2024/25 CPD Annual Report

Date September 2025 | Status | For information
To CPD Advisers Committee
Author Renja Salonen, Senior Workforce and Revalidation Coordinator

Introduction

The Committee is asked to note the information contained within this report.

Background

On 1 April 2022, the new FPH CPD policy came live. With that the requirement for FPH members to
complete at least 50 CPD credits each year was replaced by a requirement to submit 3 to 6 reflective
notes linked to their PDP. In addition, the annual CPD audit was replaced by a non-judgemental and
supportive annual review where feedback on the quality of reflective notes is given.

To accompany these significant changes, FPH launched a new CPD diary on 14 March 2023,
integrated as part of the Faculty’s CRM database. This greatly increased the security and robustness
of the CPD diary and protects our members’ data far better than was possible before.

Submission of CPD returns for 2024/25

For the CPD year ending on 31 March 2025, 1,684, annual returns were submitted by FPH members.
This is slightly more than previous year (1,603).

Breakdown of submission by region

For this annual report, we have excluded members who are based outside the UK, reflecting the
current understanding that they are generally exempt from these requirements. We are currently

reviewing the relevant requirements to ensure our data remains accurate for future reporting.

CPD
Regions returns TOTAI; CPD RETU R::I stSMIEngIEEIaVSEP
East Midlands 73 West °rk&:,: Humb 4% England
Eastof England | 122 Midlands 7%
London 395 8%
North East 70 Wales
North West 164 6%
Northern Ireland | 29
Scotland 152 South West London
South East 197 9% 23%
South West 147
Wales 93
West Midlands 131
York & The South East
Humb 108 12%
Grand Total 1681

Scotland Northern North West
9% Ireland 10%

2%

Page 1 of 6



Breakdown of submission by membership grades and gender

Breakdown of submission by membership grades and gender
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Non-Submitters

As per the new CPD policy, members who fail to submit an annual return will receive a letter from the
CPD Director reminding them of the requirement to submit an annual CPD return, unless exempt from
CPD. In 2025 there were 56 non-submitters. (94 non-submitters in 2024)

Following the new CPD policy, members who fail to submit an annual CPD return for a second year
will receive a letter from the Registrar inviting them to discuss the reasons for their non-submission.
Members who subsequently fail to make contact within three months will receive a second letter from
the Registrar informing them that their name will be submitted to the FPH Board for removal of
membership under Standing Order 15. The letter will also inform the member they must discuss this
with their line manager and professional appraiser. A letter will be sent to the member’s responsible
officer informing them that the member is not in good standing with the FPH and is pending removal
of membership.

There are 5 members who haven't submitted CPD return for 2 consecutive years. Out of those 5
members, 3 are associates with CPD, 1 Practitioner and 1 fellow.

Summary of CPD submissions in 2024-25 (on 29 August 25)

CPD Members in Region Non - % non

Regions Submissions (in CPD) submitters submitters

East Midlands 73 74 1 1%
East of England 118 118 0 0%
London 385 415 30 7%
North East 68 71 3 4%
North West 161 170 9 5%
Northern Ireland 29 29 0 0%
Scotland 148 154 6 4%
South East 189 193 4 2%
South West 144 146 2 1%
Wales 90 93 3 3%
West Midlands 127 130 3 2%
Yorks & Humber 105 107 2 2%

Summary of CPD submissions in 2023-24

CPD submissions | Members in region (in CPD) Non submitters % non-submitters

East Midlands 63 66 3 5%
East of England 114 115 1 1%
London 368 387 19 5%
North East 60 66 6 9%
North West 150 158 8 5%
Northern Ireland 28 30 2 7%
Scotland 139 146 7 5%
South East 183 188 5 3%
South West 134 141 7 5%
Wales 90 93 3 3%
West Midlands 109 111 2 2%
Yorks & Humber 108 109 1 1%
Total 1603 | 1682 79 5%
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*02/10/2025 — number of received submissions is 1710, which means 26 people have submitted after
receiving a reminder of non-submission.

Annual review

The annual review process started in May 2025 and 129 (119 last year) submissions were randomly
selected by the system. This meant that each of the 14 CPD reviewers had 9 or 10 reviews to
complete, which was 1 or 2 more than last year.

