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This document is designed to provide a summary of the key changes and developments that 
have been made to WP4 in the light of the meeting of ALIGN partners at Poznan, 18-19th 
February 2016. The Supplement should be read alongside the ALIGN WP4 Draft Plan (posted 
8th December 2015) as most of the Draft Plan has not been changed.  
 
Rather than rewrite the Draft Plan, for clarity in this Supplement I have listed all the changes 
to be made using the sections and sub-headings of the Draft Plan. Where there are still 
some uncertainties (primarily related to funding) I have noted these in italics, and I will 
advise you of the decisions concerning these points as soon as possible.  
 
The changes and developments are: 
 

1. Composition of Panels (p. 3) 
 
The Draft Plan proposes that each peer-review panel will consist of 2 EU experts, 2 locals, 1 
student, and 1 employer. In the light of discussions, each panel will now consist of: 
 

 2 EU members (drawn from the EU partner universities. One of these experts will 
serve as Chair of the panel) 

 1 EU member from CEENQA  

 1 member from the quality assurance agency for the host country (e.g., NCPA) 

 2 locals from the host university 

 1 student/recent graduate/alumni from one of the Aligned academic programmes 

 1 employer/external stakeholder 
 
Note 1: Student and Employer members 
Several partner universities have proposed that in cases where their 2 aligned academic 
programmes are from very different fields of study, the panel should include 2 
student/alumni members, and possibly 2 employer/professional stakeholders. The ALIGN 
Management Group is currently investigating how student and employer members of the 
panel can be paid, and will advise us shortly on this and the possibility of having more than 
one student and one employer on each panel.  
 

2. Remit and Conduct of Panels (p. 4) 
 
As noted in the Draft Plan, the peer-review panel will share a draft of its report (excluding 
reference to particular individuals by name or title) with the partner university’s 
representative on the ALIGN Governing Board. It will aim to do this within a month of the 
site visit. The university’s representative will be asked only to check matters of factual 
accuracy. The final report will be provided as soon as possible thereafter. 
 
It is important that everyone respects the integrity of the work of the panels. All members of 
a panel (including all ‘local’ members) will therefore be expected to work confidentially once 
the peer-review process begins. This may include correspondence between members and 
online discussions during desk review, and private meetings and discussions during and after 
site-visits. Throughout the review process, any and all questions about the work of the panel 
should therefore be addressed to, and answered through, the Chair of the panel.  
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3. Site Visits (pp. 4-5) 
 
In the Draft Plan I provided some general guidance about the programme for a site visit, but 
in the light of the action plans received from the Ukrainian universities (many thanks for 
these, they were very helpful) I realise that this guidance was insufficient.   
 
At the Poznan meeting we have agreed that the work of each panel must be completed 
within two days, and because of this and the need to ensure that the panels have time to do 
all their essential work we will need to be more prescriptive about the site-visit programme.  
 
We have agreed the following framework for all site-visits: 
 

 Arrival. (half-hour) 
 Private Meeting of the Panel. (2 hours) 
 Meeting with ALIGN Project Leaders at the host university; max. 4 people. (1 hour) 
 Review of Alignment of the Two Academic Programmes; max. 8 people: 4 persons 

from each AP. (3 hours)  
 Review of Quality Assurance Alignment/Processes for Academic Programmes; max. 

6 people. (3 hours) 
 Meeting with Students/Alumni from the Academic Programmes; max. 8 people. (1 

hour) 
 Private Meeting of the Panel. (1 hour)  
 Outline Feedback to the ALIGN project leaders. (1 hour) 

 
The actual programme for a visit will obviously depend on many local factors, so we are 
asking the university leads to liaise with the Chair of their panel to ensure that the above 
framework is observed. In the light of its desk-work before a site-visit, the Chair of the 
review panel may request some additional meeting(s) with members of the host university 
to clarify or explore particular topics, and where possible such meeting(s) should be included 
in the agreed programme. 
 
If time and travel arrangements permit, there may be some opportunities to have various 
informal discussions/trainings/presentations with some or all of the members of the panel 
during the course of a visit. However, such sessions will not form part of the review process. 
 
