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Accreditation

The establishment of the status, legitimacy, or appropriateness of an institution or programme of study.

Agency/EQAA

An External Quality Assurance Agency is an organisation
delegated to make decisions, on behalf of the higher education sector, about the status, legitimacy, or appropriateness of an institution or programme.

Audit

A process for checking that procedures are in place to
assure quality, integrity, or standards of provision and
outcomes.

Higher Education
Institution

An educational institution that has students graduating

Institutional
Autonomy

A sufficient autonomy given to the higher education

at the bachelor degree level or above.

institutions in terms of curriculum development and
implementation, resource allocation, supervision of
academically-related, student administrative duties,
scholarly activities, and any related academic or administration matters as well as adherence to the prescribed
quality standards and policies.
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Glossary
Internal Continuous
Improvement System

A system established and carried out by the higher education institutions to improve and enhance the quality of
its programmes and institutions.

Programme

A study curriculum undertaken by a student that has
coordinated elements constituting a coherent, named
degree.

Preview

A generic term for any process that explores the quality
of higher education which does not result in judgements
or decisions.

Reviewers/
Assessors

A group of experts on the quality assurance of higher
education who perform quality audits toward the higher education institutions. They are well-versed on the
standards, policies, and good practices of the respective
areas of qualifications.

Self-assessment
Report

A report prepared by the higher education institutions
for the purpose of quality audit that indicates whether the higher education institutions have achieved the
quality standards required.

Glossary

ii

Foreword
On behalf of the SHARE Project consortium, we herewith present the second
set of Guidelines, which have been developed jointly with the ASEAN Quality Assurance Network and under the
SHARE Project since 2015. Whereas the
earlier released Guidelines were developed to provide assistance to reviews of
accreditation agencies in ASEAN, these
Guidelines for Institutional Assessments are meant to provide advice and
guidance to eleven higher education
institutions in the ASEAN region taking
part in institutional assessment in the
context of the SHARE project.
These Guidelines have been developed
as part of a SHARE pilot assessment
scheme which shall put the ASEAN
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Quality Assurance Framework to

development and implementation of

test and support its operationalisa-

the regional standards as laid down

tion.

in the AQAF.

At the same time, the pilot assess-

As European partners, we are glad

ments are meant to help the se-

to be part of this exciting journey

lected universities to boost their

towards shared Quality Assurance

capacity in their internal quality

principles in the ASEAN region.

assurance. They are expected to

In the European Higher Education

provide the volunteering HEIs with

Area, we experienced how import-

hopefully useful recommendations

ant a shared understanding of com-

for improvement.

mon quality assurance principles is
among higher education communi-

Moreover, and equally importantly,

ties.

we hope to provide opportunities for
mutual learning that will lead to en-

In conclusion, we wish to thank

hanced cooperation among the aca-

SHARE’s expert team, namely Con-

demic communities in ASEAN.

cepcion V. Pijano, Zita Binti Mohd
Fahmi and Johnson Ong Chee Bin,

Finally, we believe that this pilot ex-

who contributed with their vast ex-

ercise in the long run contributes to

pertise to the development of these

harmonising ASEAN’s higher edu-

Guidelines. Without their efforts,

cation landscape. The assessments

the project would not be able to

are meant to provide AQAN with

succeed and to achieve the desired

valuable feedback for the further

outcomes.

Tia Loukkola
Director, Institutional Development Unit
European University Association (EUA)

Marc Wilde
Senior Expert, Higher Education Management
German Academic Exchange Service (DAAD)
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Foreword
Welcome to Jakarta and this 1st Institutional Assessment Training Workshop.
The purpose of this Workshop is to train
the eleven participating higher education institutions regarding an assessment of their Internal Quality Assurance
system. The goal is the alignment of
institutional assessment instruments
with the ASEAN Quality Assurance
Framework on Internal Quality Assurance which has been developed by a
taskforce led by the ASEAN Quality Assurance Network. At the same time this
exercise will allow to test the strength
of the AQAF-IQA component through
the participation of eleven institutions.
External Quality Assurance Agencies
benefit from a seperate excercise.
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The AQAF was developed by the

develop a strong and effective Inter-

ASEAN Quality Assurance Network

nal Quality Assurance system. The

in 2013, as a neutral reference

Internal Quality Assurance compo-

framework with, and mainly for, na-

nent includes ten principles, each

tional Quality Assurance Agencies

accompanied by guidance notes, an

and Higher Education Institutions

interpretation and a guideline for

to further develop establish and/or

institutional assessments. It further

strengthen their Quality Assurance

explains all key requirements re-

systems. In general, the AQAF con-

garding the audit.

