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GASTRONOMIC CROSSROADS

Train of Chef-Trainer Curriculum

Document field Controlled entry

Programme Erasmus+ Cooperation Partnerships in VET

Project code 2024-1-RO01-KA220-VET-000249708

Vocational ToT route ;gsoe g;ﬁgi t| 9 modules | 27 occupational lessons | separate admission and
Platform blackseafoodignityassociation.ro/courses/

The curriculum contains the complete vocational programme, trainer theory, learner content, practical lessons,
work-based learning, assessment, and quality assurance.
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How to use this curriculum

This standalone English curriculum serves VET providers, chef-trainers, assessors, LMS authors and enrolled
online learners. Each module includes a vocational lesson design and a separate online object. The two routes
share subject matter but have independent access, completion and award rules.

Part Content Primary user

Curriculum identity, target groups, independent routes, VET providers, course

Part I . . .
aims, methodology, and programme architecture leaders, and reviewers

Chef-trainers, vocational

Nine modules with trainer theory, vocational lessons, and = candidates, online
Part II .
independent e-lessons learners, and LMS
authors
Results, practical assessment, digital completion, two Assessors,  moderators,
Part III > P L, dIg P ’ LMS administrators and
awards, and EQAVET quality assurance i
quality leads
Part IV Applied project record, Tutor LMS manifest, reusable =Partners, VET providers

tools, sources, and implementation controls and future cohorts

Part I. Curriculum framework

1. Curriculum identity

Gastronomic Crossroads contains two autonomous learning routes. The vocational Train of Trainers route
develops the occupational, pedagogical and assessment competence of experienced chefs who will train others.
The open e-course develops knowledge and decision-making through self-contained online lessons. Neither route
is a prerequisite for the other.

Curriculum title. Gastronomic Crossroads: From Chef to Chef-Trainer
Vocational route volume. 100 hours distributed across nine modules and twenty-seven occupational lessons

Vocational delivery. Guided study, on-site kitchen and seminar learning, microteaching and supervised work-
based transfer

Recognition. The independent e-course leads to a Digital Course Completion Diploma. The separate vocational
award depends on observed performance, portfolio evidence, moderation and consortium approval.

2. Target group

The vocational target group comprises working chefs, chef educators and experienced culinary professionals
preparing to train peers, apprentices, VET learners, rural cooks, social-enterprise participants or restaurant teams.
The entry conditions below apply only to the vocational route. The independent e-course is available to every
enrolled learner and has no culinary-experience, on-site or workplace prerequisite.
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Entry condition

Current or recent culinary

practice

Safe kitchen baseline

Motivation to train others

Real transfer opportunity

Digital or offline access

\J

W sancesehi Universy
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FooDignity

Acceptable evidence

Employment, client or business
record, professional reference,
portfolio or a practical diagnostic

Recent hygiene training and
observed control of mise en place,
temperature, cleaning, and allergens

Interview, statement or example of
mentoring a colleague or learner

Named the second group, the host or
supervisor, and a feasible delivery
window

Ability to view and return evidence,
with agreed support where needed
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Response when incomplete

Provisional admission only when safe
independent practice can be verified

Mandatory safety update before the
relevant practical assessment

Use Module 0 to test role fit and set a
gap action

Broker a host setting before Module 7

Printable route, assisted upload or in-
person submission without penalty

Access arrangements can include interpretation, captions, printable materials, adapted workstations, alternative
evidence to optional video and additional planning time. Dietary, religious and cultural boundaries are recorded.
No participant is required to taste or handle a specific ingredient when an equivalent route can preserve the
competence being assessed.

3. Why this curriculum

Culinary expertise is often tacit: the experienced chef sees a cue, makes a decision and corrects a process before
a novice understands what changed. This curriculum turns that occupational judgement into visible learning
outcomes, safe practice, assessment evidence and transfer. Historical and cultural claims are treated with the same
discipline as kitchen decisions.

Curriculum design commitments

Each vocational outcome names an observable chef-trainer performance.

A culinary case connects a claim, decision, cue, learner action and evidence.

The GCP Living Recipe Transfer Cycle governs occupational learning and transfer.
Project workshops provide concrete culinary and pedagogical cases.

Every independent e-lesson is self-contained and accessible.

The digital diploma depends only on completion of the e-course and its quizzes.

The vocational award is based on observed teaching, work-based transfer and moderation.
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Curriculum design commitments

Food safety, allergens, cultural respect and resource use are integrated into decisions.

The architecture follows the performance discipline visible in complete Romanian, Spanish and Turkish
vocational programmes: explicit learning outcomes, hours, safe practice, assessment criteria and work-based
learning.

Romanian, Spanish and Turkish vocational traditions are treated as equal sources of culinary practice. Shared

foodways are compared without forcing a single origin story or reducing one cuisine to a variation of another.

4. Aim and objectives

The vocational aim is to prepare experienced chefs to convert verified culinary expertise into safe, evidence-led
learning across Romanian, Spanish and Ottoman-Turkish contexts. The digital aim is to make the underlying
knowledge and decision practice available to any enrolled online learner.

1. Investigate

Frame bounded heritage questions, trace material claims, and communicate confidence and limits.

2. Demonstrate

Reveal sensory cues, safety decisions, recovery actions, and allergen controls hidden inside expert action.
3. Compare

Lead structured comparison without forcing one origin story or erasing local meanings.

4. Reinterpret

Adapt a preparation under a real constraint and account for culinary, resource, and cultural effects.

5. Design

Build accessible occupational and digital learning in which outcomes, activities, feedback and evidence are
explicit.

6. Teach and assess
Facilitate adult practice, observe decisions, give actionable feedback and reach defensible judgements.
7. Transfer and improve

Teach a second group, check later use, and feed evidence into the EQAVET quality cycle.
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Chef-trainer competence profile

Domain

D1 Heritage inquiry

D2 Craft and safety

D3 Comparison

D4 Reinterpretation

D5 Adult learning

D6 Assessment and

digital design

D7  Cascade
quality

5. How the programme works

Route

Independent e-
course

Vocational
Chef-Trainer
ToT

The learning journey has three connected phases. Read and perform develops inquiry, demonstration, comparison,

and adaptation.
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Knowledge Skills esponsibility  and
autonomy
Source types, evidence Build a claim-source Correct weak or
limits, cultural contact, matrix and communicate misleading material
and contested narratives = uncertainty claims
Process science, sensory Demonstrate, verbalize Stop unsafe work and
cues, hazards, allergens, decisions, and supervise protect consumers and
and recovery safe practice learners
Shared foodways, local Moderate comparison and Prevent stereotyping
meanings, and tasting separate observation from = and protect respectful
limits historical proof participation
Seasonality, yield, waste, Redesign under constraint = State what is
cost, labour, water, and and measure practical inherited, adapted, or
energy effects new
Motivation,  deliberate Design and facilitate Adjust support
practice, inclusion, and practical learning for without lowering
feedback experienced adults evidence standards
e e i 1l .
Validity, reliability, Create . rubr%cs, collect Make defensible
2. ) authentic evidence, and ..
accessibility,  privacy, . decisions and protect
7. author low-bandwidth
and LMS limits . data
objects
and Transfer, mentoring, Lead a second-group Contribute evidence
follow-up, EQAVET, session and analyze the to controlled
and version control return evidence improvement
Access Completion Award
27 e-lessons and 9 quizzes Digital Course

Any enrolled learner

Experienced culinary
professionals admitted by a
VET provider

at 75 percent

100 hours, E1 to E7 and all
five critical gates

Completion Diploma

Moderated
vocational award

project

Design and teach turns expertise into a blended lesson and tests it through microteaching.
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Transfer and return move the lesson to an authentic second group, checks use after 4 to 6 weeks, and converts

findings into programme improvement.

Phase Modules Guided and workplace route
A Read and MO o M4 Orientation, seminar, online inquiry,
perform kitchen studio, and workplace test

B Design and teach M35 to M6

C Transfer and Supervised second-group delivery,

M7 to M8

LMS authoring studio, lesson design,
microteaching, and moderation

return follow-up, portfolio, and viva

Hours and delivery balance

Module

MO Professional baseline and agreement
M1 Heritage inquiry and source confidence
M2 Demonstration, safety and allergens
M3 Crossroads comparative kitchen

M4 Sustainable reinterpretation

M5 Blended GCP lesson design

M6 Microteaching and assessment

M7 Supervised cascade

MBS Portfolio, viva, and review

Total

On-site

10
10

50

2
16

Exit evidence

Baseline, source dossier,
demonstration, comparison
and adaptation

Blended lesson, observation,
feedback and revision

Cascade, return record,
certification decision, and
quality proposal

Workplace Total

2 4
4 10
2 14
2 14
4 14
2 10
2 12
14 16
2 6
34 100

VET providers may schedule the 100 vocational hours differently, but the competence route retains the supervised
cascade, return check and the five non-compensatory gates: food safety, allergen control, source integrity, learning
safety and assessment integrity. These conditions do not apply to the open e-course diploma.
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6. GCP methodology

GCP Living Recipe Transfer Cycle

The GCP Living Recipe Transfer Cycle governs the vocational route. It joins culinary inquiry to demonstration,
learner performance, assessment, second-group transfer and return evidence. Sapiens, introduced during the
Madrid activity, informs inquiry and systems reading; the GCP cycle defines the occupational learning and
transfer process.

Movement Chef-trainer question Controlled evidence
What must these learners do, in which context, and with = Performance  outcome
1 Frame .
what evidence? and learner-context note
2 Trace Which source supports each material claim, and how Source-confidence log
confident is it?
3 Read What do place, season, cost, equipment, safety, Kitchen and resource
allergens, labour, and waste change? map
4 Show Which expert cues, decisions, hazards, and recovery Annotated demonstration
moves remain invisible?
5 Cook Where will learners perform and make the critical Observed process and
decision? product
What is shared, different, locally meaningful, or Comparison and tasting
6 Compare . !
uncertain? grid
hat ch 1 i hat clai :
7 Rework W at changes under a real constraint, and what claim Recipe Transfer Sheet
remains valid?
8 Teach Can another person learn, receive feedback, and revise? = Microteaching record
9 Return What is used, changed, or passed on in another group or Cascade and  return

workplace? record

7. GCP vocational methods

Method 1: GCP Trace-to-Plate

Trace-to-Plate is used when a historical, cultural, or geographical claim shapes the lesson. It prevents research,
storytelling, and kitchen practice from separating.

1. Claim. Write the exact statement that matters to the lesson.
2. Source. Test what published, institutional, and practitioner evidence can establish.
3. Kitchen. Translate the claim into a safe, observable technical or sensory question.

4. Compare. Place the result beside another documented route without using taste as historical proof.
Page 7
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5. Teach. State the conclusion, confidence, limitation, and learner decision.

Method 2: GCP Cue-Pause-Coach

Cue-Pause-Coach is used when expert judgement has disappeared inside fluent hand movement. It keeps the
explanation close to the action and transfers the critical decision to the learner.

1. Cue. Name the observable visual, sensory, or measured change.

2. Pause. Stop before the expert makes the decision.

3. Predict. Ask the learner what should happen next and why.

4. Perform. Place the critical action in the learner's hands.

5. Coach. Give one criterion-linked observation and next action.

6. Transfer. Identify another preparation or workplace where the cue applies.

Method choice

Use Trace-to-Plate when the learning problem concerns evidence and meaning. Use Cue-Pause-
Coach when the problem concerns invisible craft. Use both only when the same lesson genuinely

contains both problems. Other activities in the modules are delivery techniques, not additional named
GCP methods.

8. Programme architecture
Module Hours  Exactly three lessons Module result

Accepted baseline
0.1 From chef to chef-trainer | 0.2 Map map, one proportionate
professional authority and learning gap action  where
needs | 0.3 Agree the real transfer needed, and a signed
setting learning and transfer

agreement.

MO Professional
baseline and learning = 4
agreement

Source-confidence
1.1 A recipe is a question, not a log, question map, and

MI Heritage inquiry monument | 1.2 Confidence labels and interpretation dossier

and source | 10 claim-source control | 1.3 GCP Trace- with every material
confidence - .

to-Plate case clinic claim traceable or

explicitly qualified.

M2 Making craft 2.1 Read invisible decisions in expert Critical-cue map,
visible: 14 craft | 2.2 GCP Cue-Pause-Coach hazard-allergen route,
demonstration, demonstration | 2.3 Safety, allergens, and competent safe
safety, and allergens and recovery inside the lesson demonstration record.
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Module Hours  Exactly three lessons Module result
Completed
3.1 Build a fair comparison | 3.2 Three C(r);?jlp?;zgge evli(é?rlll::
M3 Crossroads comparative case families | 3.3 gnd, & ’
) : 14 s . and a teachable
comparative kitchen Facilitate disagreement and teach the
comparison statement that records
both relationship and
difference.
Baseline and
M4 Sustainable 4.1 Read the real kitchen system | 4.2 adaptation, resource
: ) Run a controlled adaptation | 4.3 evidence, sensory
reinterpretation 14 o . .
. Defend what is inherited, adapted, or comparison, and
under constraint .
new completed Recipe
Transfer Sheet.
One complete blended
M5 Desienin N 5.1 Design from performance, not from lesson object, a
blended & gGCP 10 content | 5.2 Author the independent downloadable low-
Kitchen lesson Tutor LMS e-course | 5.3 Accessibility, bandwidth  version,
rights and low-bandwidth alignment and an assessment
map.
. . . Lesson version,
M6 Microteaching, 6.1 Brief the .learmng klt.c hen | 6.2 observation rubric,
Observe learning and give usable .
feedback and 12 i . learner evidence,
feedback | 6.3 Deliver, revise and ..
assessment reteach assessor decision and
revision note.
Accepted cascade
M7 Supervised 7.1 Contract and adapt the cascade | 7.2 Ziizz(ril,ce supleg;flgi
cascade to a second 16 Deliver to the second group | 7.3 evi dence’ revised
group Debrief, revise and return ’
lesson and return
record.
Complete  portfolio,
8.1 Build an evidence-led portfolio | 8.2 = viva record,

MS& Portfolio, viva
and quality review

Defend decisions in the viva | 8.3 Turn
evidence into EQAVET review

certification decision
and EQAVET change
record.

ARY MEDICINE

Independent e-course architecture

The Tutor LMS e-course uses one course, nine topics, three independent e-lessons per topic and one decision quiz
per topic. Enrolment is the only access condition. All lessons and quizzes must be available without on-site
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attendance, work-based evidence, microteaching, portfolio submission or a cascade. A digital diploma function
must be enabled; when the LMS cannot generate the file, the course administrator issues a signed digital diploma
from the verified completion record.

Course catalogue. https://blackseafoodignityassociation.ro/courses/

Authoring principle. One open e-course, nine topics, exactly three self-contained e-lessons and one decision quiz
per topic
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Part II. Modules, vocational lessons and independent e-lessons
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The nine modules supply the full vocational course design and the independent e-course manuscript. Vocational
candidates follow guided study, on-site practice and work-based assessment. Enrolled online learners follow the
self-contained e-lessons and module quizzes only. Online completion never depends on participation in the
vocational route.

Course-design framework

The course design turns learning outcomes into deliverable sessions, learner actions, evidence and feedback.
Every module keeps the vocational evidence chain visible while presenting its e-lessons as an autonomous digital

route.

Design element

Course-design question

Controlled output

Need and What must change for this group, kitchen and
. Learner-context and access note

context transfer setting?
Learning What will the candidate do, under which Observable performance statement
objective conditions and to which standard? p

Which theory explains the decision and which = Trainer theory and learner-facing
Contents . . . .

practice develops it? theoretical and practical contents

. What sequence gives sufficient decision- Activities by day or learning

Activity . .

making and feedback? window
Method and How will the trainer make learning possible GCP method or delivery technique
instrument and record it? plus controlled tool
Evidence and | What will be observed, authenticated and @ Criterion-linked evidence
evaluation judged? appropriate to each route
Transfer =~ and What continues in another group and what Cascade, return record and
review should change? EQAVET improvement

Two-layer manuscript
Trainer theory explains the pedagogical and culinary reasoning needed to facilitate the module.
Learner-facing contents state what participants study and practise. The full lesson text that follows may
be entered in Tutor LMS or used as the participant course book; instructions for the trainer remain in
the course-design dossier.