At Poznan, we have confirmed that, wherever feasible, we will try to arrange the site-visits 
for each each county so that they run consecutively. The provisional timetable (including 
possible EU-university panel membership) is  
 

 June 2016, all Ukrainian universities : Paul and David 
 
Note 2: External Observers 
Following the advice of several colleagues, at Poznan we agreed that it would be of benefit 
to the ALIGN project if we were to invite a small number of colleagues representing other 
ALIGN partners to attend the site-visit meetings of the panels (except those marked ‘private 
sessions’). If attending, these colleagues from other institutions would have strictly ‘observer’ 
status: they would not be members of the panel, and the work of the panel would not entail 
any discussions with them. All such observers would be expected to respect the integrity of 
the panel’s work.  
 
The proposed list, in priority, of possible observers is: 
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 2 observers: one from each of the country’s other 2 partner universities 

 1 observer from the country’s ministry of education, or equivalent  

 1 observer from the country’s national union of students, or equivalent 

 2 observers: one from each of the non-EU partner quality assurance agencies 
 
The ALIGN Management Group will advise us shortly about the financial feasibility of this 
proposal.   

 
4. Documentation Required for Peer Review (p. 5) 

 
There are no major changes proposed to the documentation required for peer review.  A full 
list is provided in the Draft Plan. The sections for the documents are: 
 

A. Two ‘Aligned’ Programme Descriptors.  
B. The Self-Evaluation Document (including the ongoing processes, future planning). 
C. Information about Quality Assurance (including institutional policies and procedures 

for alignment of a programme). 
D. The National Qualifications Framework and any national guidelines for aligning a 

programme. 
 
Please follow carefully the guidance provided in the Draft Plan for each of these sections.  
 
The full documentation from each university must be provided at least six weeks before the 
start of the site-visit and should be sent (as Word document) to the Chair of the review 
panel who will share it with the other members of the panel. 
 
 

5. Checking Alignment (p. 9) 
 
There are no major changes to (a) the expectation and 10 indicators for evidencing 
alignment of the academic programmes, and (b) the expectation and 10 indicators for 
evidencing alignment of quality assurance processes. However, you should note that 
  

 where applicable in your documents, you are strongly advised to refer to any NQF 
guidelines or tools in evidencing alignment;  

 where appropriate, reference should be made to the Dublin Descriptors for Bachelor 
or Master (AP indicator 1); and 

 for clarification, references to ‘modules’ (in AP indicators 4, 6 and 8) should read 
‘modules/course units’. 

 

6. Template for University Reports  
 
The peer-review panels will follow a common template for their reports.  
 

1. Brief statement about the ALIGN project; its goals, activities and outputs. 
2. Brief statement about the peer-review process for ALIGN and list of panel members.  
3. Observations on the documentation received. 
4. Observations on the site-visit peer-review process. 
5. Assessment of alignment in each of the two academic programmes. * 
6. Assessment of alignment of quality assurance for academic programmes. ** 
7. Summary of findings: this may include commendations and/or recommendations. 



 5 

       Annex 1. List of names/roles of staff and students who met the panel during its visit. 
       Annex 2. Programme for the site-visit. 
 
Assessment of alignment of academic programmes and quality assurance (sections 5 and 6 
of the University Report) will based upon the panel’s review of the documentation and 
discussions during the site visit. 
 
* In section 5 of the University Report, the panel will use a rating-scale (not achieved / partly 
achieved / largely achieved / fully achieved ) or ‘not applicable in this stage of the 
alignment’) to assess each of the ‘10 indicators of good practice’ for academic programmes. 
Each assessment will be accompanied by a short commentary on the rating given. Section 5 
will also include a summary account of the extent to which the programme meets the 
general Expectation for AP alignment. Both of the Aligned academic programmes will be 
reviewed in this way.  
 
** In section 6 of the University Report, the panel will use a rating-scale (not achieved / 
partly achieved / largely achieved / fully achieved) to assess each of the ‘10 indicators of 
good practice’ for quality assurance. Each assessment will be accompanied by a short 
commentary on the rating given. Section 6 will also include a summary account of the extent 
to which quality assurance meets the general Expectation for QA alignment.  
 
 
 

7. Next Steps 
 
I recognise that some partners have already provided good information concerning some of 
the points below, but I would be very grateful for confirmation or action by everyone now.  
 

1. Armenian, Ukrainian and Russian university leads, please liaise with one another and 
EC partners to (a) set the dates and make arrangements for site visits to country and 
individual universities; (b) draft programmes for site visits, including the names of 
people attending panel meetings. 

2. EC partners, please liaise with one another, national quality assurance agencies and 
host universities to determine the full membership of each peer-review panel and 
its chair.   

3. ALIGN Management Group, please advise specifically on Notes 1 & 2 above, and any 
other operational or financial matters relating to WP4. 
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