cerns four main areas: the External
Quality Assurance Agencies, the Ex-

I believe both the AQAN and the par-

ternal Quality Assurance Standards

ticipating Higher Education Institu-

and Processes, the Internal Quality

tions will enormously benefit from

Assurance of HEIs and last but not

this experience especially through

least the National Qualifications

the involvement and shared expe-

Frameworks. The special focus on

rience of a team of European and

the Internal Quality Assurance sys-

ASEAN experts, and a cross-culture

tem of HEIs is built on the shared

enterprise.

belief that the primary responsibility for quality lies in the hands of the

I would like to thank the eleven in-

institutions themselves. Therefore,

stitutions and EU SHARE for this

it is of vital importance that ASE-

project for ASEAN, AQAN and the

AN Higher Education Institutions

institutions.

Prof. Zita Mohd Fahmi
Secretary
ASEAN Quality Assurance Network (AQAN)
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Introduction

1.1

The ASEAN Quality
Assurance Framework
Against the backdrop of creating a common space for Higher Education
in Southeast Asia, the ASEAN Quality Assurance Framework for Higher
Education (AQAF) was developed by the ASEAN Quality Assurance
Network (AQAN) in 2013 to provide a regional reference point for
External Quality Assurance Agencies and all higher education
stakeholders in ASEAN Member States.

It provides a set of principles of good

and autonomy of HEIs. The framework

practices in Quality Assurance (QA)

consists of four interrelated thematic

which national Quality Assurance bod-

areas, which are based on QA princi-

ies as well as Higher Education Institu-

ples.

tions (HEIs) are encouraged to benchmark with. AQAF is a neutral device

These principles are supposed to give

which does not force the national sys-

guidance to:

tems to adhere. Its generic principles

1

are nevertheless expected to foster
confidence, to build a zone of trust, and

ities,
2

to facilitate the recognition of qualifications and credits, and mobility of learn-

3
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the elaboration of institutional
QA systems (e.g. quality manage-

AQAF promotes convergence of Quality
time respecting national sovereignty

External QA processes (e.g. accreditation),

ers across the region. In doing so, the
Assurance systems while at the same

External QA bodies and their activ-

ment systems at university level),
4

the elaboration of national qualifications frameworks.

1.2

The European Union Support to Higher
Education in the ASEAN Region – SHARE
SHARE is a four-year initiative by the EU and ASEAN, launched
in Jakarta in May 2015. It is an EU Grant funded project with an
overarching objective to strengthen regional cooperation and
convergence of ASEAN higher education.

A consortium led by British Council,

Result 1

comprising the German Academic Ex-

Policy Dialogues: Led by
British Council

change Service (DAAD), EP-Nuffic,

Result 2a

ASEAN Qualifications Ref-

Campus France, the European Associ-

and 2b

erence Frameworks and

ation for Quality Assurance in Higher

ASEAN Quality Assurance:

Education (ENQA), and the European

Led by DAAD together with

University Association (EUA) will be

ENQA and EUA

working between 2015 and 2018 with

Result 3a

ASEAN counterparts to implement
SHARE. There are three main compo-

ASEAN

Credit

Transfer

System (ACTS)
Result 3b

nents (called Result Areas), as follows:

ASEAN-EU Credit Transfer
Systems (AECTS): Led by
Campus France

Result 3c

ACTS & AECTS Student
Mobility with Scholarships:
Led by EP-NUFFIC.
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1.3