Recommended delivery calendar

The calendar is a scheduling model for the 100-hour vocational route. A VET provider may separate or combine
days to suit service and travel. The open e-course follows the learner's own pace and is not placed in this calendar.
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Calendar position Module focus OG;:}S?S Stilided d Primary result
Y workplace
Preparation MO Entry, evidence 0 ) ) Baseline and
window and transfer contract agreement
Delivery Day 1 M1 Heritage inquiry 4 ) 4 Interpretation
plus source clinic = and source integrity dossier
Delivery Days 2 M2 Demonstration, 10 5 5 Safe annotated
to 3 safety and allergens demonstration
Delivery Days 4 M3 Crossroads 10 ) ) Teachable
to 5 comparative kitchen comparison
Delivery Days 6 M4 Sustainable 2 ) 4 Controlled
to 7 reinterpretation adaptation
Delivery Day 8 M5 Blended GCP 4 4 ) Tested
plus design studio = lesson design blended lesson
Delivery Days 9 M6  Microteaching 10 0 ) Assessed and
to 10 and assessment revised lesson
Delivery Day 11 M7 Supervised Cascade and
plus cascade 2 0 14
. cascade return record
window
Delivery Day 1.2 M8 Portfolio, viva Decision and
plus portfolio . 2 2 2 .
. and review improvement

studio
Programme total =~ Nine modules 50 16 34 100 hours

Reusable session rhythm

Moment  Trainer action Learner action Evidence function
Connect the task to ..
State performance, relevance, . . Makes the decision
Frame . experience  and  clarify
safe boundary and evidence » transparent
conditions
Investigat = Provide a case, cue, source or Question, compare, predict Makes reasoning
e constraint worth examining or diagnose visible
Demonstr = Show the critical action and = Notice, explain and Connects theory to
ate pause at the decision anticipate consequence craft
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Moment

Perform

Feedback
and revise

Transfer
and return

Trainer action

Release the critical action and
observe criteria

Name evidence, consequence
and next action

Identify another use and later
evidence route

Learner action

Cook, facilitate, author or
assess

Interpret  feedback  and
change the work

Adapt, apply and report
retained or changed use
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Module 0. Professional baseline and learning agreement

This short entry module establishes the boundary of the programme. Participants arrive as working culinary
professionals. They are not asked to prove status through prestige, expensive plating or polished video. They
show a safe professional baseline, identify what changes when they become responsible for other people's
learning, and agree where transfer will be tested.

Curriculum specification

Recommended volume. 4 hours: 2 guided study and 2 supervised workplace

Why and purpose. Confirm the professional culinary baseline, clarify the additional chef-trainer role, agree access
arrangements and contract a real transfer setting.

Module performance objective. The candidate presents an authentic baseline, explains the non-compensatory
gates and signs an individual learning and transfer agreement linked to a second learner group.

Module learning objectives

Knowledge. The GCP role, seven competence domains, evidence pathway, recognition of prior learning,
inclusion, privacy and transfer requirements.

Skills. Select authentic evidence, map strengths and gaps, plan reasonable adjustments and negotiate a feasible
cascade with a host and supervisor.

Responsibility and autonomy. Own the learning agreement, disclose relevant gaps and protect confidential
professional and learner information.

How the module works

Online orientation and evidence mapping are followed by a diagnostic conversation and workplace contracting.
No production prestige, expensive plating or polished video is required.

Expected module result. Accepted baseline map, one proportionate gap action where needed, and a signed learning
and transfer agreement.
Module course design

Explicit learning objectives
1. Objective 1. Distinguish the responsibility of a proficient chef from the additional responsibility of a chef-
trainer.

2. Objective 2. Map authentic prior evidence against the seven GCP competence domains without using prestige,
job title, or plating style as a proxy for competence.

3. Objective 3. Contract access, privacy, reasonable adjustment and an authentic second learner group for the
transfer phase.
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Trainer theory

1\

Professional transition. Culinary expertise is necessary but does not automatically include the ability to make
judgment visible, organize practice, protect learners, or assess evidence fairly. The trainer begins by separating
craft identity from the new teaching responsibility.

Recognition of prior learning. Baseline review shortens unnecessary training only when evidence is authentic,
current and relevant to the stated performance. Reputation and years of service can guide the conversation but
cannot replace evidence.

Transfer contract. The course is designed backwards for use with a second group. Access, consent, host support,
and evidence ownership must therefore be agreed.

Learner-facing contents

Theoretical contents Practical contents

Chef-trainer role; seven GCP competence domains;
evidence sufficiency and authenticity; recognition of
prior learning; inclusion and reasonable adjustment;

Role-transition reflection; baseline evidence
map; gap action; access check; host and
supervisor discussion; individual learning and

privacy; transfer and certification conditions. transfer agreement.

Activities by delivery day and learning window

. Hours and .. Method or Observable
Day or window Activity sequence . .
mode technique evidence
Orientation, role Guided evidence ..
. . . " . Role-transition
Preparation 2 h guided comparison, critical-gate mapping and .
. . . . . note and baseline
window study cases, and guided evidence diagnostic draft
mapping. questioning
. . . A ted baselin
Validate culinary practice, ceep ?db seine
h . Structured and signed the
Workplace entry . access conditions, host role, . .
. supervised . workplace audit learning and
window privacy route, and second- .
workplace o and contracting transfer
group feasibility.
agreement

Methods and instruments

Method or

: , I
delivery technique nstrument

How the trainer uses it

Start with the final chef-trainer performance and
identify evidence already available and evidence
still needed.

Outcome-first
mapping
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Method or . .
: . How the trainer uses it Instrument
delivery technique
Diagnostic Test claims through examples and agree only on = Diagnostic question guide and
conference proportionate gap actions. action record
Transfer Confirm host, second group, supervision, Learning and transfer
contracting consent, and feasible return evidence. agreement
Three-lesson route
Lesson Hours and setting Required result
0.1 From chef to chef-trainer 1 hour | guided study role-transition note

0.2 Map professional authority and 1 hour | guided study with

learning needs workplace evidence baseline self-map

0.3 Agree on the real transfer setting 2 hours | guided study and individual learning and

supervised workplace transfer agreement
Lesson 0.1. From chef to chef-trainer
Time and setting  Performance result Evidence and GCP route
. Explain the GCP role, evidence pathway, role-transition note | Cycle:
1 hour | guided 0 rolati ’ hnique:
study and non-compensatory gates in relation to Frgme | App ied technique:
one's own practice. guided professional case

Why is this lesson necessary?

Professional authority can attract attention in a kitchen, but it does not prove that another person can learn safely.
GCP, therefore, begins with a role change: from being accountable mainly for production to being accountable
for production, learning, evidence, and transfer.

Lesson text

Production and learning are different responsibilities. A chef may rescue a sauce before service and still leave
the learner unable to diagnose the fault. The chef-trainer must decide when to intervene, what to explain, what
the learner must repeat and what evidence will show independent judgement. The plated result is only one part of
the decision.

The course has five critical gates. Food safety, allergen control, source integrity, learning safety and assessment
integrity are judged separately.
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Trainer status requires transfer. The pathway moves from supervised practice to microteaching, then to a second
learner group and a return check after four to six weeks. Attendance opens access to evidence. It is not itself
evidence of trainer competence.

Applied lesson

1. Read the case. A respected chef demonstrates a fish preparation quickly, gives no allergen briefing, and finishes
the learner's work to protect service quality. Decide what is strong, what is missing, and which evidence could
not yet be awarded.

2. Name the role shift. Write three sentences beginning with: As a chef, I am responsible for; as a chef-trainer, |
am also responsible for; I will know a transfer occurred when.

3. Check the gates. Link one past mentoring experience to each relevant gate and identify where no evidence
exists.

Decision checkpoint. Can you describe trainer competence without using attendance, reputation, job title or the
beauty of the final plate as the main proof?

Required course results. A 250-word role-transition note linked to one real mentoring experience.

Independent e-lesson

Study the role comparison and the five critical gates through a short professional case.
Choose the actions that belong to a chef-trainer, then record a brief role reflection in the lesson self-check.

Lesson 0.2. Map professional authority and learning needs

Time and setting Performance result Evidence and GCP route
I hour | guided study with Map current evidence against ‘Fhe seven Baseline self-map | qule:
. GCP competence domains and identify a Frame, Read |  Applied
workplace evidence . . . : .
proportionate gap action. technique: evidence mapping

Why is this lesson necessary?

Experienced chefs often possess deep tacit competence but uneven documentation. A fair baseline recognizes real
practice while refusing to assume that years in a kitchen automatically cover heritage inquiry, inclusive
facilitation, digital design, or assessment.

Lesson text

Use seven domains, not one overall impression. The domains are heritage inquiry; tacit craft and safety;
comparative facilitation, sustainable reinterpretation; adult and workplace learning; assessment and digital design;
cascade and quality improvement. A candidate can be strong in one and new to another.
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Evidence must be authentic and proportionate. Useful evidence includes employment or client records, a small
dish portfolio, an annotated demonstration, a reference, and examples of mentoring. Confidential recipes or client
data can be anonymized. Production of glamour is not required.

Recognition does not waive GCP-specific performances. Prior learning can reduce unnecessary repetition, but
every candidate still completes the source case, observed demonstration, microteaching, second-group cascade,
and return check.

Applied lesson

1. Select evidence. Choose no more than five items that collectively show current culinary work, safe practice and
one experience of helping another person learn.

2. Map the evidence. For each domain, mark demonstrated, partly demonstrated or not yet demonstrated. Add a
precise reference to the item rather than a general claim.

3. Set one gap action. Choose the gap that could most affect safety or transfer and write an action, responsible
person and completion date.

Decision checkpoint. Would an assessor who does not know you be able to locate the evidence for every statement
in the map?

Required course result. Completed seven-domain baseline map with evidence references and one gap action.
Independent e-lesson

Use the seven-domain self-map to distinguish occupational expertise from training competence. Complete
the self-assessment grid and select one development priority.

Lesson 0.3. Agree the real transfer setting
Time and setting Performance result Evidence and GCP route

2 hours | guided study Define a feasible second learner Individual learning and transfer
and supervised = group, supervisor, access plan and agreement | Cycle: Frame, Return |
workplace evidence route. Applied technique: transfer contracting

Why this lesson is necessary

A trainer course becomes credible only when the learner group, workplace and follow-up are named early.
Leaving the cascade until the end favours participants with easy institutional access and creates avoidable safety,
consent and scheduling problems.
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Lesson text

The second group must be authentic. It may be a restaurant brigade, apprentices, VET learners, rural cooks, social-
enterprise participants or another professional group. Repeating a peer exercise to the original cohort does not test
transfer.

Access is designed, not improvised. The agreement records language support, dietary or religious boundaries,
mobility, technology, travel, working hours and equipment. Adjustments may change the route but not the
professional competence being assessed.

Evidence permission is part of planning. The host and learners know what will be observed, whether any image
or recording is optional, who can see the evidence and when it will be deleted. An observation note can replace
video.

Applied lesson

1. Identify the group. Write a factual learner profile: role, prior practice, likely language needs, site and the
professional decision they need to improve.

2. Confirm the host. Discuss timing, supervisor, facilities, allergens, emergency arrangements and evidence with
the person who controls the setting.

3. Sign the agreement. Record the intended cascade window and a provisional return date four to six weeks later.

Decision checkpoint. 1s the named transfer opportunity feasible for a participant from a rural or low-budget
kitchen, or does the agreement quietly depend on resources not available to them?

Required course result. Signed learning and transfer agreement, including access and privacy arrangements.
Independent e-lesson

Work through a scenario on learner access, privacy, supervision and a feasible transfer setting.
Select the safest and most inclusive planning response in each scenario and complete the final checklist.
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Module 1. Heritage inquiry and source confidence

The project documents are rich in culinary history and comparison, but they also contain claims of unequal
strength. This module gives chef-trainers a disciplined way to use that material. It draws on the Madrid inquiry
workshop, the Romanian and Ottoman-Turkish dossiers, and the Iglesias-Bartra critique of national cuisines as
neat, homogeneous objects.

Curriculum specification

Recommended volume. 10 hours: 4 guided on-site, 2 guided study and 4 supervised workplace

Why and purpose. Replace attractive but weak culinary storytelling with inquiry that a trainer can defend, qualify
and revise.

Module performance objective. The candidate prepares a traceable interpretation dossier for one ingredient,
technique or dish connected to at least two GCP contexts.

Module learning objectives

Knowledge. Source types, evidence limits, culinary transmission, contact, parallel development, contested
attribution and heritage representation.

Skills. Frame a bounded question, build a claim-source matrix, compare accounts, label confidence and turn the
result into learner-ready language.

Responsibility and autonomy. Refuse fabricated certainty, attribute material claims and correct a teaching account
when better evidence appears.

How the module works

The Madrid inquiry examples, national project dossiers and the Iglesias-Bartra critique are used as cases. Research
is connected to an observable kitchen question through GCP Trace-to-Plate.

Expected module result. Source-confidence log, question map and interpretation dossier with every material claim
traceable or explicitly qualified.
Module course design

Explicit learning objectives
1. Objective 1. Frame a bounded heritage question whose answer can change a teaching or kitchen decision.

2. Objective 2. Classify sources, compare accounts, and qualify the confidence of every material culinary claim.

3. Objective 3. Use GCP Trace-to-Plate to convert evidence into a safe, observable, and teachable culinary case.

Trainer theory

Inquiry before origin. A useful heritage lesson begins with a bounded question, not with a national claim of origin.
The trainer asks what can be established, what remains contested and why the distinction matters to learners.
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Source confidence. Institutional, scholarly, archival, practitioner and promotional sources answer different

questions. Confidence depends on relevance, provenance, corroboration and the precision of the claim, not on an
impressive-looking link.

uuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuu

History and observation. A tasting or kitchen trial can reveal sensory and technical differences. It cannot by itself
prove historical transmission, ownership or origin. The trainer keeps those evidence functions separate.

Learner-facing contents

Theoretical contents Practical contents

Heritage question design; source types and limits;
transmission, contact and parallel development;
contested attribution; confidence language; ethical
cultural representation.

Question map; claim-source matrix; source
clinic; small kitchen comparison; confidence
revision; learner-ready interpretation dossier.

Activities by delivery day and learning window

. Hours and . Method or Observable
Day or window Activity sequence . .
mode technique evidence
Analyse a GCP case, frame
4 h ouided a bounded question, identify GCP  Trace-to- Question map
Delivery Day 1 0n-sit§ kitchen implications and test Plate and case and kitchen
weak versus defensible conference question
teaching claims.
Locate, classify and
Guided source 2 h guided compare sources; .build t.he G}lified source ~Source-
.. claim-source matrix; revise clinic and peer confidence log
clinic study . .
wording to match challenge and dossier draft
confidence.
Interview a relevant = Structured
4 h practitioner, inspect or testa = practitioner Qualified field
Workplace inquiry = supervised | preparation, and record inquiry and note and final
workplace what field evidence adds kitchen dossier
and what it cannot establish. = observation
Methods and instruments
Methgd or delivery How the trainer uses it Instrument
technique
Connect each material claim to a source, a kitchen Question  map, - claim-
GCP Trace-to-Plate ’ source matrix, and

question, a comparison, and a teachable conclusion.
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Method or delivery How the trainer uses it

. Instrument
technique

Compare provenance, relevance, and corroboration

Source clinic . . .
before accepting or narrowing a claim.

Source-screening guide

Require the candidate to defend the exact wording

Case conference . .
and its consequences for teaching.

Peer-challenge record

Three-lesson route

Lesson Hours and setting Required result

1.1 A recipe is a question, not a

3 hours | guided on-site seminar = question map
monument

3 hours | 1 hour guided on-site

1.2 Confidence labels and claim-source and 2 hours guided study source claim-source matrix

control ..
clinic
4 hours | supervised workplace
1.3 GCP Trace-to-Plate case clinic inquiry, kitchen observation and 700-t0-1,000-word

guided debrief interpretation dossier

Lesson 1.1. A recipe is a question, not a monument
Time and setting = Performance result Evidence and GCP route

Frame a heritage question that keeps place, question map | Cycle: Frame,

3 hours | guided . . Trace, Read | Applied
. - practitioners, change, and disagreement ;

on-site seminar . technique: GCP  Trace-to-
visible. Plate

Why this lesson is necessary

Country labels are useful for orientation, yet they can make a living practice look finished and uniform. The
Spanish project paper warns that a national cuisine may be a managed representation that hides regional, rural,
migrant and minority practice. A trainer must therefore open a recipe to inquiry before turning it into a lesson.

Lesson text

Begin with a bounded question. Instead of asking where stuffed vegetables came from, ask how a named
preparation is documented in one place and period, which technique travels, and what local practitioners say
changed. The smaller question produces stronger evidence.
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Separate dish, family and claim. Sarmale, sarma, dolma and Spanish stuffed preparations can be compared as
members of a culinary family. Similar filling or wrapping does not by itself prove a single origin route. The claim
must be tested with language, records, material practice and historical contact.

Restore agency. A recipe survives because cooks select, alter, omit and transmit it. Ask who cooked it, for whom,
with which ingredients, under which constraints and whose version became visible in books, institutions or
tourism.

Use the Madrid insight carefully. Reading tomato, marinated fish or cold soup through biological, economic,
historical and cultural systems is a productive origin tool. GCP extends the work by asking how a chef will
demonstrate, teach and check transfer.

Applied lesson

1. Audit a title. Choose one apparently national dish title and list the regions, groups, periods and service contexts
hidden by the label.

