there is no reason why this has to be a face-to-face meeting; 
why note Skype or arrange a Conference Call? 

8. Each time we met, I established a set of actions for the group with particular people identified for 
tasks in a defined timescale. I enforced this regime early in the process, so as to make them 
aware that I was there to help, but I would not do things for them nor chase them.  
NOTE – This worked well for those who were engaged. However, for others who did not turn up 
again after the initial meeting, I never pursued them further. I also informed the student Chair of 
the group that this was my intention, so they could then cascade that message. 

Reference Material 
9. Discussed my roles and the types of responsibilities I undertook in work on a daily basis. Having 

established that some of the information to which I had access may also be good reference 
material for the group (e.g. for current projects and for potential future ones), I provided a copy 
of some key pointers to the Chair for circulation.  
NOTE – This proved a worthwhile exercise, and also created debate on the level, appropriateness 
and relevance of some of the information that was available to them within the resources of the 
University. 

Summer Placements 
10. Assisted some members of mentor groups in finding work through the summer, and assisted a 

couple of them with guidance on interview techniques and possible questions/answers to work 
at. For example, in two cases, this led to both students gaining summer placements.  

11. Offered site visits in the “summer months” out of lecture time for those who were interested in 
seeing certain schemes with which I was involved, for them to shadow and support me. I 
arranged days in the design office for those undertaking projects of that nature, and also 
suggested other days of experience on-site as part of an established site team. 
NOTE- This worked well with some students, but not all. It required a great deal of time to 
arrange and finalise plans, and in a few cases these fell through at the last minute due to student 
project and coursework deadlines. 

Design Projects 
I have been involved in a number of diverse projects, but here is a brief overview of the approach that I 
adopted with three different projects where I was asked by the group to assist: 
 
River Ribble Barrage 
I had no experience of this scheme personally, and it is not an area of my expertise, but I did what I could 
to help, since I was involved with a really enthusiastic group. In terms of direct input, I… 

 Chaired their initial meeting and also provided proformas, so that the mentor group could hold 
their own subsequent meetings and establish actions for each other with timescales. 

 Undertook some preliminary research for the students, and gathered information on the local 
interest/pressure groups opposed to the barrage (as within Birse Coastal at the time). 

 Established contacts with the Environment Agency on the feasibility study for the scheme they 
had undertaken. Also provided the group with modelling data for the estuary under exploration, 
this achieved through construction contacts in the Lancashire area. 



  

 Organised and took the group on a full day of site visit to the study area. 

 Visited the local RNLI station to discuss the topography of the estuary with those who used the 
river on a daily basis, and gained their views on what the proposed barrage could offer the area. 

 Visited Preston Harbour to view detailed maps of the estuary, and also to discuss the project with 
people who used the river for leisure purposes.  

 
Middlewood Locks 
I had some first-hand experience of this project, given that I had been Supervisor on the Manchester 
Salford Inner Relief Route Scheme in 2001/02. My employer at that time had constructed the road over 
the original locks at the mouth of the River Irwell, and had been involved throughout the life of the 
project with the Manchester Bolton Bury Canal Society (MBBCS).  
 
I provided my mentor group with: 

 Photographs of the scheme and the original locks. 

 Details of the regeneration proposals for the canal. 

 Contact details to members of the MBBCS. 

 The opportunity for a site visit to Volker Stevin who were reconstructing the original canal basin. 
 
Footbridge Design 
Again, I had no personal structures experience of footbridges, but my mentor group tackled this specific 
project in a very real-life way by holding a series of “workshops” involving group members. We also 
looked at the project as a real-life scheme, as though undertaking a tender submission. As such, I… 

 Investigated current “footbridge design competitions” to establish what others were doing in the 
industry, and discussed the issue of aesthetics over buildability.  

 Discussed the use of the bridge, what is was going to be used for, how long it was to be built to 
last for, why it was being built, and for whom.  

 Reviewed the brief in detail and determined a number of assumptions that we could make. 

 Defined the envelope of design for live carriageways, railways & waterways, and the student 
group also discussed matters relating to construction methods and site compounds.  
NOTE – This led on to discussions around buildability, safe construction methods, materials 
selection, costings (including maintenance) and wider environmental issues.  

 
A key ingredient for me is that I helped these mentor groups see their design projects as more than just a 
number crunching exercise; but also about the consideration of buildability, sustainability and reality. I 
believe that this approach really helped these students to grasp the concept of what we actually do in the 
construction industry. As a result, they were certain that they would all approach future problems by 
thinking about these same “real-life” issues, and not simply worry about the numbers that contribute to a 
solution. 

Share the learning 
Everybody involved in the ILC Mentoring Scheme is naturally going to have a different approach. But, I 
hope this document of personal insights provides some food-for-thought on tips, tricks, value-added 
experiences and feedback associated with what others see as good. 
 