SHARE’s Contributions to Support
Regional QA in ASEAN
SHARE’s activities in Result Area 2b are coordinated by the DAAD
together with ENQA and EUA and in cooperation with AQAN and the
ASEAN University Network (AUN).
A comprehensive package of measures is geared towards the further development of the AQAF which has been drafted by a Taskforce led by AQAN. Particularly, this includes regional dialogue fora,
national dissemination workshops, as well as capacity development
activities at institutional level in order to operationalise the AQAF
and to put it to the test. In this context, SHARE offers to a selected
number of External Quality Assurance Agencies and HEIs an opportunity to participate in either pilot agency reviews or institutional
assessments. In both cases the criteria and methodology reflect
the standards as laid down in the AQAF and take European and
ASEAN experiences and good practice into account.
The SHARE Guidelines for institutional assessments are aimed at
HEIs taking part in the institutional assessments in the context of
the project and explain what the aims of the process are, the timeline and the assessment process step-by-step.

5 Introduction
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An overview of
the assessment
process and roles
of the actors

2.1

The Aims of the Assessments
The aims of institutional assessments conducted in the SHARE project are:
Developing the capacity of participating HEIs in taking charge of
their IQA systems and providing them an opportunity for benchmarking against regional standards and in view of international
good practice.
Putting the IQA quadrant of the AQAF to test and providing feedback for its further development.
Collecting good practices and providing material for a toolbox
for the entire IQA community.
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2.2

Timeline
With these aims in mind the institutional assessments will consist of the
steps as outlined in table 1 below.

Timing

Activity

Notes

20 and 21 March

Preparatory Training on Insti-

2 days of training for represen-

2017

tutional Assessments for HEIs

tatives of selected HEIs.
Dates for assessments will be
agreed with HEIs

March - September Preparation of a Self-As-

Self-assessment phase will

2017

sessment Report (SAR) by

be introduced and discussed

participating HEIs

during the training in March

29 September 2017 Deadline for Submission of

To be submitted to DAAD who

SAR

will check the compliance with
the requirements and forwards
it to the panel of assessors at
the latest one week before the
assessor seminar

October - Decem-

Universities and assessors to

Draft to be submitted to DAAD

ber 2017

agree on the draft programme

prior to the assessor seminar

of the site visits

and finalized after it
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Timing

Activity

Notes

4 and 5 December

Assessor Seminar to prepare

Selected EU and ASEAN

2017

ASEAN and EU panel mem-

assessors for SHARE pilot

bers

assessments

To inform on expectations

Additional participants to

towards assessments

enlarge the pool of asses-

To prepare the assessor

sors

teams and allow teambuilding
To provide information on
ASEAN HE (and on participating HEIs)
Mid-January -

Site visits to selected HEIs

2,5-day-visits of mixed ASE-

February 2018

(5 missions of 2 or 3 HEIs

AN-European panels

each)
February March 2018

Reporting and Follow-Up

DAAD will provide the asses-

Panel to send draft as-

sors with a template for the

sessment report to DAAD

assessment report and dis-

at the latest 4 weeks after

seminate feedback surveys

the visit
Universities offered an
opportunity for factual
check before finalizing the
reports
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Timing

Activity

Notes

Feedback sought from the
HEIs and assessors after
the exercise both on a) the
process and overall methodology used and b) AQAF
and its applicability for this
kind of exercise.
Follow-up activities SHARE Expert Working

ASEAN and EU Working Group

2018

Group QA Meeting

Members and DAAD will pre-

Debriefing on the experiences

pare a summary report based

and lessons learnt from the

on the experiences

pilot reviews
Final Regional Conference

All universities who have par-

The SHARE dialogue event

ticipated in the pilot assess-

will provide a forum to dis-

ments are invited

cuss on the state of play in regional QA and assess, among
others, also the achievements
of the pilot reviews.
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2.3

Distribution of Roles and
Responsibilities
Division of tasks and responsibilities shall be agreed upon in further detail
with the selected universities in a Memorandum of Understanding to be
signed between DAAD and the HEI and with assessors through a contract
they will have with DAAD. An overview is provided below.