2. Write the inquiry. Produce one main question and four subquestions covering evidence, practice, meaning and
change.

3. Test the boundary. Exchange the question with a participant from another context. Remove any wording that
assumes the conclusion before evidence is examined.

Decision checkpoint. Does your question permit disagreement and change, or has it already decided that one
nation, chef or institution owns the whole story?

Required course result. One-page heritage question map for a named preparation, ingredient or technique.
Independent e-lesson

Frame a bounded heritage question around one ingredient, preparation or technique.
Build a one-page question map from the supplied case and compare it with the worked answer

Lesson 1.2. Confidence labels and claim-source control
Time and setting Performance result Evidence and GCP route

3 hours | 1 hour guided

on-site and 2 hours Classify material claims and rewrite them
guided study source with an explicit confidence level.

clinic

claim-source matrix | Cycle:
Trace, Read | Applied technique:
GCP Trace-to-Plate

Why this lesson is necessary

Trainer authority can make a weak story sound settled. The remedy is not to avoid history, but to show what kind
of evidence supports each claim and where the evidence stops.

Page 23



[

* y r— i lJN!VIFi\IW ) )
SR cofuncedby RS, Black Sead® BAU 25 ,* © COMILLAS g -iooncscnncs
RIS the European Union FooDignity = ianate or Buciaws

Lesson text

Use five confidence labels. Confirmed means strong converging evidence. Well supported means credible and
sufficient for teaching with attribution. Plausible means possible but incomplete. Contested means credible
accounts disagree. Currently unverified means an adequate source has not been located.

Distinguish source roles. Archival or contemporary records can support existence in a period. Scholarship can
interpret circulation and power. Institutional heritage pages show recognition but may simplify diversity.
Practitioner testimony shows lived use, not automatically distant origin. Promotional pages show public narrative,
not historical proof.

Use project material as a dossier, not an oracle. The Romanian dossier includes early cookbooks, regional
examples and a long vocabulary of Turkish culinary terms. The Ottoman-Turkish dossier documents palace and
regional traditions, shared Balkan names and recipes such as imam bayildi and manti. Both are valuable starting
points. Individual claims still require page-level attribution and, where material, a second source.

Correct learner-ready language. Replace proves with suggests when the evidence is indirect. Replace originated
in with is documented in when that is all the source shows. State disagreement without treating uncertainty as
failure.

Communication claim audit. Use the project communication strategy for audience, message, and dissemination
design, not as independent historical proof. A statement such as traditional techniques reduce waste or require
less energy remains a communication proposition until the preparation is connected to evidence and a measured
kitchen baseline. Classify each sentence as documented fact, interpretation, promotional framing or pedagogical
proposition before rewriting it for learners.

Evidence ladder. Contemporary registers and manuscripts can document a practice in a period; later scholarship
can interpret circulation and power; practitioner testimony can show lived use; and project or media pages can
show the public narrative. None answers every question. Similar Romanian and Turkish culinary vocabulary can
indicate contact or borrowing, but vocabulary alone does not establish a single transmission route or national
ownership.

Applied lesson

1. Select six claims. Take two from each national project source or choose a balanced equivalent. Include one
word or dish similarity, one historical statement and one cultural meaning.

Communication test. Include one statement from the communication strategy or a public workshop page. Identify
what the source demonstrates about project activity, what it merely frames for an audience and what additional
evidence would be needed before teaching it as culinary history or sustainability performance.

2. Tag the sources. For every claim, record source type, date, author or institution, relevant page, and what the
source can actually establish.

3. Assign confidence. Use one of the five labels and add contrary or missing evidence.

4. Rewrite for learners. Produce a sentence that communicates both the useful knowledge and its limit.

Page 24



i| UNiversiTy
OF AGRONOMIC SCIENCES

Co-funded by ¥, Black SeahBAU 25 ,°. COMILLAS [g§ - romecsin,

the European Union [ \( FooDignity ~ oo St

Decision checkpoint. If the citation disappeared, could you still tell which part is observation, which is
interpretation and which is unresolved?

Required course result. Claim-source matrix with at least six claims and learner-ready wording.
Independent e-lesson

Classify source types and match each culinary claim to a defensible confidence label.
Complete six claim-source decisions and revise two statements whose certainty is too strong.

Lesson 1.3. GCP Trace-to-Plate case clinic
Time and setting Performance result Evidence and GCP route

4 hours | supervised 700 to 1,000 words interpretation

Carry one claim through source review,

workplace inquiry, . . . dossier | Cycle: Frame, Trace,
kitchen observation and 5:;2%:231 tteSt and a defensible teaching Read, Cook, Compare | Applied
guided debrief ' technique: GCP Trace-to-Plate

Why this lesson is necessary

This lesson introduces the first original course method in full. GCP Trace-to-Plate is designed for claims that
affect how a culinary case is taught. It prevents the research section and kitchen section from becoming two
unrelated activities.

Lesson text

The five moves. Claim identifies the exact statement. Source locates and tests evidence. Kitchen converts the claim
into an observable technical or sensory question. Compare places the result beside another documented route
without forcing sameness. Teach states the conclusion, confidence, and remaining question in language a learner
can use.

A worked eggplant case. The Turkish dossier presents imam bayildi as an olive-oil preparation served cold. The
Romanian dossier presents zacusca as a cooked vegetable spread, and links roasted eggplant and peppers to a
wider southeastern European field. Spanish escalivada offers another roasted-vegetable route. The useful lesson
is not that the dishes are interchangeable. It is how roasting, frying or braising reorganises water, bitterness, fat,
smoke and service context.

A worked sourness case. Romanian ciorba, Turkish ¢orba and Spanish cold soups should not be grouped merely
because they are called soup. A better case tests the function and timing of souring, the body supplied by bread,
grain, yogurt or broth, and the relationship between preservation, climate and service. Language resemblance and
technical resemblance are recorded separately.

The output is teachable. The dossier ends with a two-minute account, one practical decision and one explicit
limitation. A learner should leave knowing both what can be said and what cannot yet be concluded.
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Applied lesson
1. Claim. Choose one material heritage statement and write it without decorative language.

2. Source. Use at least one credible published source, one project or practitioner source, and any credible contrary
evidence. Record page or section references.

3. Kitchen. Design a small, safe comparison that can illuminate technique or sensory consequence. Do not pretend
a tasting can prove historical origin.

4. Compare. Invite a practitioner from another context to challenge the categories, names and conclusion.
5. Teach. Deliver the two-minute account and revise it after questions.

Decision checkpoint. Does the practical test answer a culinary question while leaving historical proof to
appropriate sources?

Required course result. Interpretation dossier, source log, kitchen observation and revised two-minute account.
Independent e-lesson

Follow the five Trace-to-Plate moves through a complete comparative case.
Order the five moves, identify one unsupported claim and write a learner-ready conclusion.
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Module 2. Making craft visible: demonstration, safety and allergens

Professional cooks compress decisions into movement. Learners see the movement but may miss temperature,
resistance, sound, timing and recovery. This module turns those tacit cues into an observable demonstration while
keeping food safety and allergen control inside the technique, not in a separate theoretical annex.

Curriculum specification

Recommended volume. 14 hours: 10 guided on-site, 2 guided study and 2 supervised workplace

Why and purpose. Make expert culinary judgement visible while integrating hygiene, allergen control, stop
conditions and recovery into demonstration.

Module performance objective. The candidate delivers an annotated live demonstration in which learners can
identify the cue, predict the next action, perform the critical decision and recover safely.

Module learning objectives

Knowledge. Process science, tacit sensory cues, hazards, allergen cross-contact, critical limits, intervention and
recovery.

Skills. Deconstruct expert movement, build a cue map, brief a safe station, use GCP Cue-Pause-Coach and observe
process as well as product.

Responsibility and autonomy. Stop unsafe work, give accurate allergen information and adapt the route without
lowering the competence standard.

How the module works

Short digital cue analysis prepares a kitchen studio. Trainers rehearse an annotated demonstration, then learners
perform the critical part under observation.

Expected module result. Critical-cue map, hazard-allergen route and competent safe demonstration record.

Module course design

Explicit learning objectives
1. Objective 1. Identify and verbalise the critical sensory, visual and measured cues hidden inside expert culinary
movement.

2. Objective 2. Deliver a GCP Cue-Pause-Coach demonstration that places the critical decision in the learner's
hands.

3. Objective 3. Integrate hazards, allergens, stop conditions and recovery into briefing, demonstration and
observation.

Trainer theory

Visible expertise. Expert chefs compress perception and action into fluent routines. Learners cannot imitate what
they cannot notice, so the trainer must identify the cue, decision, consequence and recovery before demonstrating.
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Cue density. Too many explanations overload attention, and too few create imitation without judgement. Cue-
Pause-Coach concentrates explanation at the decision point and then transfers the action to the learner.

Safety as performance. Food safety and allergen control are observable professional actions, not a disclaimer

added before cooking. A trainer must state the boundary, watch it, intervene in time, and record recovery.

Learner-facing contents

Theoretical contents

Tacit culinary knowledge; sensory and process cues;
process science; demonstration sequencing; hazards
and critical limits; allergen cross-contact; intervention

and recovery.

Practical contents

learner

prediction

Silent demonstration observation;
hazard-allergen route; annotated demonstration;
and performance;

recovery and feedback.

Activities by delivery day and learning window

Day or window

Guided cue
analysis
Delivery Day 2
Delivery Day 3
Workplace
observation

Hours and

mode

2 h guided
study

5 h guided
on-site

5 h guided
on-site

h
supervised
workplace

Activity sequence

Study a short preparation
sequence, mark decision points,
separate descriptive
commentary from usable cues
and prepare a cue map.

Run silent observation,
deconstruct one expert
movement, build the safe station
and rehearse the annotated
demonstration.

Deliver the demonstration,
pause for prediction, transfer the
critical action, observe
performance  and  practise
recovery.

Apply the cue map to a real
service or production sequence
and record one contextual
adjustment.
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Method or
technique

Guided video or
still-sequence
analysis

GCP Cue-
Pause-Coach
and rehearsal

GCP Cue-
Pause-Coach
and teach-back

Structured
workplace
observation

cue map;

safe

Observable
evidence

Draft critical-cue
map

Cue map and
hazard-allergen
route

Live
demonstration
and observation
record

Context-adjusted
cue note
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Methods and instruments

Method or

. . How the trainer uses it Instrument
delivery technique

Name the cue, pause before the decision, elicit
prediction, transfer performance, coach and identify = Critical-cue map
another use.

GCP Cue-Pause-
Coach

Let peers first record what can actually be seen

before adding the expert explanation. Observation sheet

Silent observation

Ask the learner to explain and perform the critical Hazard-allergen route and

Teach-back . . h o .
decision while the trainer observes criteria. performance rubric
Three-lesson route
Lesson Hours and setting Required result

2.1 Read invisible decisions in expert = 4 hours | guided kitchen and

: , itical-
craft guided preparation critical-cue map

annotated demonstration
and observed learner
practice

2.2 GCP Cue-Pause-Coach 5 hours | guided kitchen
demonstration laboratory

2.3 Safety, allergens and recovery 5 hours | guided kitchen and hazard-allergen route and
inside the lesson supervised workplace live observation

Lesson 2.1. Read invisible decisions in expert craft
Time and setting Performance result Evidence and GCP route

Identify critical sensory cues, decisions, = critical-cue map | Cycle: Read,
faults and recovery moves in one Show | Applied technique: cue
professional process. mapping

4 hours | guided kitchen
and guided preparation

Why this lesson is necessary

A recipe can list ingredients and steps yet remain unusable for teaching. The missing layer is the decision grammar
of the cook: what changes, how the cook notices, and which action follows.

Lesson text
Name observable cues. Useful cue families include visual change, sound, aroma, resistance, viscosity,
temperature, time, and measured critical limits. Avoid empty instructions such as cook until ready unless ready
is described and, where safety requires, measured.
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Image evidence clinic. A plated photograph can support observation of portioning, visible texture, colour
distribution, sealing and service cues. It cannot show internal temperature, process timing, flavour, safe handling
or provenance. Candidates write one observable cue, one question for the cook and one claim the image cannot
support.

° s Black Sea BA COMILLAS [ ' s
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Project No.: 2024-1-R001-KA220-VET-000249708

A COMILLAS —

Erasmus+ Programme - Cooperation partnerships  Project No.: 2024-1-R001-KA220-VET-000249708

Figure 1. Black Rice (Arroz negro). Observe rice Figyre 2. Sweet Empanadillas with Pumpkin Jam.
absorption, squid-ink distribution and aioli contrast. Qbserve portion consistency, filling control and

GCP project workshop archive, watermarked image,  fork-sealed edges. GCP project workshop archive,
the photograph does not establish historical origin. watermarked image.

Separate quality from safety. A weak emulsion may be recoverable as quality; unsafe time-temperature control
may require the process to stop. The cue map marks which decisions allow coaching and which demand
immediate intervention.

Use the Romanian roe-emulsion sheet as an audit case. The supplied sheet contrasts a slow hand emulsion with
a fast mixer route. It is valuable because the same end product can hide different control needs. Before teaching,
however, the trainer must verify yield, ingredient treatment, equipment sanitation, egg or fish allergens where
relevant, cold-chain control and the inconsistency between narrative and quantities.

Use eggplant as a second decision-dense case. Roasting, frying and braising produce different collapse,
bitterness, smoke, oil uptake and water release. The trainer marks what can be seen or felt at each transition and
how an over-wet or undercooked product can be diagnosed.

Applied lesson

1. Silent observation. Watch an expert perform a four-to-six-minute critical process without commentary. Record
every decision that a competent colleague might infer, but a learner could miss.

2. Interview the hands. Ask the cook what they saw, heard, smelled, or felt immediately before each adjustment.

3. Build the map. For each stage, record cue, likely error, safe response, recovery if possible, and evidence the
learner must produce.

4. Check teachability. Ask another participant to predict the next action from the cue description alone.
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Decision checkpoint. Have you written a cue that another person can observe, or only repeated the expert's
conclusion?

Required course result. Critical-cue map for one process, with quality and safety stop points separated.
Independent e-lesson

Read sensory, measured, and safety cues from a captioned demonstration sequence.
Annotate the supplied cue map and compare the result with the expert commentary.

Lesson 2.2. GCP Cue-Pause-Coach demonstration
Time and setting Performance result Evidence and GCP route

annotated  demonstration  and
observed learner practice | Cycle:
Show, Cook, Teach | Applied
technique: GCP Cue-Pause-Coach

Deliver a concise demonstration that
exposes expert judgement and gives the
learner a real decision.

5 hours | guided kitchen
laboratory

Why this lesson is necessary

This lesson introduces the second original course method. GCP Cue-Pause-Coach slows the demonstration only
at decision-rich points. It avoids both the uninterrupted performance that hides judgement and the over-explained
lecture that prevents practice.

Lesson text

The six moves. Cue names what is changing. Pause stops before the expert acts. Predict asks the learner to choose
the next action and justify it. Perform places the critical action in the learner's hands. Coach uses one criterion-
linked observation. Transfer asks where the same cue appears in another dish or kitchen.

Questions come before correction when safe. What do you notice, what do you expect next, and what would make
you stop are diagnostic questions. If the answer exposes a safety risk, the trainer intervenes. Otherwise, the learner
acts and sees the consequence.

Demonstration length follows decision density. A two-minute knife action may need one pause. An emulsion,
dough or fermented preparation may need several. The trainer removes commentary that does not help the learner
decide, perform, or transfer.

Feedback describes action and consequence. The useful form is: I observed; the consequence was; next time try;
I will check by. Praise can support confidence, but it does not replace information.

Applied lesson
1. Script. Mark two or three cue points: the learner prediction, the hands-on action, and the criterion for feedback.

2. Demonstrate. Deliver once to peers. One peer acts as learner, one observes timing and one checks whether the
cue was genuinely observable.
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3. Reduce. Remove one third of the words without removing safety, cue, or decision information.
4. Transfer. Ask the learner to identify another preparation where the cue or recovery principle applies.

Decision checkpoint. Did the learner make and explain a culinary decision, or only imitate the expert's hand
movement?

Required course result. Demonstration script, peer observation and revised delivery.
Independent e-lesson

Study Cue-Pause-Coach as a way to expose expert judgement without taking the decision away from the
learner.

Place the demonstration steps in a safe order and choose where the trainer should pause.

Lesson 2.3. Safety, allergens and recovery inside the lesson

Time and setting Performance result Evidence and GCP route
5 hours | guided Supervise a complete process, control I(){s::rri;ggzr%%l cle'rcl){letz d Sl?g\czlv C(:;)‘lle
kitchen and hazards and allergens, and make timely yele: ’ ’ ’

Teach | Applied technique: GCP Cue-

supervised workplace @ stop or recovery decisions.
P p P Ty Pause-Coach

Why this lesson is necessary

A chef-trainer does not add a safety slide after teaching the technique. Safety decisions are named at delivery,
storage, preparation, cooking, service and leftovers, and learners practise the communication required to protect
others.