Overall, the quality of submissions from members reviewed continues to be strong with the vast
majority of submitted reflective notes being of good or fair quality - which continues the trend over the
last three years inclusive. Furthermore, the comments and guidance fed back to the members by our
CPD advisers was of a much higher quality and more personalised feedback. | pleased that the CPD
advisers have continued to implement advice following training and internal standardisation to reduce
Inter-adviser variation.

Of the 129 submissions randomly selected for review by the committee (slightly more than the 119 in
the preceding year) 31/129 were deemed to be of poor enough quality that advisers recommended
that these members familiarise themselves with the latest guidance, support and seek support from
regional CPD advisers. This is an increase from the previous year (18% now increasing to 24%). The
expectation is for members receiving these comments to take the initiative and follow-up on the advice
and seek further support in order to improve the quality of their reflective notes and submissions. As
in the CPD policy, the CPD advisers are not expected to individually follow-up these individuals that
have received a poor rating. Regarding the members that submitted poor reflective notes, the average
number of submissions was just over four reflective notes - which is slightly higher than the number
of reflective notes submitted by members who had good quality reflective notes. This may indicate an
overcompensation by members who may recognise their reflective notes may be suboptimal.

Common feedback to members that submitted poor reflective notes included the fact that they were
succinct, lacking detail, not demonstrating new learning and being very descriptive rather than
analytical. They often lacked deeper analysis of learning or its impact on practice. Some submissions
were very generic and some had obviously been cut and pasted from other sources.

Nevertheless, despite an increase in submissions rated poor - there was a substantial increase in
submissions deemed to be of good/high quality (from 53% to 60% this year), with a slight drop in
submissions deemed to be of fair/borderline quality (29% to 16%). This may indicate that members
are better able to submit good quality reflective notes when they apply themselves — which could be
tter training but more likely more experience and discussion with colleagues and appraisers.

Although the policy asks members to submit between three and six reflective notes, the average
submission is just under four reflective notes per member. As expected, submissions from members
are tending to the lower of the submission range — with only 14/129 members submitting six reflective
notes for review. This is less than the 17/119 members submitted six reflective notes the previous
year. Of the 14 that had submitted six reflective notes eight were deemed to be of good quality and
the remaining six poor quality.

The CPD director asked for minor amendments in 13 of the information returned back to members in
feedback. Most of these were asking advisers to signpost additional resources members that had
poor quality reflective notes. A couple of other issues were to remind members to keep submissions
anonymous (with appropriate reductions), with couple of comments focusing on the content rather
than the learning or changing practice. Overall, the quality of feedback given to members through the
review process is much better than previous years. | am pleased that the CPD advisers (including
new advisers) are constantly improving and tweaking their comments to support the wider members
in developing and submitting better quality reflective notes.
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Current Vacancies

We are currently open for nominations for CPD Advisers for East Midlands regions.

Thank you

We would like to express our deep gratitude to following CPD Advisers who finished their terms in
summer 2025; Andrew Terrell, Edward Kuonga, Toni Williams and Alison Bell. Your work supporting
CPD committee has been greatly appreciated.
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Our Current CPD Committee

Person ‘ Role

Katie Hopgood

CPD Adviser, South West

Katie Dee

CPD Adviser, non-region specific

Catherine Coyle

CPD Adviser, Northern Ireland

Daniel Showell

CPD Adviser, East of England

Dianne Draper

CPD Adviser, North West

Durka Dougall

CPD Adviser, London

Esther Mireku

CPD Adviser, North East

Karen Saunders

CPD Adviser, non-region specific

Lola Abudu

CPD Adviser, West Midlands

Megan Harris

CPD Adviser - Wales

Muna Abdel Aziz

International Committee representative

Naveed Syed

Director of CPD/ Chair of CPD Committee

Padmanabhan Badrinath

CPD Adviser, non-region specific

Rachel Cloke

CPD Adviser, Scotland

Thara Raj

CPD Adviser, non-region specific

Giles Ratcliffe

CPD Adviser, Yorkshire & The Humber
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