SHARE

Supported by the SHARE Expert Working Group is responsible for coordinating the whole assessment exercise. This includes:
Overall coordination of all activities related to the assessments (selection, preparatory training, assessor
seminar, site visits, reporting and follow-up)
Selecting and contracting ASEAN and European QA experts as assessors
Preparing and signing Memorandums of Understanding with the selected HEIs
Briefing and serving as a contact point for the assessors
Scheduling the site visits (in close coordination with
the selected HEIs)
Arranging travel and stay for the assessors
Providing all necessary templates and information
material such as the Guidelines prepared by the
ASEAN-EU Expert Working Group (SHARE EWG-QA)
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SHARE

Covers all main costs of the assessment procedure
Preparatory training, i.e.
Travel costs and accommodation for all participants
(2 per selected HEI)
Meeting package: Meeting venue, meals
For the site visits, i.e.
Travel costs, accommodation and honoraria for
ASEAN and European assessors

Selected HEIs

will contribute the necessary local conditions and support, including:
Providing necessary staff in order to fulfil the tasks as
specified below
Covering expenses for local transfer, catering and
meeting rooms (to be agreed in a Memorandum of Understanding with DAAD after the selection)
Participating in the preparatory training for HEIs (two
representatives: one at HEI leadership level and one in
charge of QA, who will later serve as contact person
for site visit)
Carrying out the self-assessment and submitting the
SAR according to the requirements of the Guidelines
(please refer to section 3.3)
Preparing the site visits on site according to the requirements of the Guidelines (please refer to section
4), particularly getting university leadership involved,
scheduling of the whole site visit programme, ensuring participation of relevant HE stakeholder groups for
the interviews, taking care of logistical arrangements
(e.g. local transfer etc.)
Factual checking of the assessment report and sending the response to DAAD
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Assessor panel

Each assessor panel is composed of four experts: two
from the ASEAN region and two from Europe. Their tasks
include:
Analysing the self-assessment report carefully and
preparing for the site visits
Active participation in the site visits
Preparing the draft assessment report and finalising
it after the feedback from the HEI, forwarded by DAAD
Two panel members will have specific responsibilities.
One of the ASEAN experts, who has institutional leadership experience, will act as the chair of the team, and
one European expert, who has experience in quality
management, will act as the coordinator of the panel.
The chair will be responsible for chairing the meetings
and distributing roles within the panel. The coordinator
will ensure the different contributions by panel members
to form a coherent and concise assessment report.
Detailed instructions elaborating on tasks and roles of
the assessors are explained in section 6.

Observer from the
local Agency

The panel may be accompanied during the site visit by a
staff member from the local External Quality Assurance
Agency so as to provide the panel with local knowledge
and learn about good practices in carrying out institutional assessment. The observer will, however, neither
take an active role in the interviews nor influence the
assessment report contents. The HEIs will be informed
about the presence of the EQAA member beforehand.

15 An Overview of the Assessment Process and Roles of the Actors

03
Conducting the
self-assessment

3.1

Criteria and Reference Points to Be
Used in the Assessment
The criteria to be used in these institutional assessments are formed
by the third quadrant of AQAF, which outlines the key principles for
Internal Quality Assurance of HEIs in the ASEAN countries.

Table 2 describes each AQAF principle that acts as a criterion for both self-assessment
as well as external assessment, provides further explanation on each of them and
suggests what kind of supporting evidence the university is expected to provide for its
evaluation on each criterion.

Criteria
1

Guidance notes/interpretation

Examples of evidence

The institution

It is expected that institu-

Vision and mission state-

has primary

tions take full responsibility

ments

responsibility

to develop and implement

Policies, strategies, plans

for quality

systems and processes to

and resources

ensure the quality of learn-

An internal quality man-

ing and other activities.

agement system which

Such commitment ought to

features IQA

be expressed in their policy

A structure within the

and strategic statements.

organisation to ensure

The IQA supports the

implementation and mon-

institutional mission and

itoring for improvement

takes account of regulatory
requirements.
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Criteria
2

Guidance notes/interpretation

Examples of evidence

Promotes the

Institutions should ensure a

Institutional profile

balance be-

fair balance between their

against the national

tween institu-

needs and the needs of

framework

tional autonomy

the society and stakehold-

Organisational and man-

and account-

ers and demonstrate that

agement structure

ability

their governance systems,

Appropriate governance

policies and strategies to

for academic and non-ac-

manage academic auton-

ademic responsibilities

omy and academic quality,

Institutional regulations

research and services are in

and codes of ethic

place. This should be consistent with the institutional
mission and consistent
with the national regulatory
framework.
3