Lesson text

Map the whole route. 1dentify biological, chemical, physical and allergen hazards from receipt to service. Use the
site's verified food-safety management system, current legal requirements and product specifications. The course
manuscript does not substitute generic temperatures for local control.

Allergen communication must be exact. The trainer checks ingredients, compound foods, substitutions, shared
equipment and service language. Never promise allergen-free unless the system can support that claim. When
information is uncertain, stop and verify.

Recovery has limits. A split sauce may be recoverable. A product exposed to an uncontrolled safety hazard may
not be. The learner needs to understand who has stop authority, what is discarded or isolated and what must be
recorded.

Use project recipes as audit cases. Wedding soup, manti, Elbasan tava, roe salad and filled pastries involve
combinations of meat, dairy, cereals, egg, fish or shared equipment. Before any practical use, verify quantities,
process, allergens, storage and service conditions. The supplied recipe is evidence for review, not automatic
authorisation to serve.
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Applied lesson

1. Build the route. Choose one approved recipe and map receipt, storage, mise en place, process, service and
leftovers.

2. Insert stop decisions. At three points, write what the learner checks, the acceptable condition, who decides, and
what happens if the condition is not met.

3. Run a substitution. Introduce one plausible ingredient or equipment change. Recheck allergens, hazard control
and the cultural statement.

4. Supervise. Observe another participant through the critical part and intervene only as the stop conditions
require.

Decision checkpoint. Can the learner explain both how to continue safely and when continuing is no longer
acceptable?

Required course result. Verified hazard-allergen route, substitution note and competent live observation.
Independent e-lesson

Trace hazards, allergens, stop conditions and recovery choices inside a teaching sequence.
Resolve the embedded safety and allergen scenarios.
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Module 3. Crossroads comparative kitchen

Comparison is the centre of Gastronomic Crossroads, but it needs more discipline than placing three national
menus side by side. Participants agree common dimensions, cook in mixed teams, preserve local names and
meanings, and distinguish sensory resemblance from evidence of cultural transmission.

Curriculum specification

Recommended volume. 14 hours: 10 guided on-site, 2 guided study and 2 supervised workplace

Why and purpose. Turn Romanian, Spanish and Ottoman-Turkish cases into disciplined comparison without false
sameness or national stereotypes.

Module performance objective. The candidate facilitates a comparative kitchen in which participants examine
technique, ingredient function, sensory target, context and source confidence.

Module learning objectives

Knowledge. Contact, borrowing, parallel solutions, local naming, cultural meaning, tasting limits and the politics
of national cuisine.

Skills. Select comparable cases, design a neutral grid, moderate mixed-team discussion and distinguish sensory
observation from historical proof.

Responsibility and autonomy. Protect respectful participation, keep uncertainty visible and intervene when
comparison becomes stereotyping or ownership theatre.

How the module works
Teams prepare or analyse paired cases, record process and context, conduct a moderated tasting and produce a
careful comparison statement.

Expected module result. Completed comparative kitchen grid, tasting evidence and a teachable statement that
records both relationship and difference.

Module course design

Explicit learning objectives
1. Objective 1. Design a fair Romanian, Spanish and Ottoman-Turkish culinary comparison using a neutral set of
criteria.

2. Objective 2. Distinguish shared technique, documented contact, parallel development and local meaning from
unsupported origin claims.

3. Objective 3. Facilitate disagreement, tasting and a short learning episode without stereotyping or false
sameness.

Trainer theory

Comparison without flattening. Comparable food forms may solve similar technical or social problems while
carrying different names, ingredients and meanings. A fair comparison makes the common criterion explicit and
preserves the local explanation.
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What tasting can show. Structured tasting can support claims about the prepared samples, sensory targets and
process consequences. It cannot settle historical ownership, national authenticity or the entire range of a cuisine.

Psychological safety. Cross-cultural learning becomes unsafe when participants must defend a nation or when
disagreement is treated as disrespect. The trainer establishes language for evidence, uncertainty and correction
before the kitchen debate begins.

Learner-facing contents

Theoretical contents

Contact, borrowing and parallel solutions; local naming
and cultural meaning; comparison criteria; tasting limits;
heritage representation; facilitation of disagreement.

Practical contents

Case selection; neutral comparison grid; mixed-
team preparation; two-pass tasting; evidence-led

Activities by delivery day and learning window

Day or window

Online
preparation

case

Delivery Day 4

Delivery Day 5

Workplace
reflection

Hours
mode

and

2 h guided

study

5 h guided

on-site

5 h guided

on-site

supervised
workplace

h

discussion; 20-minute  comparative learning
episode.
.. Method or Observable
Activity sequence . .
technique evidence
Revie aired cases, select a
View b L . GCP  Trace-to- Approved
defensible comparison question .
. . Plate and pre- comparison
and identify source gaps and . .
. brief question
cultural risks.
Build the neutral grid, prepare or = Comparative
analyse paired cases and record @ kitchen and Completed
technique, ingredient function, process comparison grid
context and confidence. observation

Conduct a two-pass tasting,
facilitate disagreement, separate
observation  from  historical
inference teach a short
episode.

and

Test the comparison language with
a colleague or learner and revise
one statement that created
confusion or overclaiming.
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Methods and instruments

Method or delivery

) How the trainer uses it Instrument
technique

Control historical and cultural claims that shape

GCP Trace-to-Plate .
the comparison.

Claim-source matrix

Use the same explicit criteria for each case
Neutral comparison grid while leaving space for local meaning and Comparative kitchen grid
uncertainty.

Record individual sensory observations before
Two-pass tasting discussion, then compare interpretations and
evidence.

Tasting and facilitation
record

Three-lesson route
Lesson Hours and setting Required result

4 hours | guided study and

3.1 Build a fair comparison )
seminar

comparison brief and grid

5 hours | guided comparative

3.2 Three comparative case families Kitchen

completed process and tasting grid

5 hours | guided seminar,
micro-episode and
workplace reflection

3.3 Facilitate disagreement and teach
the comparison

taught comparative episode and
facilitation record

Lesson 3.1. Build a fair comparison
Time and setting Performance result Evidence and GCP route

comparison brief and grid | Cycle:
Frame, Trace, Read, Compare |
Applied technique: GCP Trace-to-
Plate

Define a culinary family and a
common comparison grid without
erasing local differences.

4 hours | guided study and
seminar

Why this lesson is necessary

A weak comparison collects facts after cooking. A fair comparison decides in advance what will be observed and
what cannot be inferred. It also gives authority to practitioners from the relevant contexts rather than treating a
single trainer as the owner of three cuisines.
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Lesson text

Choose a culinary family, not a national showcase. Useful families include filled and wrapped foods, fermented
dairy and soup, roasted vegetables, preserved fish, grain and bread, offal, pastries and ritual sweets. The cases
need enough shared technical ground to support a common question.

Agree six dimensions. Compare ingredient function, process sequence, sensory target, service context, resource
logic and cultural meaning. Historical-contact claims are recorded in the source log rather than deduced from the
tasting table.

Keep names and categories visible. Dolma and sarma do not name every filled or wrapped food in the same way.
Meze, tapas and Romanian gustarele can all organise small dishes, but their social setting, timing and repertoire
differ. Translation should clarify without flattening.

Plan shared authority. For each case, identify who introduces the practice, who can challenge the description,
and how disagreement will be recorded. A practitioner account is attributed, not treated as a national verdict.

Applied lesson

1. Select the family. Write the practical reason these cases belong together and one reason they should not be
treated as the same dish.

2. Design the grid. Define observable entries for all six dimensions and a separate column for evidence
confidence.

3. Check representation. Invite one participant from each relevant context to correct names, categories and
assumptions.

4. Set the limits. Write two conclusions that the tasting will not be allowed to claim.

Decision checkpoint. Would the grid still be meaningful if the country names were temporarily hidden and only
technique, context and meaning remained?

Required course result. Approved comparative family brief, common grid and authority plan.
Independent e-lesson

Build a neutral comparison grid that separates technique, ingredient function, sensory observation and
cultural meaning.

Complete the grid for the supplied cases and flag any statement that exceeds its evidence.

Lesson 3.2. Three comparative case families
Time and setting = Performance result Evidence and GCP route

completed process and tasting grid |
Cycle: Show, Cook, Compare | Applied
technique: GCP Cue-Pause-Coach with
Trace-to-Plate

5 hours | guided Cook or analyse three linked cases and
comparative distinguish shared technique, divergence
kitchen and unresolved history.
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Why this lesson is necessary

The project sources offer enough material for several strong comparisons. This lesson models three. Delivery
teams may replace a case when local availability or dietary access requires it, but the comparison question and
evidence standard remain.

Lesson text

Family one: fill, wrap, contain. Compare a Romanian sarmale route, a Turkish sarma or dolma route and a
documented Spanish filled preparation. Observe wrapper or vessel, filling structure, grain or protein role, acidity,
cooking medium, portion, feast or everyday setting and reheating. Do not announce a single origin from shape or
vocabulary.

Family two: eggplant, pepper and concentrated vegetables. Imam bayildi, zacusca and escalivada can illuminate
roasting, frying, braising, peeling, water management, oil, smoke, service temperature and preservation. Their
names, textures and uses remain distinct. The critical learner decision is how the technique changes water and
flavour.

Optional family: nut-thickened savoury sauces. Chicken in pepitoria provides a Spanish case for studying toasted-
almond thickening, emulsified fat, sauce consistency and the boundary between observation and historical
interpretation. Compare it with one Romanian or Ottoman-Turkish preparation selected from a verified local
source. Similar thickening behaviour creates a technical question, not a claim of common origin.

l»» COMILLAS
I?? U5, | conussfy

Project No.: 2024-1-RO01-KA220-VET-000249708
Figure 3. Chicken in Pepltorla Sauce Observe almond thickening, coating and sauce consistency.
GCP project workshop archive, watermarked image.

Family three: sourness and body. Use a Romanian sour soup, a Turkish yogurt, grain or tarhana soup, and a
Spanish bread, almond or vegetable cold soup. Compare the souring agent, timing, starch or protein body,
temperature, and seasonal logic. The category soup is the beginning of analysis, not the conclusion.

Cold-soup case. Ajoblanco and Andalusian gazpacho make the Spanish branch visible without collapsing it into
one national model. Compare bread or almond body, vegetable content, acidity, oil integration, texture, and cold-
service control. Regional identity belongs in the discussion, while origin claims remain tied to the cited source.
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Figure 5. Andalusian Gazpacho. Observe vegetable
texture, oil integration, acidity cues and cold service.
GCP project workshop archive, watermarked image.

Figure 4. Ajoblanco. Observe bread-almond body,
surface consistency and cold-service finish. GCP
project workshop archive, watermarked image.

Use a common tasting language. Ask participants to record intensity, texture, temperature, aroma, persistence
and balance before cultural interpretation. Then add service meaning and source evidence. This order reduces the

risk that stereotype dictates sensory description.

Optional family: fish stews and potato structure. Compare Marmitako and Suquet de Peix through fish cut, point
of addition, potato treatment, broth development, thickening and service rhythm. The useful question is how each
process protects fish texture while building body. The photograph supports visual comparison; the recipe and

process record carry the technical evidence.
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Fzgure 6 Marmitako. Observe cracked potatoes, Figure 7. Suquet de Peix. Observe fish and prawn
broth body and the condition of the fish pieces. GCP addition, potato structure and sauce concentration.
project workshop archive, watermarked image. GCP project workshop archive, watermarked image.

Optional family: grain-and-dairy desserts. Place a Romanian workshop milk-rice dessert beside siitlag and arroz
con leche as a controlled comparison of grain hydration, milk reduction, sweetness, aromatics and finishing.
Shared ingredients do not erase regional names, service practices, or documented histories. Trainers identify the
exact published recipe when available and use a descriptive caption when the recipe title remains uncertain.
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Figure 8. Romanian workshop milk-rice dessert with Figur ¢ 9. Cinnc{mon Ric? Pudding. Compare gr ‘fi”
fruit preserve and cinnamon. Use a descriptive title hydr afzon qnd milk reduction; fhe sour 'Ch‘e’f ry gar msﬁ
until the exact published recipe is confirmed. GCP described in the workshop recipe is not visible on this

project workshop archive, watermarked image. plate. GCP project workshop archive, watermarked
image.

Applied lesson

1. Brief mixed teams. Assign rotating roles for source, process, safety, sensory record and waste. No team
represents a country as a single voice.

2. Demonstrate one cue. Use Cue-Pause-Coach at the most decision-dense point in each family.
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3. Cook and record. Complete the shared grid during production, not from memory after plating.
4. Taste in two passes. First record sensory evidence silently. Then discuss technical and cultural interpretation.
5. Mark uncertainty. Tag every historical explanation with its source-confidence status.

Decision checkpoint. Can participants tell which conclusions came from tasting, which came from process
observation, and which require external historical evidence?

Required course result. Process grid, moderated tasting record and source-confidence annotations.
Independent e-lesson

Compare three culinary case families using the same analytical fields.
Classify each statement as observation, interpretation or historical claim, then check the feedback.

Lesson 3.3. Facilitate disagreement and teach the comparison
Time and setting Performance result Evidence and GCP route

Taught comparative episode and
facilitation record | Cycle: Compare,
Teach, Return | Applied technique:
structured comparison dialogue

5 hours | guided seminar, Facilitate a respectful comparison
micro-episode and workplace and convert one finding into a 20-
reflection minute learner decision.

Why this lesson is necessary

The most valuable moment in a transnational kitchen may be disagreement over a name, origin, texture or
legitimate change. The trainer's task is not to force harmony. It is to keep the discussion evidence-led, safe and
productive.

Lesson text

Separate four kinds of disagreement. People may disagree about facts, interpretation, sensory preference, or
identity and value. Each requires a different response. A source can test a date; it cannot decide whose memory
deserves respect. A tasting can reveal preference; it cannot settle ownership.

Use questions that open evidence. What did we observe, which source supports that, what differs by place or
household, and what would change our conclusion are stronger than which version is authentic.

Protect participation. Rotate who speaks first, invite a written or voice-note contribution, interrupt stereotypes
and return discussion to named practice. Challenge claims without turning a participant into a representative of
an entire nation.

Make one comparison teachable. A 20-minute episode contains a bounded question, one observable cue, a learner
prediction, a short comparison and a conclusion with a confidence label. Naming dishes alone is not enough.
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Applied lesson
1. Classify the disagreement. Use a real point from Lesson 3.2 and decide whether it concerns fact, interpretation,
preference or identity.

2. Facilitate. Run a ten-minute dialogue using the shared grid, protected speaking order, and a visible parking
place for unresolved claims.

3. Teach. Deliver the 20-minute comparative episode with one hands-on or sensory decision.
4. Review. Ask participants what became clearer and what was oversimplified. Revise one sentence or task.

Decision checkpoint. Did the discussion produce a more precise question or conclusion without asking anyone to
surrender a legitimate local meaning?

Required course result. Facilitation note, participant grid and revised 20-minute comparative episode.
Independent e-lesson

Use the dialogue protocol to manage disagreement without ranking cultures or treating taste as historical proof.
Choose a response for four disagreement cases and write one respectful facilitation prompt.
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Module 4. Sustainable reinterpretation under constraint

The Istanbul project work showed the value of a local-first constraint, market observation, flavour mapping,
seasonal supply and reuse of yufka trim. This module turns that experience into a repeatable method: record a
baseline, apply one real constraint, measure relevant consequences and state honestly what remains inherited,
what is adapted and what is new.

Curriculum specification

Recommended volume. 14 hours: 8 guided on-site, 2 guided study and 4 supervised workplace

Why and purpose. Reinterpret a preparation under a real resource, season, diet or equipment constraint while
retaining technical and cultural accountability.

Module performance objective. The candidate produces and defends a controlled adaptation with baseline and
changed data, sensory evidence and an explicit inherited, adapted or new claim.

Module learning objectives

Knowledge. Seasonality, locality, preservation, whole-product use, yield, waste, cost, labour, water, energy and
substitution effects.

Skills. Measure a baseline, choose a material constraint, redesign the process, test the result and explain trade-
offs.

Responsibility and autonomy. Own the consequences of substitutions, maintain food and allergen safety and avoid
presenting a new creation as historically identical.

How the module works

A local-first brief is applied in the kitchen and workplace. The Recipe Transfer Sheet keeps heritage, technical,
resource and learning decisions in one controlled record.

Expected module result. Baseline and adaptation, resource evidence, sensory comparison and completed Recipe
Transfer Sheet.
Module course design

Explicit learning objectives
1. Objective 1. Establish a measurable baseline for yield, waste, cost, labour, water, energy or sourcing before
making a sustainability claim.

2. Objective 2. Reinterpret one preparation under a real resource, seasonal, dietary or equipment constraint while
maintaining safety and learning value.

3. Objective 3. Defend what is inherited, adapted or new using resource, sensory, technical and source evidence.

Trainer theory

Constraint-based design. Sustainability becomes teachable when a real constraint forces a visible choice. The
trainer defines the baseline and the decision boundary before inviting creativity.