 

Perry Shard (University of Liverpool’s ILC Chair) 

  



  

Feedback from Neil Forsythe (Student Chair of a past Mentor Group) 
I asked Neil for feedback on my Mentor role within his group, and what he had gained from my input. 
Here are his comments (in Neil’s own words): 
 
Showing Interest  
Having an interest in what we, as students, are doing both academically and over the summer is 
encouraging for us. I think a bit of consistency helps as well. Arranging to meet up fairly regularly 
throughout the term makes it easier and more comfortable for us to ask questions, as you are a bit more 
approachable. I think it helps when we arrange to meet together. If you just left us to organise meeting 
up, or said “just let me know when you want to meet up”, we probably would not bother to make any 
arrangements. But when we sort out meetings together, we are then more likely to keep to what has 
been agreed in terms of those arrangements. 
 
Contact  
Importantly, you as mentor of the group make yourself available for us to pick your brain at any time, and 
this has already been a great help. Keeping in contact by email/phone, and encouraging us to use you as 
much as we can (not just when we meet up), has also been really beneficial. 
 
Project Work  
Having an input in our project work was invaluable. The experience that you can bring to that activity is 
much more than we could get from anywhere else. Making us look at work from an industrial standpoint, 
instead of a purely academic point of view, then makes the project seem more realistic and more 
worthwhile from you having put the effort into it. 
 
Reference Materials  
This ties in to the project work; but having someone who can point out relevant documents, materials, 
codes of practice, etc, and inform us what they mean and how they relate to our project work, is again 
invaluable. This gave us a good advantage over other student groups in class, and surprised the lecturers 
that we would even consider some of the materials that we ended up using in our project submission. 
 
Site Visits  
Going on site visits helps us to relate what we are doing in class to what is going on in the real-world. I 
know the site visits that you have in mind for us are relevant to what we are doing in our studies, which 
makes the areas of civil engineering that we are learning about much more interesting. 
 
Summer Placements  
Personally, sorting out the summer placement was really helpful for me, in particular. From that, I have 
realised how important it is to have site experience. This practical insight gave me a great opportunity to 
use the knowledge that I had gained, to then learn lots of new skills, and also to see how many different 
aspects there are relating to a construction project. 



11 January 2017  
 

  

UNIVERSITY OF LIVERPOOL POSITION STATEMENT – IN 
RESPONSE TO JBM’S ‘CREATIVITY IN CURRICULA’ LETTER 

Background 
• The Joint Board of Moderators (JBM) issued a letter dated 13th November 2015 with a unanimous 

wish by all four of its member professional engineering bodies (PEBs) – i.e. IStructE, IHE, CIHT and 
ICE – to consider how 3 sub-topics of (i) creativity and ingenuity, (ii) digital technologies and digital 
transformation, along with (ii) deep learning, can all be embedded in JBM-accredited programmes.  

• At a meeting of the Industrial Liaison Committee (ILC) of the School of Engineering, held at the 
University of Liverpool (UoL) in late 2016, it was agreed that a separate workshop should be 
arranged to provide a response to the letter. The aim of that event was to understand the current 
position and suggest next steps at the UoL, as well as to showcase for the JBM prior to its next visit 
to the University (anticipated in 2018) how mutual industrial-academic engagement through the 
ILC was being used to put together a response to relevant matters, such as ‘Creativity in Curricula’. 

• The workshop was attended on Friday 16th December 2016 by a group of industrial professionals 
and academic staff who are members of the ILC, and this document is the agreed output.  

This is about fun too…right? 

 

Vision  
The University of Liverpool’s JBM-accredited Civil Engineering courses will be nationally and internationally 
recognised for producing graduates who: 

• Demonstrate creativity and ingenuity in developing the solutions to engineering challenges. 
• Communicate effectively with, and hold the interest of, technical and non-technical audiences 

using appropriate techniques. 
• Display aptitude in the application and understanding of digital tools and processes across the 

project lifecycle. 
• Inspire others with their passion for engineering. 
• Are the future leaders of the industry / profession.  



  

Position Statement 
Following healthy debate, these summarised objectives are to act as a UoL guide for ongoing development 
throughout 2017 and beyond, and it should be noted that these are not placed in any order of significance: 
 

• FRAMEWORK - Use all of these objectives to inform the current/future teaching offering, to ensure 
there is a consistent message that reflects upon strategic planning and programme delivery. 

• MESSAGING - Understand more about the extent to which creativity already exists within course 
modules and also forms a strong “wrapper” around them to enhance visibility. 

• STATUS - Promote the concept of students being Civil Engineers from day one (e.g. with CIVE113 
and CIVE114 modules in Year 1) having many of the skills that they need for future success. 

• INSPIRING - Recognise current multidisciplinary curricula-relevant activities that provide rich 
learning environments (such as Constructionarium) and replicate these in all that we do. 