Quality As-

The role of various parties

IQA events to create

surance is a

–top, middle management

awareness among inter-

participatory

and support staff, academ-

nal management, staff,

and cooper-

ics and students – should

students and external

ative process

be identified. Quality

stakeholders

across all levels

Assurance is a shared re-

Documented policies and

incorporating

sponsibility and inputs and

responsibilities of all par-

involvement of

feedback should come from

ties in the IQA system

academic staff,

various stakeholders to fos-

Outcomes of dialogues

students, and

ter quality in the institution.

and inputs from various

other stakehold-

parties

ers

Conducting the Self-Assessment 20

Criteria

Guidance notes/interpretation

Examples of evidence

Commitment to regularly
structured engagement
with all internal clients and
stakeholders is likely to impact institutional activities.
Stakeholders external
to the institution include
alumni, government agencies, employers, industry
partners and professional
bodies.
4

A quality culture

Quality Assurance system

Indicators of quality within

underpins all

should promote and include

the institution and out-

institutional ac-

cultural aspects in assuring

comes of activities.

tivities including

and enhancing quality in

Descriptions of key pro-

teaching and learning, re-

cesses related to different

search, services and man-

institutional activities and

agement of the institution.

how cultural aspects are
considered in them.

a. Teaching,
learning

Strategies for T&L
Student admission
Curriculum design
Assessment systems
Student services
Recruitment and training
of staff
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Criteria
b. Research

Guidance notes/interpretation

Examples of evidence

Research and development
policies and systems
Recruitment and continuous development of staff

c. Services, and

Student support services
policy and systems

d. Management

Leadership, governance
and administration
Financial management

5

A structured

It is expected that institu-

Documents of establish-

and functional

tions will create an internal

ment of IQA Unit

internal Qual-

Quality Assurance system,

Documents of quality

ity Assurance

a function assigned to a

management/assurance

system with

specific unit or body to en-

manuals and practices

clearly defined

sure the IQA system works

Resources for IQA

responsibilities

reasonably within the wider

Record of activities under-

is established

institutional management

taken by IQA

system.
There is evidence of sufficient resources to support
IQA activities, both human
and financial.
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Criteria

Guidance notes/interpretation

Examples of evidence

It is expected that the IQA
unit is linked closely to
departments, faculties
and other service centres
to oversee their system’s
effectiveness. These other
centres are also expected
to be involved in IQA at their
level.
IQA generally includes
the responsibilities of the
unit/faculties, systems
for teaching, learning and
assessments and learning
outcomes. The scope of the
IQA and the responsible
parties should be determined by the institution.
6

The quality

The quality of the institu-

Meetings/documentation

system is pro-

tion is envisioned through

of activities, records

mulgated and

the strategic intent of

Successful and effective

supported by

institutions. Thus top

implementation of IQA

the top manage-

management commitment

records

ment to ensure

is crucial to the effective

Improvement undertak-

effective imple-

implementation and sus-

en which enhances the

mentation and

tainability of IQA systems.

institution

sustainability
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Criteria

Guidance notes/interpretation

Examples of evidence

Top management engages
all levels of staff to promote
understanding and acceptance, provide adequate
resources, and have regular
assessment and feedback
mechanisms
7

Sufficient

Identify resources re-

Establishment/launching

resources for

quired to establish and

of an IQA Structure or

establishing and

maintain the IQA system.