Page 43



Co-funded by "
the European Union [

¥, Black S M
\( Fogglgnﬁg BAU25/

UNIVERSIDAD PONTIFICIA ARY MEDICINE

COMILLAS [ -

uuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuu

Measurement before slogans. Local or plant-rich is not automatically lower impact in every setting. GCP uses
available, proportionate measures and records uncertainty instead of converting a preference into a universal
claim.

Cultural accountability. Technical adaptation may be valuable without being historically identical. The trainer
names what remains inherited, what was adapted and what is newly created, then checks how the wording affects

learners and communities.

Learner-facing contents

Theoretical contents

Locality and seasonality; preservation; whole-product
use; yield and waste; cost and labour; water and energy;
substitution effects; inherited, adapted and new claims.

Practical contents

Activities by delivery day and learning window

Baseline batch and resource map; constraint
selection; controlled adaptation; sensory and
technical comparison; workplace reproduction;
Recipe Transfer Sheet and oral defence.

Dgy or | Hours  and Activity sequence Methgd °T Observable evidence
window mode technique
Online . Choos.e a prepara}tlon, define one Conirolled '
. 2 h guided material constraint and plan the . Approved  baseline
baseline . adaptation
. study smallest useful baseline . plan
preparation briefing
measures.
Produce or inspect the baseline,
Delivery 4 h guided map ~ resource 'and' safety Kltghen—system Baseline and kitchen-
Day 6 on-site decisions and identify the audit and resource map
change with the strongest measurement
learning value.
. . Produce the adaptation, compare = Comparative Adapted batch and
Delivery 4 h guided process and sensory results, batch test and SeNSOrY-TESOUree
Day 7 on-site review trade-offs and defend the = adaptation Y
: record
claim language. defence
Repeat or  stress-test the
Workplacg 4 ‘ h adaptatlon in the candidate's Supervised Completed Recipe
reproductio  supervised  setting, document contextual .
! s workplace trial Transfer Sheet
n workplace variance and revise the transfer

sheet.
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Methods and instruments

Method or delivery

. How the trainer uses it Instrument
technique
Change one defined constraint while keeping
Controlled . . .
. enough of the baseline stable to interpret the Baseline and change plan
adaptation

result.

Comparative  batch Compare resource, technical and sensory Kitchen-resource map and
test evidence rather than relying on intention. sensory grid

Require explicit inherited, adapted or new

Adaptation def .
aptation detence wording and a reasoned account of trade-offs.

Recipe Transfer Sheet

Three-lesson route

Lesson Hours and setting Required result

4 hours | guided study and

4.1 Read the real kitchen system workplace audit

kitchen and resource map

5 hours | guided kitchen and

. baseline and adaptation record
supervised workplace

4.2 Run a controlled adaptation

4.3 Defend what is inherited, 5 hours | seminar, five-minute Recipe Transfer Sheet and
adapted or new defence and workplace follow-up = recorded defence

Lesson 4.1. Read the real kitchen system
Time and setting Performance result Evidence and GCP route

Define a site-specific baseline for yield, Kitchen and resource map | Cycle:
labour, equipment, waste and one relevant Read | Applied technique:
resource measure. baseline inquiry

4 hours | guided study
and workplace audit

Why this lesson is necessary

Sustainable cuisine cannot be taught through universal slogans. Local, seasonal, low-waste and energy-efficient
mean different things in a coastal restaurant, a rural training kitchen and an urban social enterprise. The trainer
begins with the actual system.

Lesson text

Define local for the case. Record distance or supply relationship, season, producer or market access, reliability
and price. A local product is not automatically lower impact, affordable or culturally relevant. The claim must
match the evidence available.
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Measure what can influence a decision. Useful baseline measures include edible yield, trim route, batch size,
active labour, cooking time, equipment load, water-intensive steps, ingredient cost and storage loss. Choose a
small set that the kitchen can record consistently.

Include cultural and sensory baselines. Write the expected texture, aroma, service context and heritage claim
before adaptation. Without this record, a lower-resource version may be technically successful but culturally
misdescribed.

Find the leverage point. One process change often matters more than many decorative substitutions. Examples
include using trim in a second preparation, changing batch organisation, preserving a seasonal surplus or selecting
equipment that fits the real volume.

Applied lesson

1. Select a case. Choose one approved project preparation that is relevant to the candidate's workplace.

2. Observe one batch. Record ingredients, edible yield, trim, labour steps, equipment and one resource measure
without changing the process.

3. Map meaning. Add the preparation's service context, sensory target and source-confidence statement.
4. Choose the leverage point. Identify one change with a plausible technical and resource effect.

Decision checkpoint. Could another kitchen repeat your baseline measurement, or is it a general impression such
as uses less energy?

Required course result. One-batch baseline and kitchen-resource map.
Independent e-lesson

Read yield, trim, labour, equipment, water and energy as parts of one kitchen system.
Complete the worked baseline calculation and identify the variable that most changes the result.

Lesson 4.2. Run a controlled adaptation
Time and setting Performance result Evidence and GCP route

baseline and adaptation record |
Cycle: Read, Cook, Rework |
Applied technique: GCP Trace-to-
Plate

5 hours | guided kitchen = Apply one stated constraint and compare
and supervised = technical, sensory and resource effects
workplace with the baseline.

Why this lesson is necessary

Creativity becomes assessable when the reason for change is explicit, and the comparison is fair. The candidate
changes one main constraint, controls other variables as far as practical, and records trade-offs.
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Lesson text

Choose one constraint. Options include local supply, seasonal surplus, lower budget, lower equipment
availability, waste reduction, dietary access, reduced active labour or a rural service condition. Combining many
changes makes the result hard to interpret.

Protect food safety and the core technique. A substitution triggers a new hazard and allergen review. If the
replacement removes the technique being assessed, the case no longer tests the same competence and must be
reframed.

Use the Istanbul examples as design prompts. Market-led selection can reveal seasonal availability. Tarhana
connects preservation, microbial process, and local variation. Yufka trim reuse shows how a by-product can
become another component. These are not universal recipes; they are examples of constraint-revealing learning.

Evidence rule for sustainability. Historical, local, or traditional does not automatically mean sustainable. Test
edible yield, trim route, active labour, equipment, energy and water demand, cost, safety and the intended sensory
result. State the scale and boundary of the comparison. A workshop success, public reaction or appealing plate
can show engagement, but cannot by itself verify a resource benefit.

%

Colunded by ¥, Black Sea& BAU COMILLAS
the European Union .\’ FooDlgnlty 25 ’ mv.mmmn:mw E

E + Pr - C ion par hi Project No.: 2024-1-RO01-KA220-VET-000249708

Figure 10. Torrijas. Observe soaking control, frying colour and service finish. Stale-bread
valorisation is a useful design prompt, while the resource benefit still requires a measured
baseline. GCP project workshop archive, watermarked image.

Compare more than taste. Record yield, waste or trim route, labour, equipment, cost or another selected measure
alongside sensory outcome and participant judgement. A positive tasting comment is not proof of a resource
claim.

Applied lesson
1. State the constraint. Write the site, reason, limit and success criterion before changing the recipe.
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2. Recheck risk. Verify ingredients, allergens, process controls and equipment for the adapted route.

3. Produce comparable batches. Cook the baseline or use its valid record, then adapt to a meaningful scale.
4. Measure and taste. Use the same units and the same sensory grid for both routes.

5. Record trade-offs. Name at least one gain, one loss, and one uncertainty.

Decision checkpoint. If the adaptation is preferred, can you show why without converting preference into an
unsupported sustainability claim?

Required course result. Completed baseline-adaptation sheet, sensory comparison and verified risk update.
Independent e-lesson

Compare a baseline preparation with a controlled adaptation under a real constraint.
Evaluate the sensory, safety and resource trade-offs in the supplied adaptation record.

Lesson 4.3. Defend what is inherited, adapted or new
Time and setting Performance result Evidence and GCP route

Recipe Transfer Sheet and recorded
defence | Cycle: Compare, Rework,
Teach, Return | Applied technique:
adaptation defence

5 hours | seminar, five-minute = Communicate an adaptation without
defence and  workplace false authenticity or unsupported
follow-up environmental claims.

Why this lesson is necessary

A contemporary dish can respect heritage without pretending to be unchanged. Precise language helps learners,
clients and cultural partners understand what was retained, why a substitution occurred and where a new creation
begins.

Lesson text

Use three statements. Inherited names the documented technique, function, sequence, sensory relationship, or
service meaning retained. Adapted names the deliberate change and its consequence. New names the element for
which no continuity claim is made.

Explain trade-offs. Lower waste may add labour. A local ingredient may cost more or change allergen risk.
Reduced energy may affect texture or batch consistency. A responsible defence states the effect and the conditions
under which the result is useful.

Avoid authenticity as a score. The relevant question is not whether the adaptation is more or less authentic in the
abstract. It is whether the trainer has represented evidence, practitioners, technical consequences and learner
context accurately.

Make the case transferable. The Recipe Transfer Sheet connects the claim, baseline, constraint, cues, safety,
evidence and workplace use. Another trainer should be able to understand both the dish and the learning design.
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Applied lesson

1. Draft the three statements. Write inherited, adapted and new in language suitable for a learner or menu note.

2. Prepare the defence. Use five minutes: baseline, constraint, decision, measured effect, cultural statement and
limit.

3. Answer challenge questions. A peer questions feasibility, another questions the heritage claim and an assessor

questions the measure.

4. Return to work. Test one element in the real kitchen and record whether the result can be reproduced under
normal service conditions.

Decision checkpoint. Would a practitioner connected to the documented tradition recognise what you retained
and what you changed, even if they do not prefer the result?

Required course result. Recipe Transfer Sheet, five-minute defence and workplace feasibility note.
Independent e-lesson

Distinguish what is inherited, what has been adapted and what is newly created.
Draft the three-part provenance statement for a case, then test it against the decision guide.
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Module 5. Designing vocational and digital GCP learning

This module develops two related professional abilities: designing an outcome-led vocational lesson and
authoring a self-contained digital object. Chef-trainers learn to preserve clarity, access, rights and feedback in
each format while keeping the public e-course independent from practical assessment.

Curriculum specification
Recommended volume. 10 hours: 4 guided on-site, 4 guided study and 2 supervised workplace

Why and purpose. Convert one GCP case into an inclusive vocational lesson and a separate, self-contained Tutor
LMS object.

Module performance objective. The candidate authors a coherent vocational lesson and a self-contained digital
lesson, each with explicit outcomes, activities, feedback, access and completion conditions.

Module learning objectives

Knowledge. Adult workplace learning, constructive alignment, cognitive load, accessibility, media rights, privacy
and the limits of LMS completion data.

Skills. Write performance outcomes, sequence before-service and at-the-pass work, author accessible online
content and plan authentic evidence.

Responsibility and autonomy. Keep online participation fair, protect data and ensure digital design supports rather
than substitutes practical competence.

How the module works
Candidates use the GCP Lesson Blueprint and a tested Tutor LMS object map. Core lesson and quiz functions
are used; practical evidence follows a controlled portfolio route.

Expected module result. One complete blended lesson object, downloadable low-bandwidth version and
assessment map.

Module course design

Explicit learning objectives
1. Objective 1. Write an outcome-first vocational lesson in which activity and evidence test the intended chef-
trainer performance.

2. Objective 2. Build a self-contained Tutor LMS topic whose lessons and quiz can be completed without on-site
or workplace participation.

3. Objective 3. Provide an accessible, rights-cleared, and low-bandwidth equivalent for every required online task.

Trainer theory

Constructive alignment. A lesson is coherent when the outcome names a performance, the activity gives practice
in that performance, and the evidence allows the stated decision. Attractive content that does not serve this chain
is removed or made optional.
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Digital role. The independent e-course has its own knowledge outcomes, completion data and digital diploma.
The vocational route separately assesses knife control, sensory judgement, allergen segregation, facilitation and

work-based transfer.

Access and rights. Accessibility, media rights and privacy are design conditions, not final checks. The low-
bandwidth route must offer an equivalent learning decision, not a reduced standard.

Learner-facing contents

Theoretical contents

Adult workplace learning; backward design and
constructive alignment; cognitive load; LMS object
logic; accessibility; low-bandwidth equivalence; media
rights; privacy and analytics limits.

Practical contents

Performance outcome and evidence map; GCP
Lesson Blueprint; three Tutor LMS lesson
objects and quiz plan; caption, transcript and

alt-text check; offline pack and access test.

Activities by delivery day and learning window

mapping

before selecting text, media or quiz items.

Page 51

) Hours  and . Method or Observable
Day or window Activity sequence . s
mode technique evidence
Map outcome, evidence, sequence Outcome-
. . . and guided preparation; draft evidence Lessoq
Guided design 4 h guided T . blueprint and
. learner text and low-bandwidth mapping and
studio study ) ot . . learner-
route; run an accessibility and rights = guided
. content draft
check. authoring
Build or simulate the Tutor LMS .
. .. Authoring
. objects, test navigation and Tested
. 4 h guided . . . lab and
Delivery Day 8 . instructions, connect the digital blended lesson
on-site . . access walk- .
work to kitchen evidence, and throueh object
conduct a peer access walk-through. &
h Ask a representative learner or Revision note
Workplace learner : P . . Usability and final low-
. supervised colleague to use the instructions, g .
review . . observation bandwidth
workplace record friction and revise the route. .
equivalent
Methods and instruments
Methgd or delivery How the trainer uses it Instrument
technique
Outcome-evidence Work backwards from the practical performance GCP Lesson Blueprint
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. "Y' How the trainer uses it Instrument
technique
. Tutor LMS
) Create and test the actual lesson sequence in the . .
Authoring lab . . implementation
available platform logic. .
manifest

Test the route using transcript, keyboard, phone and = Accessibility, rights
low-bandwidth assumptions relevant to the cohort. and privacy checklist

Access walk-through
Three-lesson route

Lesson Hours and setting Required result

5.1 Design from performance, not from 3 hours | guided study

) . outcome and alignment ma
content design studio | & p

5.2 Author the independent Tutor LMS e- 3 hours | guided study

course build laboratory platform build manifest

5.3 Accessibility, rights and low-bandwidth = 4 hours | guided study accessible lesson object and
alignment and workplace review | review record

Lesson 5.1. Design from performance, not from content
Time and setting Performance result Evidence and GCP route

Write an observable outcome and align Outcome and alignment map |
preparation, practice, evidence and Cycle: Frame, Teach | Applied
feedback. technique: outcome-first design

3 hours | guided study
design studio

Why this lesson is necessary

Experienced chefs do not need a digital encyclopaedia of dishes. They need a reason to make a professional
decision, sufficient preparation to act safely and feedback that helps them improve.

Lesson text

Write action, context and evidence. A strong outcome names what the learner does, under which conditions and
what will be observed. For example: facilitate a mixed-team comparison of three filled preparations and produce
a grid that separates technical observation from origin claims.

Remove hidden outcomes. Understand, know and appreciate may describe intentions but do not tell the learner
what to do. Use explain, diagnose, demonstrate, compare, adapt, assess or teach when these actions match the
professional task.
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Align every element. Before-service material prepares the decision. At-the-pass practice lets the learner perform.
After-service evidence records the result and revision. Back-at-work transfer tests use. Content that does not
support this line is optional reference, not the centre of the lesson.

Design for experts. Allow comparison with existing practice, challenge unsupported certainty and give
responsibility. Do not explain every basic culinary term to all learners. Provide a glossary or targeted support
without lowering the outcome.

Applied lesson

1. Start with a problem. Name one observable difficulty in the intended learner group, such as demonstrations
that hide critical cues.

2. Write the outcome. Include action, context, evidence and any critical limit.
3. Build the line. Map preparation, practice, evidence, feedback and workplace transfer in five connected boxes.
4. Remove drift. Delete or reclassify any content that does not prepare the outcome or serve as needed reference.

Decision checkpoint. Could two assessors locate the same evidence and reach a defensible decision from the
written outcome?

Required course result. One performance outcome and completed alignment map.
Independent e-lesson

Align a performance outcome with learner action, feedback, and evidence.
Complete the five-box alignment map for the supplied learning problem.

Lesson 5.2. Author the independent Tutor LMS e-course
Time and setting = Performance result Evidence and GCP route

3 hours | guided Translate one module into Tutor LMS platform build manifest | Cycle:
study build = topics, lessons, and quiz objects using only Frame, Show, Teach | Applied
laboratory enabled core functions. technique: platform authoring

Why this lesson is necessary

The e-course uses the native Tutor LMS hierarchy: course, topic, lesson and quiz. The public course page states
the audience, open enrolment condition, learning outcomes, lesson sequence, accessibility route and digital
diploma rule before the learner enrols.