• PLAY - Deliver more modules that embed fun and its promotion in individual and group activities, 
and that also encourage greater systems-based thinking rather than “number crunching” alone. 

• DELIVERY - Review delivery of traditional on-campus class-based lectures, to effectively transition 
to digital execution whilst maximising skills of students in social media and networking applications. 

• CONFIDENCE - Enable informed engineering judgements to be made by learners through effective 
use of simple validation techniques (e.g. approximate rules-of-thumb, Excel and hand calculations). 

• SPACE - Maintain learning environments that reinforce professional skills in communication, 
business/enterprise and time management, in order to enable greater creative thinking to evolve. 

• STIMULUS - Continue to utilise the ILC to provide debates on future direction, and through the ILC’s 
newly-invigorated membership ensure inclusion of proactive curricula opportunities for creativity. 

• NETWORKING - Promote professional networks for students to actively engage with engineers 
outside the School to promote themselves effectively (e.g. Year 3 group “mentored” projects). 

• SIGNPOSTING - Provide a robust toolkit (e.g. linked to the ILC’s repository) on how/where to find 
information or technical resources, and to drive inquisitive research instead of teaching solutions. 

• SKETCHING - Further encourage the use of drawings (both hand- and digitally-produced) as key 
components to explore and communicate problems, ideas and solutions for multiple stakeholders. 

• FREEDOM - Take into consideration the use within curricula / programmes of a wider range of 
open-ended exercises which are not bound by traditional static marking assessments. 

• REWARDING - Contemplate recognition for those who deliver the most creative and/or innovative 
engineering solutions that go beyond a set brief (e.g. for what looks amazing and also works). 

• MENTORING - Consider expanding the current role of ILC industrial partners to include mentoring 
academic staff (not just students), with specific areas focused on people management skills. 

• EXPERIENCE - Create value in learner development by ensuring time is set aside in the timetable for 
all academic staff to support students on key modules (e.g. Years 1 & 3 design: CIVE113 & CIVE340). 

• ADVOCACY - Deliver positive experiences for ILC members, so that they speak highly to others and 
are more likely to support the School in the future (as per current ILC industry professional cohort). 

• REALITY - Leverage the breadth of expertise and access comprised within ILC industrial partners, to 
create a variety of contemporary projects and rich learning experiences across curricula. 

• CHALLENGE - Consider introducing real-life scenarios into project work to establish more dynamic 
elements (such as challenge students in responding to reduced timelines or to changes in scope). 

• CONTEXT - Ensure that students are provided with opportunities to understand how creative work 
is shaped by and integrated into the activities of project teams and engagement with stakeholders. 

  



  

Aspirations 
• With a new Head of Department joining the UoL’s School of Engineering on 1st April 2017, we 

believe, as an ILC, that this Position Paper provides a solid basis upon which to build and evolve. 
• The process of having put this document together through an ILC workshop involving a group of 

industrialists and academics has also proved valuable, and can now be replicated for other topics. 
• Following on from previous work centred on the long-term strategy for the School regarding its 

offering and capabilities, we have full confidence that this Position Statement complements that 
particular strategy and is in-keeping with current deliberations within the ILC itself. 

• This document will now form the basis of a more extensive programme / curriculum review at the 
UoL, with a view to introduce the list of objectives contained in this Position Statement.  

• We also believe that the document can be used to promote creativity at future Open Days, through 
the School’s website, as well as in engagement with other departments across the University. 

Development 
• Next steps are to issue this document as response to JBM before the 20th January 2017 deadline. 
• Discuss on 1st April 2017 with the new Head of Department the contents of this Position Statement, 

along with the ILC process of academic-industry collaboration in having produced the document. 
• Expand upon the work completed to-date, in next establishing a level of understanding amongst all 

academic staff on expectations for application in curricula/programmes of the list of objectives. 
 
 
We, as the ILC, trust that this document provides a guide to the ongoing ILC-forged partnership between 
industry and academia, along with JBM-related future curricula developments, whilst also providing you 
with reassurance on the importance that we are placing around the theme of creativity at the UoL. In 
addition, we believe that we are in a strong position from having successfully compiled this JBM response, 
and over the coming years we expect this theme of activity will become an increasingly significantly aspect 
of our offering to students. 
 
Please feel free to contact the School of Engineering should you have any queries or wish to discuss any of 
these points in more detail. We look forward to seeing you during the upcoming JBM visit to the UoL 
planned for 2018. 
 
Thank you,  
 

 

 
Perry Shard CEng MICE AIEMA 
ILC Chair & Graduate of the University of Liverpool (1998) 


	B.3 JBM Annual Report 2018 final draft
	A.1 Liverpool Uni Annex 1 The New ILC - setting up for success - 31 Jan 2018
	A.1Liverpool Uni Annex 2 The Existing Mentoring Scheme 17 Oct 2016
	A.2 University of Liverpool Position Statement- JBM Creativity in Curricula ...