Unit

maintaining an

Independently of the model

Organisation arrangement

effective quality

chosen, the unit must be

and position, competent

system within

well-organised and ade-

manpower, training,

the institution

quately staffed.

funding and IT and other

should be pro-

infrastructures.

vided
8

The institution

This principle strictly

Approved documented

should have

addresses the need for

policy system for pro-

formal mech-

formal systems to ensure

gramme development,

anisms for

quality. This requirement is

approval and review.

approval, peri-

considered at the planning,

Records of development

odical reviews

developing and monitoring

and reviews for the

and monitoring

phases as well at the de-

improvement of pro-

of programmes

livery stage. It will help en-

grammes

and awards

sure that their programmes

Feedback from stakehold-

are well designed, relevant,

ers.

current and up to date.
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Criteria
9

Guidance notes/interpretation

Examples of evidence

Quality is regu-

The institution has existing

Policies on monitoring

larly monitored

policies on monitoring the

and review of the IQA sys-

and reviewed

IQA system and process-

tem and procedures.

for purposes

es for continuous quality

Monitoring reports, find-

of continuous

improvement. Usually, there

ings and actions taken.

improvement at

is a unit or department in

all level

charge of QA.
Explanation on how the IQA
system articulates with
EQA.

10

Relevant and

The institution has various

Website, circulars,

current infor-

media that contain infor-

newsletters, promotional

mation about

mation about its programs,

materials

the institution,

activities and achievements,

its programmes,

including QA mechanisms.

achievements,
and quality
processes is
accessible to the
public
*

Resources may include but not be limited to financial resources, human resources, teaching and learning
facilities, laboratories and workshops, computer networks and facilities, research facilities, recreational
and sports infrastructure, medical and health facilities, libraries.
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3.2

Self-Assessment Process
Each university participating in a SHARE institutional assessment is
invited to appoint a contact person that is responsible for coordinating
the evaluation process in collaboration with SHARE and the panel of
assessors as well as the self-assessment process at the university.

To coordinate and plan the self-assessment the university will set
up a self-assessment group that represents a broad view of the
institution and expertise on its IQA system. The self-assessment
group should have the following characteristics:
The group is small (max. 10 members) to ensure that it is efficient
It represents the major constituencies in the institution (academic and administrative staff and students) to maximise involvement of all major stakeholders
It provides opportunities for a broad discussion of the self-assessment within the institution to promote a broad identification
with the report.
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3.3

Self-Assessment Report (SAR)
The self-assessment process results in a self-assessment report
which has three purposes:
To present a succinct but analytical and comprehensive presentation of the institution’s IQA system in the light of criteria presented in Table 2 above
To analyse the strengths and weaknesses of the IQA system,
identify the opportunities and threats it faces and propose specific actions to address them
To provide a starting point for the panel of assessors’ work.
Therefore, the self-assessment report should not be only descriptive, but analytical, evaluative and synthetic.
The report is expected to consist of the following basic structure:

1

Introduction and Institutional Context
Brief analysis of the self-assessment process: Who
are the self-evaluation group members? What were
the positive aspects, as well as the difficulties,
encountered in the self-evaluation process?
Brief presentation of the institution in its context:
History and legal status
Number of faculties, research institutes/laboratories, academic and administrative staff and
students
A context including the national Quality Assurance system
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2

Body of the Report
The body of the self-assessment report consists of
a discussion on how the university assesses its IQA
system’s compatibility with each of the criteria outlined in Table 2. This section should assess strengths
and weaknesses, identify threats and opportunities.
In addition, the analysis should take into account
changes that have taken place in the recent past as
well as those that are anticipated in the future.

3

Conclusion
The conclusion summarises the status of the IQA
system and, where possible, offers a specific action
plan to remedy weaknesses and to develop strengths
further.

In addition to the body of the report, the university can provide further evidence in the appendixes to the report. The report has to be
written in English and typed in 12 points of a consistent font type,
the maximum length being 30 pages.
The report should be sent to SHARE at the latest on 29 September
2017, who will forward it to the panel of assessors at least 1 week
prior to the assessor seminar. It will also be shared with the SHARE
EWG-QA, but treated as confidential by the SHARE consortium.
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04
Site visit programme

The site visit will be conducted
in English.