Lesson text

Use the native hierarchy. Create one course, nine topics, three lessons in each topic and one module quiz. Exactly
twenty-seven lessons appear in the course curriculum. The quiz is an additional object and is not counted as a
lesson.
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Use only functions that are enabled and tested. Assignments and H5P are not required. Lessons contain the
learning activity and completion check; quizzes record the module threshold. The digital diploma is generated by
the LMS or issued from the verified completion record.

Keep video short and replaceable. Use video for close-up movement, sensory transition or a human welcome.
Put essential explanation in accessible text. Every video has captions, a transcript and a still-image route.

Use quizzes for decisions. The nine quizzes assess source judgement, safety choices, comparison, alignment and
quality logic for the digital diploma. They do not certify live culinary or training competence.

Applied lesson

1. Build the manifest. Record course title, topic title, lesson title, slug, lesson type, duration, media, transcript,
download and evidence reference.

2. Create one prototype. Enter one lesson in a staging or draft course. Use real headings, short paragraphs and
linked resources.

3. Test logged out and mobile. Check course description, curriculum order, locked content, video fallback, link
behaviour and text readability.

4. Record the gap. If an intended completion or accessibility function is unavailable, name the owner and
correction date before publication.

Decision checkpoint. Does every online instruction correspond to an enabled, tested and visible function,
including the diploma completion rule?

Required course result. Tutor LMS build manifest and one tested prototype lesson.
Independent e-lesson

Organise one course into Tutor LMS topics, lessons, and decision quizzes using a clear naming system.
Arrange the platform objects in the correct order and complete the authoring checklist.

Lesson 5.3. Accessibility, rights and low-bandwidth alignment
Time and setting = Performance result Evidence and GCP route

accessible lesson object and review
record | Cycle: Read, Teach, Return |
Applied technique: accessibility
walkthrough

4 hours | guided Produce an accessible digital lesson object
study and and verify that alternative routes preserve
workplace review  the outcome.

Page 54



[

B Co-funded by ¥, Black SeadmBAU 25 COMILLAS B8 oo s
Gl the European Union RN FooDignity  —ron ool o s memmmmrs, S8 LT

Why this lesson is necessary

Access is part of instructional quality. The 2026 project recruitment explicitly welcomed chefs from rural, limited-
access and low-budget kitchens. A course that depends on uninterrupted video, costly ingredients or public self-
recording would contradict that commitment.

Lesson text

Make structure machine-readable. Use real headings, descriptive links, table headers, readable contrast and
meaningful alternative text. Do not use colour alone to communicate pass, risk or source confidence.

Make media replaceable. Caption and transcribe speech. For visual technique, provide numbered stills that
describe the change, measurement and hand action. A transcript alone cannot replace visual information unless
that information is written.

Minimise data and protect rights. Record author, source, permission, version and review date for text, recipe and
image. Separate consent for assessment from consent for public communication. Do not publish workplace
footage because it was acceptable for moderation.

Ethical Heritage Caption Protocol. For every public or learner-facing image record the verified dish name or a
cautious descriptive title, the observable technique, event or location and date when known, inherited, adapted or
newly designed status, recipe or source link, creator credit, permission and use restriction, version, review date
and meaningful alternative text. A watermark supports identification but does not replace the rights record, creator
credit, consent decision or alt text. Never use a photograph alone to certify authenticity, origin, safe process or
competence.

Preserve competence across routes. A paper source log can equal a digital source log. A live observed
demonstration can equal an assessor-reviewed recording. A quiz cannot become the alternative for practical
performance because it changes the competence.

Applied lesson

1. Run the keyboard and reading check. Review headings, link names, focus order, tables, contrast and mobile
reflow.

2. Run the media check. Verify captions, transcript, stills, alt text, file size and download.

3. Run the rights check. Record owner, source status, permission, version, review date and public or restricted
status.

4. Compare routes. State how online, offline and assisted routes produce equivalent evidence.

Decision checkpoint. Does the alternative route change only access, or does it quietly remove the professional
action that the outcome requires?

Required course result. Accessible lesson object, rights record and route-equivalence review.
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Independent e-lesson

Audit one digital lesson for headings, captions, alternative text, media rights, privacy and low-bandwidth
access.

Find the access and rights faults in the sample lesson and select a proportionate correction.
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Module 6. Microteaching, feedback and assessment

Microteaching is the protected rehearsal before a real cascade. Candidates brief a learning kitchen, expose one
critical decision, observe practice, give criterion-linked feedback and revise the lesson. Assessment keeps culinary
product, teaching process and learner evidence distinct.

Curriculum specification

Recommended volume. 12 hours: 10 guided on-site and 2 supervised workplace

Why and purpose. Test teaching, feedback and assessment decisions before the candidate works with a second
group.

Module performance objective. The candidate delivers a practical microteaching episode, makes an evidence-

based decision, receives calibrated feedback and revises the lesson.

Module learning objectives
Knowledge. Observation, questioning, feedback, validity, reliability, fairness, moderation, conflict of interest and
reassessment.

Skills. Brief learners, observe decisions, ask diagnostic questions, give criterion-linked feedback and apply a
common rubric.

Responsibility and autonomy. Create physical and psychological safety, record defensible decisions and accept
moderation or reassessment where evidence is insufficient.

How the module works

Triads rotate through trainer, learner and observer roles. Calibration cases precede live microteaching; revision
follows within 72 hours.

Expected module result. Lesson version, observation rubric, learner evidence, assessor decision and revision note.

Module course design

Explicit learning objectives

1. Objective 1. Brief a safe and psychologically respectful learning kitchen with transparent performance criteria.
2. Objective 2. Observe culinary and teaching decisions rather than personality, status or presentation style.

3. Objective 3. Deliver, assess, revise and, where necessary, reteach a 30 to 45 minute practical lesson using
calibrated judgement.

Trainer theory

Deliberate teaching practice. Microteaching reduces the cost of testing a lesson. A short, authentic segment
allows the trainer to rehearse briefing, demonstration, observation and feedback before working with a second

group.
Diagnostic feedback. Useful feedback names the observed evidence, its consequence, the next action and the next

opportunity to show it. Questions are used to reveal reasoning, not to lead the learner toward a hidden answer.
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do not turn a rubric into an automatic score.

Learner-facing contents

Theoretical contents

Learning-kitchen briefing;

questioning;

reassessment.

criterion-linked
reliability and fairness; moderation; conflicts of interest;

Practical contents

observation;
feedback;

diagnostic
validity,

Calibration cases;
microteaching;

COMILLAS g8
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lesson briefing;
learner
observation and feedback; assessor decision;
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triad
performance;

revision and targeted reteaching.

Activities by delivery day and learning window

Day or Hours and
window mode
Delivery 5 h guided
Day 9 on-site
Delivery 5 h guided
Day 10 on-site
h
Workplace .
.. supervised
revision
workplace
Methods and instruments
Method or delivery
technique

GCP Cue-Pause-Coach

Triad microteaching

Calibration conference

Activity sequence Method or
yseq technique
Calibrate against common cases, Calibration
rehearse the briefing and critical conference and
demonstration, then rotate trainer, GCP Cue-

learner and observer roles. Pause-Coach

Deliver the assessed episode,

observe learner decisions, provide = Microteaching,
feedback, make a criterion-level = teach-back and
decision and moderate borderline = moderation

evidence.

Revise within 72 hours, test the
changed instruction or evidence
route and record the effect.

Evidence-led
lesson revision

Observable evidence

Calibrated notes and
rehearsal record

Observation rubric
and assessor decision

Revised lesson and
change note

How the trainer uses it Instrument
Test whether the trainer can make the decisive Critical-cue map and
culinary cue teachable during a live episode. session blueprint
Rotate trainer, learner and observer roles to .
. Common observation

generate performance, learner and observation .

. rubric
evidence.
Compare independent criterion decisions and Calibration and

resolve differences by returning to evidence.
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Three-lesson route

Lesson Hours and setting Required result

3 hours | guided on-site = session plan and observed

6.1 Brief the learning kitchen workshop briefing

4 hours | guided on-site = calibrated  observation  and

6.2 Observe learning and give usable feedback calibration feedback record

5 hours | assessed on- observed microteaching and
site microteaching revision note

6.3 Deliver, revise and reteach
Lesson 6.1. Brief the learning kitchen
Time and setting = Performance result Evidence and GCP route

Session plan and observed briefing |
Cycle: Frame, Read, Show | Applied
technique: briefing rehearsal

3 hours | guided Set up and brief a safe, inclusive 30 to 45
on-site workshop = minute kitchen lesson.

Why this lesson is necessary

A professional group still needs a clear learning contract. The briefing protects time, movement, ingredients,
allergens, psychological safety, and the right to ask for a pause or decline tasting.

Lesson text

State the outcome and evidence first. Participants hear what they will do, what the trainer will observe and which
conditions require a stop. This prevents the practical from becoming a chef performance followed by vague
participation.

Organise stations for learning. The trainer checks sight lines, equipment, movement, quantities, safe waiting
tasks and where the assessor stands. Production efficiency matters, but not at the cost of preventing learners from
making the critical decision.

Make participation rules explicit. Feedback concerns observable actions. Questions are welcome. Language
support, adapted tools and tasting boundaries are stated without singling out or diminishing a participant.

Plan contingencies. The session plan covers missing ingredients, equipment failure, timing drift, non-
participation, cross-contact, product failure and an unsafe act. The response protects both learning and service.

Applied lesson

1. Prepare the room. Use the session blueprint to place equipment, ingredients, observation point and safe
movement.
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2. Brief'in three minutes. State outcome, route, roles, hazards, allergens, stop conditions, evidence, and questions.
3. Ask for a teach-back. One participant explains the critical decision and stop condition in their own words.
4. Revise. Remove unnecessary words and correct one access or contingency gap.

Decision checkpoint. Could a participant who arrived with the agreed baseline explain what they will do and how
to stop safely after the briefing alone?

Required course result. Session blueprint, room check and competent three-minute briefing.
Independent e-lesson

Study a concise learning-kitchen briefing covering outcome, roles, hazards, allergens, evidence and stop
authority.

Complete the briefing checklist and remove information that does not support safe learner action.

Lesson 6.2. Observe learning and give usable feedback
Time and setting Performance result Evidence and GCP route

calibrated  observation  and
feedback record | Cycle: Cook,
Teach | Applied technique: GCP
Cue-Pause-Coach

Observe learner decisions, question
judgement and give feedback linked to
published criteria.

4 hours | guided on-site
calibration

Why this lesson is necessary

A good dish can hide weak learning. Assessment therefore observes briefing, cue visibility, learner action,
questions, safety, comparison, feedback and transfer separately from the final product.

Lesson text

Observe decisions, not personality. Write what the learner did or said, the condition and consequence. Avoid

labels such as careless, natural or not creative. Evidence must allow another assessor to understand the decision.

Use diagnostic questions. Ask the learner to identify the cue, predict the consequence, justify the action and
explain a recovery or transfer. Do not use questioning to trap or humiliate.

Calibrate before judging. Two assessors watch the same short performance, record evidence independently and
compare decisions. Differences are resolved against the criterion, not status or preference.

Feedback closes with a next observation. Specific feedback names what happened, why it matters, what to change
and how the change will be checked. Immediate safety correction is not delayed for a formal feedback meeting.

Applied lesson

1. Observe a shared clip or live segment. Record evidence against four criteria without conferring.
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2. Compare decisions. 1dentify whether differences arise from evidence, criterion interpretation or personal
preference.

3. Give two-minute feedback. Include one confirmed strength, one priority action and the next evidence
opportunity.

4. Moderate. Write the agreed decision and one rubric wording change only if the criterion was genuinely unclear.

Decision checkpoint. Could the feedback recipient act differently at the next attempt without guessing what the
assessor meant?

Required course result. Calibration record, evidence notes and two-minute feedback script.
Independent e-lesson

Distinguish observation from judgement and connect feedback to a criterion and next action.
Classify the feedback examples and rewrite one vague comment as evidence-led guidance.

Lesson 6.3. Deliver, revise and reteach
Time and setting Performance result Evidence and GCP route

Observed microteaching and
Deliver and revise a 30 to 45 minute GCP  revision notes | Cycle: Frame,
lesson containing a genuine learner Show, Cook, Compare, Teach |
decision. Applied technique: both GCP
methods as appropriate

5 hours | assessed on-site
microteaching

Why this lesson is necessary
The candidate now integrates research, craft, safety, comparison and feedback in one short lesson. The goal is not
performance polish. It is safe learning that produces interpretable evidence.

Lesson text

Minimum lesson elements. The session has a bounded outcome, traceable case, safe briefing, one visible critical
cue, one learner prediction or decision, sufficient hands-on practice, criterion-linked feedback and a transfer
prompt.

Choose method by problem. Use Trace-to-Plate when a heritage claim shapes the practical case. Use Cue-Pause-
Coach when expert judgement is hidden. Both may appear, but adding method names without performing their
decisions does not count.

Collect three perspectives. Learner feedback describes clarity and access. Peer feedback examines method and
participation. Assessor evidence supports the competence decision. Popularity is not substituted for assessment.

Reteach the critical segment. After review, the candidate repeats the part where learning was weakest. The
revision note links evidence, change and expected consequence.
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Applied lesson

1. Deliver. Teach the approved 30 to 45 minute lesson to peers, including a practical learner decision.
2. Receive evidence. Gather learner, peer and assessor records against published criteria.

3. Diagnose. 1dentify one clarity issue, one inclusion issue and one assessment issue.

4. Revise and reteach. Repeat the critical segment and record what changed in learner action.

5. Prepare cascade. Submit the revised lesson version for second-group approval.

Decision checkpoint. What changed in learner action after the revision, not merely what changed in your
presentation?

Required course result. Observed microteaching, three feedback sources, revised lesson and reteach evidence.
Independent e-lesson

Analyze a microteaching case in which learner evidence, safety, and presentation quality point in different
directions.

Choose the defensible assessment decision and record the revision that the evidence supports.

Module 7. Supervised cascade to a second group

The supervised cascade is the point at which vocational candidates move from peer rehearsal to responsibility for
another real learner group. Candidates adapt an approved lesson, deliver under supervision, revise within 72
hours, and return after four to six weeks to identify what entered practice.

Curriculum specification

Recommended volume. 16 hours: 2 guided on-site and 14 supervised workplaces
Why and purpose. Demonstrate that the candidate can adapt and transfer GCP learning beyond the peer cohort.

Module performance objective. The candidate delivers an approved lesson to an authentic second group,
completes a supervised debrief and checks use after 4 to 6 weeks.

Module learning objectives

Knowledge. Transfer conditions, workplace constraints, supervision, consent, evidence authenticity, mentoring
and return-check options.

Skills. Adapt the plan, contract the host, lead the session, collect proportionate evidence, analyse barriers and
support retained use.

Responsibility and autonomy. Protect learners and workplace information, distinguish delivery from transfer and
report what did not continue as honestly as what did.

How the module works
The candidate submits a readiness pack, teaches in the host setting, debriefs within 72 hours and returns through
observation, interview or work evidence.
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Expected module result. Accepted cascade record, supervisor evidence, learner evidence, revised lesson and
return record.

Module course design

Explicit learning objectives
1. Objective 1. Adapt an approved GCP lesson to a genuinely different group and setting while preserving the
performance outcome and critical gates.

2. Objective 2. Deliver a supervised cascade and collect proportionate, authentic learner and supervisor evidence.

3. Objective 3. Return after 4 to 6 weeks to classify what was retained, used, changed or passed on and revise the
lesson accordingly.

Trainer theory

Transfer is not repetition. A second delivery proves reach, not transfer. Transfer is demonstrated when learners
or workplaces use, adapt or pass on the practice after the supported session.

Separate indicator families. Communication indicators include reach, impressions, downloads, attendance and
partner visibility. Learning indicators include decision quality, practical evidence, safe performance, adaptation
quality and feedback use. Transfer indicators include workplace adoption, retained use, contextual change and
passing the practice to another group. Report the three families separately so public visibility is never presented
as proof of competence or sustained use.

Fidelity to outcome. The trainer protects the intended performance, evidence and safety boundary while adapting
language, ingredients, equipment, timing and examples to the host context. Fidelity to a script is not the aim.

Authenticity and privacy. Transfer evidence must be credible without becoming intrusive. The host, supervisor,
learners and candidate understand what is recorded, who can see it and how long it is retained.

Learner-facing contents
Theoretical contents Practical contents

Transfer conditions; contextual adaptation; host and Readiness pack; host contract; adapted lesson;
supervisor roles; consent and privacy; evidence supervised cascade; learner and supervisor
authenticity; mentoring; debrief; observation, interview evidence; debrief; 4 to 6 week return inquiry;
and work-evidence return methods. final lesson revision.