The number of participants in each
meeting should be small so as to allow for all participants to contribute

The primary objective of the site visit

to the discussion.

is for the panel to discuss the self-assessment report and the analysis of

The panel should meet privately with

the institution with a large number of

individual groups, e.g., only students

external stakeholders and institutional

should be present at the students’

members: e.g., institutional leadership,

meeting, with no members of the

administrative staff, academic staff,

staff present. These meetings will

students, and the self-evaluation group

be treated confidentially by the eval-

(see cf. site visit programme below).

uation team: it will not report on an

The purpose of these meetings is, first

individual person’s statements.

and foremost, to allow the assessors to
collect additional information from all

All meetings are interactive: the

participants and to come to a collective

evaluation team will come prepared

view about the status of IQA system.

with questions in order to start a dialogue. Participants should not pre-

In order to ensure fruitful discussion

pare presentations.

during the site visits:
The participants to each meeting

A sample schedule for the visit is

should be chosen so that they rep-

presented in Table 3 below, but insti-

resent the university in a balanced

tutions and evaluation teams should

manner and are people who work on

bear in mind that this can be modi-

the theme of the meeting they are

fied if appropriate, taking into con-

invited to.

sideration the size, structure etc. of
the institution in question.

The team needs to receive the
names and positions of the people

Enough time should be left for the

to be interviewed in each meeting

panel’s internal debriefing sessions.

beforehand (at the latest the day be-

A ten-minute leeway should be left

fore).

between each meeting to allow
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groups to go in and out, to give the
panel a few minutes to reflect together on previous meetings or to
make changes to plans for the next
meeting. Such brief breaks, in addition to coffee breaks, can also be
useful to catch up on time if some
meetings take longer than expected.
If the panel needs to move from one
location to another (e.g., to another
faculty), the time required for this
should be taken into account.
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Table 3 provides a template for a site visit programme, which can be adapted according
to the profile of the HEI and the needs identified by the assessment panel.

Day 0
Date/Time

Programme
Arrival of the panel
Panel’s internal preparatory meeting covering both HEIs
Panel’s private dinner

Day 1
Date/Time

Programme

9.00-10.00

Meeting with the Rector or Vice Chancellor; Vice Rectors

10.00-10.10

Break

10.10-11.00

Meeting with the self-assessment group

11.00-11.10

Break

11.10-12.00

Meeting with senior faculty members

12.00-12.10

Break
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Date/Time

Programme

12.10-13.00

Site visit to the campus laboratories, libraries

13.00-14.15

Working lunch

14.15-15.00

Meeting with the support staff

15.00-15.10

Break

15.10-16.00

Meeting with (junior) faculty members

16.00-16.10

Break

16.10-17.00

Meeting with the alumni
Panel’s internal meeting and working dinner in the evening

Day 2
Date/Time

Programme

9.00-9.50

Meeting with university senate/board

9.50-10.00

Break

10.00-10.50

Meeting with students

10.50-11.00

Break
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Date/Time

Programme

11.00-11.50

Meeting with employers

11.50-12.00

Break

12.00-12.50

Meeting with deans

12.50-15.00

Working lunch including starting to formulate findings

15.00-17.00

Meeting for clarifying final questions together with the liaison person and some key members of the self-assessment group AND/OR
Any other additional meeting with a selected group or on a topic
that the panel sees fit

17.00-

Panel working on formulating findings privately, including a working dinner in the evening

Day 3
Date/Time

Programme

9.00 – 10.30

Presentation of the key findings of the panel and discussion with
the institutional representatives
Travelling to the next site visit/travelling home in the afternoon
On Wednesday: panel’s private dinner to prepare the second visit
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The final site visit programme should be developed in cooperation between the HEI and
the panel: the HEI is expected to make the first proposal for a programme at the same
time as sending the self-assessment report. Once DAAD has received the self-assessment report and the draft programme, it will forward them to the panel, which the
panel can then comment and make suggestions on it through the coordinator. The
programme should be finalised at the latest one week prior to the visit so to allow the
panel members time to prepare for each session.
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05
Final assessment
report

The panel will finalise the assessment report which will be based
on and will further elaborate the oral feedback provided at end of
the site visit. The assessment report will be sent at the latest 4
weeks after the site visit to SHARE, who will send the final draft
report to the university for factual checking.
The assessment report will be treated as confidential by the assessors and the SHARE consortium partners. The reports will, however, be used as basis for identifying good practices and trends in IQA
systems, which will be compiled into a public summary report towards the end of the SHARE project. This report will summarise the
experiences from the assessments including highlighting good internal QA practices encountered, discuss the applicability of AQAF
and lessons learnt.
The report will consist of the following basic structure:
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1

Introduction
Background on SHARE, presentation of the assessment, comments on the evaluation process including
the self-assessment process and report, and general
and synthetic statement on the institutional position,
strategy and philosophy, also taking into consideration the extent of its autonomy.

2

Assessment of IQA System
The assessment will be presented by discussing each
criterion one-by-one. In each case the assessment
should consist of a short analysis of the current state
of affairs referring to the evidence provided either in
a written format or orally during the site visit. Good
practices should be highlighted as well as recommendations for further developments.

3

Conclusion
The conclusion summarises the findings and offers
specific recommendations to remedy weaknesses
and to develop strengths further.
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06
Additional
instructions for the
external assessors
This section provides further information aimed at the panel of assessors to so
support them in carrying out their work and should also be read in conjunction with
the previous sections of these guidelines.

The Panel of Assessors
An overview of the panel composition and roles within the panel are
presented in Section 2 of these guidelines. The SHARE institutional
assessments are supportive and improvement-oriented evaluations, which
should be taken into account in the panel’s approach to the exercise.
All four panel members are responsible for
taking part in the assessor training organised by the SHARE
consortium
studying before the site visit the SAR prepared by the HEI
taking actively part in the site visit, including taking notes during
the meetings, discussing the main findings
drafting of the assessment report after the site visit and finalising the report based on the feedback from the university.
The panel members are expected to take collective ownership of
the assessment and agree on the exact distribution of tasks among
them.
The panel members are expected to treat the information provided
by the HEI being assessed confidential.

Criteria and Focus of the Assessment
The criteria for external assessment of institutional quality assurance
systems in the SHARE project will follow the criteria and expectations
outlined above in section 3.1 and thus build on the institutional selfassessment. The self-assessment report and additional evidence provided
by the university through additional written documentation and in the
interviews during the site visit will serve as basis for the panel’s work.
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Site Visit
The site visit programme will be prepared and finalised in
collaboration between the university and the panel. In terms of
practical arrangements (travel arrangements, accommodation,
reimbursements etc.) the panel members should liaise with SHARE which
will provide more detailed instructions on these aspects.
Good practices during a site visit can be summarised as follows:
Each meeting should be opened with a brief (2-3 min) introduction of the panel and the assessment process in order to set the
context for the participants. In addition, at the beginning of each
meeting the participants should be asked to participate in an
active manner, answer to the point and avoid long (introductory)
statements.
It is important to ask open rather than leading questions in order
to avoid influencing the answers.
It is important to listen carefully to the answers and to follow up
with other questions if the first answers were insufficient. In this
context, it is important to be sensitive to the need of teammates
in letting them pursue to the end their line of questioning.
Maintain the confidentiality of interviews at all times, which
means that no individual should be identifiable when referring
to discussions in other interviews.
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Assessment Report
After the site visit the panel will prepare an assessment report in English
on the university. The DAAD Regional Office Jakarta will provide the
panel with a report template that needs to be followed when drafting the
assessment report, which will follow the logic outlined above in section 5.
The coordinator will be responsible for collecting inputs from each
panel member and ensuring that the final evaluation report will
form a coherent and concise report that corresponds to shared
views of all panel members and circulate it among them for approval. The report will need to be sent to the DAAD Regional Office
Jakarta at the latest 4 weeks after the site visit.
Some good practices in formulating the report:
The report should not describe, but critically review and interpret the status of IQA system in the light of AQAF principles.
The report should not contain an explicit implementation plan
for the institution, but it should be concrete enough to show the
steps for such a plan.
The conclusions should be evidence-based with clear indication
on what type of evidence the panel bases the conclusions (written documents or interviews).
In collecting information used as evidence, the panel should
consider information included in the SAR and received during
meetings and interviews as a basis.
The panel’s views and conclusions as well as the university’s
views should be clearly identifiable from the statements that describe the state of affairs.
A template provided by the DAAD should be used with no modifications to the layout.
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