Page 63



Co-funded by "
the European Union [

¥, Black S M BAl
Fogglgnﬁg """"""" U25/

UNIVERSIDAD PONTIFICIA ARY MEDICINE

COMILLAS [ -

‘N4

Activities by delivery day and learning window

uuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuu

D r Hour n . Meth r .
ay ° ours  and Activity sequence © (.)d T Observable evidence
window mode technique
Review readiness, host
. . .. .\ Context-
Delivery 2 h guided conditions,  critical  gates, . .
) adaptation Approved readiness pack
Day 11 on-site consent and the planned .
. clinic
evidence and return route.
Adapt resources, brief the host Supervised
Cascade 6 h P ’ . P
) . and second group, deliver the second- Lesson  record  and
preparation = supervised . . .
) lesson and intervene where group supervisor evidence
and delivery = workplace . .
required. delivery
Evidence 4 h Complete learner evidence,
. . debrief within 72 hours, analyse Evidence-led Cascade record and
and debrief supervised . . .
: barriers and make the first debrief revised lesson
window workplace ..
revision.
Observe, interview or inspect
Return T P Return
window 4 h  work evidence; classify inqui and
supervised  retained, used, changed and quiry. Workplace return record
after 4 to 6 . mentoring
workplace passed-on  practice;  agree -
weeks conversation
support.

Methods and instruments

Method or
delivery technique
Context-

adaptation clinic

Supervised
delivery

Return inquiry

Lesson

7.1 Contract and adapt the cascade

Stress-test the lesson against the real group,
kitchen, schedule and access conditions.

Use an identified supervisor to corroborate
conditions, action and critical-gate performance.

Three-lesson route

How the trainer uses it

Collect proportionate evidence of later use and
analyze what enabled or blocked it.

Hours and setting

workplace planning
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Lesson Hours and setting Required result
. 9  hours supervised = supervisor observation and
7.2 Deliver to the second group |. p p
workplace delivery learner work
4 hours | supervised

cascade revision and workplace

7.3 Debrief, revise and return workplace and  guided
return record

review

Lesson 7.1. Contract and adapt the cascade
Time and setting Performance result Evidence and GCP route

Approved cascade plan | Cycle:
3 hours | guided on-site = Agree on a safe cascade contract and adapt Frame, Read, Teach | Applied
and workplace planning = the micro-lesson to the new learner group. technique: context adaptation
clinic

Why this lesson is necessary

Copying the peer micro-lesson into another venue is not transfer. The candidate reads the new group, host, service
rhythm, equipment, language, evidence permissions and constraints, then records why each change is necessary.

Lesson text

Define difference. The plan states how the second group differs in role, prior practice, language, confidence,
equipment, resources or workplace pressure. A different room with the same peer cohort is not enough.

Protect the core outcome. Timing, ingredients, examples and support may change. The observable professional
decision and critical gates remain unless the outcome is formally reapproved.

Name roles and stop authority. The host, candidate, supervisor and safety-responsible person know who controls
the kitchen, who observes, who may intervene and how an incident or access problem is recorded.

Schedule evidence and return. The plan identifies learner work, supervisor observation, debrief within 72 hours
and the four-to-six-week return method before delivery.

Applied lesson

1. Meet the host. Confirm learner profile, practical outcome, schedule, facilities, ingredients, safety and privacy.
2. Compare versions. Use a change table to show the micro-lesson element, cascade adaptation and reason.

3. Approve controls. The supervisor checks hazards, allergens, access, evidence and stop authority.

4. Book the return. Set the follow-up method and provisional date before the session occurs.

Decision checkpoint. Can you show which changes improve access and fit while preserving the competence
standard?
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Required course result. Signed cascade contract, version-change table and approved risk plan.
Independent e-lesson

Adapt a lesson plan to a new learner group while preserving the performance outcome and critical gates.
Resolve the host, access, and risk decisions in the cascade-planning scenario.

Lesson 7.2. Deliver to the second group
Time and setting Performance result Evidence and GCP route

Supervisor observation and learner
work | Cycle: Show, Cook, Compare,
Teach | Applied technique: selected
GCP methods

Deliver a substantial practical session
and gather valid evidence of learner
decisions and trainer action.

9 hours | supervised
workplace delivery

Why this lesson is necessary

This is the decisive transfer performance. The candidate owns the lesson within agreed boundaries; the supervisor
protects learners and observes critical criteria without taking over normal teaching.

Lesson text

Brief the real context. Link the outcome to the group's work, not to project attendance. Confirm roles, hazards,
allergens, tasting boundaries, evidence and the right to pause.

Observe adaptation in action. The supervisor records how the candidate responds to different pace, language,
equipment, errors and questions. Fidelity means preserving outcome and gates, not repeating every sentence.

Capture learner evidence. Useful evidence includes a source decision, cue prediction, performed technique,
comparison grid, adaptation justification or teach-back. Photographs without context are weak evidence and
require permission.

Keep production and assessment distinct. A usable product may be necessary for the workplace. The supervisor
still records whether each learner made the required decision and whether the trainer's feedback created a next
step.

Applied lesson
1. Set up and brief. Complete the agreed pre-start check with the host and supervisor.

2. Deliver. Teach the practical sequence, using Trace-to-Plate or Cue-Pause-Coach where the learner problem
requires it.

3. Observe critical criteria. The supervisor directly observes briefing, demonstration, safety, learner action,
questioning, and feedback.

4. Collect evidence. Reference learner products or records without gathering unnecessary personal data.

5. Close. Ask learners to state what they will use, where and what support they need.
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Decision checkpoint. Does the evidence show what learners decided and performed, or only that the event
occurred?

Required course result. Supervisor observation, anonymised learner evidence, attendance or participation record
and issue log.

Independent e-lesson

Select proportionate supervisor and learner evidence for a second-group delivery.
Choose which records are necessary, which are intrusive and which cannot support a transfer claim.

Lesson 7.3. Debrief, revise and return

Time and setting Performance result Evidence and GCP route
: : o isi kpl
4 hours | supervised Revise the lesson within 72 hours and cascade revision and workplace
. . .. return record | Cycle: Teach, Return
workplace and guided verify use or change after four to six

| Applied technique: evidence-to-

review weeks. ! )
improvement review

Why this lesson is necessary

Immediate satisfaction fades quickly. The return check asks whether learners retained, used, changed or passed
on the practice, and what workplace conditions supported or blocked that movement.

Lesson text

Debrief within 72 hours. Candidate and supervisor review outcome, learner evidence, safety, access, timing and
unexpected effects. They make at least one documented change or explain with evidence why no change is
needed.

Use a proportionate return method. Direct observation is strongest when feasible. A structured interview, product
record, station check, learner explanation or supervisor-confirmed work can also show use. Satisfaction alone is
insufficient.

Look for four states. Retained means the learner can still explain or perform. Used means it appears in work.
Changed means the learner adapted it, which may be positive or problematic. Passed on means the learner helped
another person use it.

Record barriers honestly. Equipment, management, cost, schedule, supply, language or confidence may block
use. Mixed results are valuable quality evidence. Concealing them makes the programme less useful.

Applied lesson

1. Debrief- Complete the 72-hour record with the supervisor and issue any urgent correction immediately.
2. Revise. Update the lesson version, evidence instruction or support resource and record the reason.

3. Return. Use the agreed method four to six weeks later with a sample or all learners as appropriate.
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4. Decide. Classify retained, used, changed or passed on, record barriers and propose one support or curriculum
action.

Decision checkpoint. What can you say about workplace behaviour that you could not have known from the end-
of-session feedback?

Required course result. 72-hour debrief, revised lesson version and completed four-to-six-week return record.

Independent e-lesson

Use the 72-hour debrief and four-to-six-week return logic to distinguish delivery from retained use.
Classify the follow-up findings as retained, used, changed or passed on and propose one lesson adjustment.

Module 8. Portfolio, viva and quality review

The final module integrates evidence rather than retesting isolated facts. Candidates organise the portfolio by
competence and evidence item, defend consequential decisions in a moderated viva and turn one finding into an
EQAVET review proposal.

Curriculum specification
Recommended volume: 6 hours: 2 guided on-site, 2 guided study and 2 supervised workplace

Why and purpose. Integrate evidence, defend professional judgement and convert findings into a controlled
improvement.

Module performance objective. The candidate submits an indexed portfolio, completes a moderated viva and
proposes one evidence-led change through the EQAVET cycle.

Module learning objectives
Knowledge. Evidence sufficiency, moderation, appeals, version control, Plan-Implement-Evaluate-Review and
the limits of project certification.

Skills. Curate evidence, explain decisions, respond to challenge, analyse results and write a controlled change
proposal.

Responsibility and autonomy. Declare gaps and conflicts, avoid overstating recognition and contribute usable

evidence to consortium quality review.

How the module works
Online portfolio preparation is followed by moderated viva, decision meeting and a quality-review task grounded
in cohort or workplace evidence.

Expected module result. Complete portfolio, viva record, certification decision and EQAVET change record.
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Module course design

Explicit learning objectives
1. Objective 1. Index authentic evidence as a coherent argument for competence rather than a collection of course
artefacts.

2. Objective 2. Defend consequential source, safety, teaching, assessment and transfer decisions in a moderated
viva.

3. Objective 3. Use cohort or workplace evidence to propose one controlled improvement through Plan,
Implement, Evaluate and Review.

Trainer theory

Portfolio as argument. A strong portfolio shows how evidence supports each criterion, where evidence is limited
and how different sources corroborate one another. Volume, polish and duplication do not create sufficiency.

Viva and moderation. The viva tests ownership and professional reasoning. Moderation reviews the quality of
assessor decisions; appeal reviews whether the candidate received a fair and properly applied decision.

Evidence-led quality. EQAVET becomes operational when a named owner uses evidence to approve, reject or
test a change and records the affected resource, version and review date.

Learner-facing contents
Theoretical contents Practical contents

Evidence sufficiency, authenticity and currency; portfolio =Portfolio gap audit; evidence index; viva
indexing; viva; moderation and appeal; version control; preparation and defence; moderated decision;
Plan-Implement-Evaluate-Review; limits of project EQAVET change proposal; final workplace
certification. evidence and version check.

Activities by delivery day and learning window

Dgy or | Hours and Activity sequence Methqd T Observable evidence
window mode technique
Onhne' 2 h guided Map . El to E7 against criteria, . .. Complete portfolio
portfolio identify gaps or duplication and Evidence audit .
. study . . index
studio prepare evidence-led explanations.
Complete the viva, respond to Viva and
Delivery 2 h guided challenge, review the assessor Moderated . . .
. .. . certification decision
Day 12 on-site decision and agree reassessment or = viva record

progression where relevant.
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D Hour nd . Method r .
ay or ) Touts - 4 Activity sequence N T Observable evidence
window mode technique
Workplace 2 h Verify ﬁngl transfer §V1dence, EQAVET EQAVET
) . select one improvement issue and . .
quality supervised review improvement
complete the controlled change .
check workplace conversation proposal
record.
Methods and instruments
Meth . .
© od . °" How the trainer uses it Instrument
delivery technique

Test each criterion for authenticity, sufficiency,

Evidence audit relevance and avoidable duplication.

Portfolio index and gap log

Probe ownership, judgement and limits through Viva and moderation

Moderated viva NN . . .
criterion-linked questions and independent review. = record

Convert evidence into one owned, versioned and Plan-Implement-Evaluate-

EQAVET review reviewable improvement. Review change form
Three-lesson route
Lesson Hours and setting Required result

2 hours | guided study
8.1 Build an evidence-led portfolio and workplace = complete portfolio index
completion

2 hours | moderated viva record and criterion

8.2 Defend decisions in the viva ) ..
viva decisions

2 hours | guided study

8.3 Turn evidence into EQAVET review quality workshop

quality-improvement proposal

Lesson 8.1. Build an evidence-led portfolio
Time and setting Performance result Evidence and GCP route

Index authentic evidence across all Complete portfolio index | Cycle:
seven domains and resolve gaps Trace, Teach, Return | Applied
before viva. technique: evidence curation

2 hours | guided study and
workplace completion
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Why this lesson is necessary

A portfolio is not a scrapbook of attendance, photographs and recipes. It is a navigable argument that the candidate
can research, demonstrate, compare, adapt, teach, assess and transfer responsibly.

Lesson text

Organise by evidence item and domain. The seven core items are baseline and agreement; heritage dossier; safe
demonstration; comparative and adaptation case; blended lesson and microteaching; cascade and return; viva and
quality proposal. Each item points to relevant criteria.

Check authenticity and contribution. ldentify what the candidate produced, what was collaborative and who
verified the performance. An assessor may use a short conversation to confirm authorship.

Check rights and minimisation. Remove unnecessary learner or client data. Verify consent, attribution, retention
and restricted status. Public communication material is separate from assessment evidence.

Resolve evidence gaps. Missing or weak evidence produces a targeted action. It is not hidden by volume or
averaged with a stronger item.

Applied lesson

1. Index. List every evidence item with date, version, domain, criterion, assessor and storage reference.
2. Audit. Check authenticity, source links, consent, allergens, critical decisions and return evidence.

3. Cross-check. Ask a reviewer to locate one item for each domain without verbal guidance.

4. Close gaps. Complete a targeted action or record the reassessment needed.

Decision checkpoint. Can an independent reviewer trace every competence judgement to a specific, permitted and
authentic piece of evidence?

Required course result. Completed portfolio index and evidence-gap record.
Independent e-lesson

Organize a sample evidence set by domain, criterion, authenticity, date and version.
Complete the portfolio-index case and identify the evidence gap that needs a targeted response

Lesson 8.2. Defend decisions in the viva
Time and setting = Performance result Evidence and GCP route

Viva record and criterion decisions |
Cycle: Compare, Teach, Return |
Applied technique: structured
professional dialogue

Defend the link between culinary
evidence, teaching decisions, cascade
results and professional limits.

2 hours |
moderated viva
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Why this lesson is necessary

The viva is not a memory test and does not reward confident performance alone. It probes judgement: why a
claim was qualified, why the trainer intervened, what changed after feedback and what the return evidence permits
the panel to conclude.

Lesson text

Use two reviewers where possible. One reviewer should not have supervised the cascade. Conflicts are declared,
and borderline or critical decisions receive moderation.

Ask evidence-linked questions. Useful prompts include: which source changed your account; where did a sensory
cue alter teaching; what safety decision could not be delegated; what did the second group require; what failed to
transfer and why.

Keep gates separate. Every domain must reach competence and all critical gates must pass. Strong culinary
production cannot compensate for unsafe practice, fabricated citation, harmful facilitation or missing cascade.

Use reassessment precisely. If evidence is incomplete, specify criterion, new evidence, conditions, reviewer and
timeframe. Reassessment is not a negotiation of the standard.

Applied lesson

1. Prepare. Select five consequential decisions and the evidence reference for each.
2. Defend. Participate in a 30-minute structured dialogue and answer with evidence, limits and responsibility.

3. Resolve. Supply an additional reference or accept a targeted reassessment where the record does not support
the claim.

4. Receive decision. Review criterion-level feedback, appeal route and next progression option.

Decision checkpoint. Can you state what the evidence does not prove as clearly as what it supports?
Required course result. Moderated viva record, final domain decisions and any targeted reassessment plan.
Independent e-lesson

Study evidence-linked viva questions that probe judgement, responsibility and professional limits.
Select the strongest response to each question and identify one claim that the evidence cannot support.

Lesson 8.3. Turn evidence into EQAVET review
Time and setting = Performance result Evidence and GCP route

2 hours | guided Submit one evidence-supported change quality-improvement proposal | Cycle:
study quality = through Plan, Implement, Evaluate and Return, Frame | Applied technique:
workshop Review logic. evidence-to-improvement review
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Why this lesson is necessary

The course ends by returning evidence to the programme. This makes quality assurance operational: a problem
has an owner, evidence, decision, version and review date.

Lesson text

Plan. State the need, intended group, outcome, risk, access requirement and evidence that should show
improvement.

Implement. ldentify the module, lesson, recipe-bank record, platform object, trainer support or assessment
practice that will change, and who owns delivery.

Evaluate. Choose data at the right level: participation and access, learning, workplace behaviour, network result
or continuity. Do not use social reach as proof of competence.

Review. Record approval, affected version, communication, due date and evidence that will decide whether the
change is kept, modified or reversed.

Quality review begins with content order, open enrolment, accessibility, completion logic, diploma generation
and the separation between digital completion data and vocational evidence.

Applied lesson

1. Choose one finding. Use a specific issue from the course, microteaching, cascade, return or platform test.
2. Complete the cycle. Write Plan, Implement, Evaluate and Review decisions with owner and evidence.
3. Assess risk. State what could be harmed by changing and by not changing.

4. Submit for version decision. Classify the proposal as curriculum, recipe bank, digital object, assessor guidance
or local implementation.

Decision checkpoint. Is the proposed change linked to evidence and a future decision, or is it only a general wish
to improve the course?

Required course result. Completed EQAVET change record and one versioned improvement proposal.
Independent e-lesson

Apply Planning, Implementation, Evaluation and Review to a specific course finding
Complete the online EQAVET change case with a chef, evidence source, decision and review date.

Part I1I. Results, separate awards and quality assurance

9. Expected results

Results are defined separately for the open e-course and the vocational route. Online completion shows
engagement with the digital knowledge and decision tasks. Vocational competence requires observed change in
how chefs investigate, demonstrate, teach, assess and transfer practice.
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Expected result

Any enrolled learner can complete the
self-paced e-course through a standard or
accessible route

Candidates meet all seven competence
domains and five critical gates

A second group uses or adapts the taught
practice in its setting

Partners use separate,
completion rules for
vocational awards

transparent
digital and

Cases, e-lessons and trained personnel
remain usable after the cohort

¥, Black Sea«\"’»BAU 25,
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Minimum evidence

27 lesson-completion records and 9
quiz results

Portfolio E1 to E7, observations and
viva

Cascade, supervisor evidence and
four-to-six-week return check

LMS completion specification,
assessment plan and moderation
record

Controlled resources, trained staff
and annual EQAVET review

Code  Required output Source

El Professional baseline and individual learning and transfer agreement MO

E2 Heritage dossier, bounded question and source-confidence log M1

E3 Critical-cue map, hazard-allergen route and live demonstration M2

E4 Comparative kitchen case and controlled sustainable adaptation M3 to M4
E5 Complete vocational lesson, microteaching, feedback and revision M5 to M6
E6 Supervised second-group cascade and workplace return record M7

E7 Indexed portfolio, viva and EQAVET improvement proposal M8

10. Evaluation of practical competence

Evaluation triangulates culinary action, teaching action and transfer. Each criterion is judged against authentic
evidence. There is no compensatory total score: a strong dish, fluent presentation or high quiz result cannot offset
a critical failure.
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Criterion

Outcome and
briefing

Source
integrity

Demonstration

Safety and

allergens

Learner
practice

Feedback

Comparison
and adaptation

Assessment

Transfer

\J

I\ FooDignity
Competent evidence

Learners know the action, standard,
evidence and safe boundary

Material claims are traceable, and
uncertainty is explicit

Critical decisions and sensory cues
are visible and technically accurate

Hazards and  allergens  are
controlled, and intervention is
timely

Participants make a real decision
and receive sufficient practice

Evidence is named, and the next
action is specific

Difference, evidence and trade-offs
are explicit

Decision matches criteria and is
recorded transparently

Lessons are adapted, delivered and
checked after use

Critical gates and reassessment

Gate

Food safety and

hygiene

Allergen

Critical failure

likely to cause harm

Unmanaged

Black Sea»BAU 25,

Unsafe act, ignored limit or instruction

cross-contact,

uuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuu

Developing evidence

Purpose is broad or needs
clarification

Sources are thin, or
wording overstates
confidence

Some  expert actions

remain unexplained

Minor omissions  are
corrected  before  risk
develops

Participation is limited or
overly directed

Feedback is mostly praise
or correction

Comparison is descriptive,
or measures are weak

Decision is plausible but
poorly documented

Transfer is planned but
incomplete

COMILLAS g8
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Critical concern

Briefing creates
foreseeable risk or
conceals assessment

Citation is fabricated or
knowingly misleading

Instruction is unsafe or
materially wrong

Unsafe act, false
reassurance or
uncontrolled Cross-
contact

Learners face
uncontrolled physical or
psychological risk
Feedback humiliates,

discriminates or retaliates

A culture is demeaned, or
a change is
misrepresented

Evidence is falsified,
conflicted or unrelated

Cascade is  claimed
without a second group

Required response

Remedial practice and full affected

performance reassessed

false

control

Source integrity

reassurance or missing declaration

Fabricated citation, invented certainty

or misleading attribution
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Gate Critical failure Required response

Humiliation, discrimination, Safeguarding response = where
Learning safety = retaliation or uncontrolled physical needed and independent
risk reassessment
Assessment Falsified  evidence,  undisclosed Evidence audit and independent
integrity conflict or decision unrelated to criteria = reassessment

Criterion-level feedback should be returned within five working days. Urgent safety or source corrections are
issued sooner. Every record states observed evidence, consequence, next action and the next evidence opportunity.
Reassessment is targeted unless the failure invalidates the whole performance.

11. Independent e-course completion and e-evaluation

E-evaluation verifies completion of the independent digital route. It records all twenty-seven e-lessons and nine
module quizzes without requesting on-site, workplace, portfolio, microteaching or cascade evidence. It does not

make a vocational competence judgement.

Digital course requirement

Twenty-seven e-lessons

Nine module quizzes

Lesson activities

Accessible alternatives

Completion record

Award statement

Digital completion rules

1. Lesson rule. Make all twenty-seven e-lessons available to every enrolled learner and record completion for

each object.

Function

Provide self-contained study, decision
practice and accessible alternatives

Check four scenario-based decisions
after each topic

Support reflection, classification,
calculation or planning inside the
lesson

Provide captions, stills, readable
downloads and assisted completion

Link learner identity to lessons,

quizzes and issue date

Describe the achievement accurately
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Every lesson is marked

complete

At least 75 percent in every
quiz, with two attempts

No portfolio upload or
practical evidence is required

Equivalent completion may
be recorded by the course
administrator

Generate or issue the digital
diploma

Confirms e-course
completion; does not certify
vocational competence or an
EQF level
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2. Quiz rule. Use one four-question decision quiz after each topic, require 75 percent, allow two attempts, and
show rationales after the final attempt.

3. Accessibility. Provide transcripts, captions, meaningful alternative text, readable downloads and an assisted or
printable equivalent.

4. Identity and privacy. Record only the learner identity and completion data needed to issue and verify the digital
diploma.

5. Analytics. Review non-start, interruption, and repeat-attempt patterns to improve access and content, not to
infer professional ability.

6. Diploma. Issue the Digital Course Completion Diploma after all e-lessons are complete and all nine quiz
thresholds are met. No vocational evidence is part of this decision.

12. Digital diploma, vocational award, moderation and appeal

The Digital Course Completion Diploma is available to every enrolled learner who completes twenty-seven e-
lessons and passes all nine module quizzes at 75 percent. It requires no culinary entry test, on-site lesson, work-
based activity, portfolio, microteaching, cascade or return check. It confirms successful completion of the e-
course and does not imply a national qualification, an EQF level or certified chef-trainer competence.

Decision Meaning Next action

Competent All required evidence is authentic, sufficient and Issue the approved project

current; every critical gate is passed award and progression record
Partly One or more non-critical criteria require targeted Set a criterion, evidence route,
demonstrated evidence reviewer and due date
. . . . . . Complete remediation and
Not yet Evidence is substantially insufficient or a critical gate = . P
o independent or moderated
competent is failed
reassessment
.. . . .. Resol the 1 for
Decision Authenticity, conflict, access or moderation issue cS0Ive ¢ Issue .be ore
. .. making or communicating the
deferred prevents a fair decision

award

The separate vocational Chef-Trainer award requires sufficient evidence E1 to E7 and a pass at all five critical
gates, including the supervised second-group cascade and return check. Assessors calibrate against a common
case, and samples of competent, borderline and failed decisions are moderated across partners. Appeals are
reviewed by a person who did not make the original decision wherever practicable.
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13. EQAVET quality cycle
Cycle .
4 GCP action
stage
Confirm audience, baseline, outcomes, hours,
Plan
assessors, platform route, safety and transfer hosts
Deliver the vocational modules and independent e-
Implement = course as separate routes; moderate the vocational
cascade and verify digital completion
Evaluate Review competence, quiz patterns, transfer, access,
assessor agreement and stakeholder feedback
. A ject test ch ; i
Review pprove, reject or test changes; assign owner,

[

version and review date

OF AGRONOMIC SCIENCES
ke, AND VETERINARY MEDICINE
OF BUCHAREST

Evidence and indicator

Approved cohort plan, risk controls
and access arrangements

Participation, authored  objects,
observation and incident or support
records

Results by module, gate, group and
return evidence

Change record, updated resource and
communication trail

Quality review asks what changed in learner action and workplace use, not only whether a workshop was liked.
Data are interpreted with context: low completion may reveal access, scheduling or platform friction rather than
low motivation. Every approved change names the affected lesson, recipe, assessment or digital version.
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Part IV. Project application and implementation

14. Reusable learner and assessor tools
14.1 Source-confidence log

Confiden = Contrary or missing Learner-ready

Claim Source and type ce evidence wording

Confidence terms: confirmed, well supported, plausible, contested and currently unverified.

14.2 Critical-cue map

Stage Observable cue Learner decision Safety stop Recovery and transfer

14.3 Comparative kitchen grid

Ingredient
function

Meaning and

Case
confidence

Process and cue Sensory target
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14.4 Recipe Transfer Sheet
Field Record

Recipe or process, source, author
and version

Heritage claims and confidence

Learner group and performance
outcome

Critical technique and cues

Hazards, allergens and stop
conditions

Baseline yield, trim, labour,
equipment and resource measure

Constraint and adaptation

Inherited, adapted and new
statement

Comparison case, evidence and
transfer use

14.5 Lesson blueprint
Field Record

Lesson owner, version and setting

Learner group, prior practice, language
and access

Performance outcome and evidence
GCP case and source-confidence status

Hazards, allergens, stop conditions and
responsible person

Before service: preparation and prior
question

At the pass: cues, practice and
observation
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Field Record

After service: evidence, feedback and
revision

Back at work: transfer, supervisor and
follow-up date

14.6 Cascade and return record

Field Record

Candidate, supervisor, host, learner
group, date and setting

Outcome and lesson version
Difference from microteaching group

Adaptations, access, hazards and
allergens

Supervisor evidence of learner and
trainer decisions

Debrief within 72 hours and revision

Return method and date, 4 to 6 weeks
later

What was retained, used, changed or
passed on

Barrier, support action and final
decision

14.7 EQAVET review and change record
Field Record

Cohort, module, event and version

Plan and implementation evidence
reviewed

Evaluation finding
Proposed change and rationale
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Field Record
Risk if changed or not changed
Owner, due date and approval decision

Affected curriculum, recipe or digital
version

Communication and next review date

15. Source register and authoring controls

Project-supplied national dossiers are practical and comparative case sources, not self-validating historical
authorities or ready-to-serve recipes. Quantities, hazards, allergens, temperatures, storage, yields, images and
rights require technical review before publication or service. The public sources below document project activity,
course context and the European VET framework used by the curriculum.

Project-supplied sources

P-RO. Gastronomic Crossroad Project: Romanian Gastronomy. Project research dossier used for Romanian
historical questions, regional cases, comparative vocabulary, menu examples and technical-audit cases.

P-TR. Gastronomic Crossroads Project ENG and BAU PDF: Ottoman and Turkish Cuisine Evaluation. Project
research dossier used for palace and regional history, shared Balkan terminology, food families, recipes and
comparative cases.

P-ES. Iglesias Jiménez, Eduardo and Bartra Gracia, Gabriel. Cultural and Identity Tensions Around National
Cuisines: Heritage Narratives in a Cross-Cultural European Context. Project paper, 2025. Used for the critical
treatment of national cuisine, heritage representation, exclusion and managed diversity.

P-COM. GCP Communication and Dissemination Strategy, 23 February. Used for target audiences, message
design, dissemination channels and communication monitoring categories. It is treated as a communication
plan, not an independent historical authority or evidence of learning.

P-IMG. Gastronomic Crossroads watermarked workshop photograph archive, supplied for curriculum authoring
in July 2026. Used as technical observation material under the Ethical Heritage Caption Protocol. Creator,
permission and public-use records remain controlled by the project coordinator.

Gastronomic Crossroads public record
GCPI. Gastronomic Crossroads project platform. Black Sea FooDignity Association, project website. Public
source Project identity, public course platform and positioning.

GCP2. Gastronomic Crossroads: Culinary Heritage as Vocational Learning. Social Food Association, 2025.
Public source Project rationale, trainer development and e-learning intent.

GCP3. Gastronomic Crossroads Project: Training in Madrid. EPALE, 6 June 2025. Public source Madrid setting,
Sapiens origin and applied examples.

GCP4. Cook local, think continental, learn together as partners. EPALE, 14 July 2025. Public source Istanbul
market, local-first constraint, waste and tasting work.
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GCPS5. The Gastronomic Crossroads Project public page and event updates. LinkedIn, 2025 to 2026. Public source
Bucharest workshop, reinterpretation and trainer transition.

GCP6. Curriculum implementation workshop notice, Tohani. Gastronomic Crossroads public Facebook page,
2026. Public source Public date, place and curriculum-improvement purpose.

GCP7. Courses. Gastronomic Crossroads project platform, accessed 25 July 2026. Public source Tutor LMS
catalogue and public course structure.

GCPS. The first set of the Romanian receipes. Gastronomic Crossroads project platform, updated 9 July 2026.
Public source Public course page used to define the e-course authoring requirements.

GCP9. Madrid Culinary Campus leads the European gastronomic dialogue through the international Gastronomic
Crossroads conference. Comillas Pontifical University, 5 June 2025. Public source Used to document the
Madrid event and its public framing.

GCP10. The Gastronomic Crossroads Project brought intercultural flavours together in Istanbul. Bahgesehir
University, 2025. Public source Used to document the Istanbul workshop and its public framing.

BOT1. Atriplex hortensis L. Plants of the World Online, Royal Botanic Gardens, Kew. Public source Used to
verify the English botanical common name garden orache and to avoid translating loboda as sorrel.

Complete public gastronomy curricula

CURI. Curriculum for Grade XI vocational education, Cook qualification. Romanian Ministry of National
Education and CNDIPT, 2018. Public source Complete programme with modules, hours, outcomes, content
and assessment guidance.

CUR2. Professional Training Standard: Cook, national qualification level 3. Romanian Ministry of Education,
2016. Public source Official occupational outcomes and qualification structure.

CUR3. Plans for the 720-hour practical qualification stage. Romanian Ministry of Education, 2016. Public source
Official practical-stage volume for Cook and related qualifications.

CURA4. Real Decreto 1396/2007: Técnico en Cocina y Gastronomia. Boletin Oficial del Estado, Spain, 2007.
Public source Complete qualification, modules, outcomes, assessment criteria and workplace training.

CURS. Orden ESD/3408/2008 establishing the curriculum for Técnico en Cocina y Gastronomia. Boletin Oficial
del Estado, Spain, 2008. Public source Full 2,000-hour curriculum organisation and sequencing.

CURG. Yiyecek Icecek Hizmetleri Alan1 Cergeve Ogretim Programi. Republic of Tiirkiye Ministry of National
Education, MTEGM, official framework. Public source Complete food and beverage services programme
with modules, performance assessment and workplace education.

Culinary teaching benchmarks

The following complete programmes and instructor materials benchmark course design, daily planning, culinary
methods, supervised teaching, feedback and trainer-facing theory. The GCP Living Recipe Transfer Cycle, Trace-
to-Plate and Cue-Pause-Coach remain the programme methodology.

PEDI1. Master of Arts in Teaching, Culinary Arts Education. Johnson & Wales University, current catalogue.

Public source Complete graduate pathway combining culinary curriculum development, teaching methods,
feedback, classroom management and supervised teaching or capstone.

PED2. Education course descriptions: EDUC5240 and EDUCS5270. Johnson & Wales University, current
catalogue. Public source Culinary methods, daily and long-range planning, backward design, laboratory
teaching, observation, reflection and feedback.
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https://meslek.meb.gov.tr/upload/cop11/yiyecek_11.pdf
https://catalog.jwu.edu/programsofstudy/arts-sciences/master-arts-teaching-mat/master-arts-teaching-mat.pdf
https://catalog.jwu.edu/courses/educ/providence/
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PED3. A Guide to Curriculum Planning in Food Service. Densmore, ERIC ED288104, 1987. Public source
Complete instructor guide used as a historical completeness benchmark for objectives, outlines, activities and
quizzes; not used as the GCP pedagogical model.

European VET, quality and safety references
EUl. Competence framework for VET professions. Cedefop, European reference. Public source Roles and
competence areas for VET professionals.

EU2. Teachers and trainers in a changing world. Cedefop, 2022. Public source Dual professional and pedagogical
competence in inclusive, green and digital VET.

EU3. The multifaceted role of learning outcomes in VET curricula. Cedefop, 2025. Public source Alignment
among curriculum, methods, assessment and implementation.

EU4. Description of the eight EQF levels. Europass, European Union, current reference. Public source
Knowledge, skills, responsibility and autonomy descriptors.

EUS. EQAVET Framework. European Commission, current reference. Public source Planning, implementation,
evaluation and review.

EUG6. Regulation (EC) No 852/2004 on the hygiene of foodstuffs. European Parliament and Council, consolidated
text. Public source Food-handler supervision, instruction and training.

EU7. Commission Notice on food safety management systems. European Commission, 2022. Public source
Training, competence, food-safety culture and practical implementation.

EUS. Regulation (EU) No 1169/2011 on food information to consumers. European Parliament and Council,
consolidated text. Public source Food information and allergen reference.

EU9. Cooperation partnerships: Erasmus+ Programme Guide. European Commission, current programme
reference. Public source KA220 cooperation-partnership purpose and implementation.
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