
"Recommendations to the governments on 
the academic programme review"

Presentation and discussion…
Wednesday 22nd Feb 2017 17.30 to 18.30 – Yerevan

David Quin, IADT Dun Laoghaire, Ireland



"Recommendations to the governments on 
the academic programme review“?

Governments in Armenia, Russia and 
Ukraina?



Tempus ALIGN programme 
recommendations are NOT something 
which the Tempus ALIGN partners have 
agreed? Yet?



However, if we look at the Tempus ALIGN 
WP4 peer reviews…

3 universities in Ukraina…
2 universities in Russia…
3 universities in Armenia…

16 academic programmes reviewed by local 
and EU experts…



97 individual recommendations were 
agreed by the peer review panels…

In Ukraina, in Russia and in Armenia…

Very few recommendations were very 
territory specific or programme specific!



If you only have an hour for the workshop it might be best just to 
select two or three key challenges, as otherwise folk might feel 
overwhelmed and the discussion might lack focus.

Prof. Paul Hyland – Bath Spa University – email - 180217

If we’re short of time (translation etc) skip forward to slide 21…



So, what did ‘typical’ recommendations 
look like?

Simplifying the program aims and PLOs is recommended. This 
programme could enhance its internationalization through clear 
articulation of its programme aims.

The 'student assessment systems' were complex and opaque, and 
poorly related to learning outcomes (which in themselves were 
often poorly articulated at module level).

Prof. Paul Hyland – Bath Spa University – email - 180217



So, what did ‘typical’ recommendations 
look like?

The learning outcomes can be made much more specific by 
including also descriptors such as those included in the Dublin 
Descriptors.

The assessment and testing system is very good: it seems very 
well organized and transparent. However, it still needs to be 
adapted to the real learning outcomes assessment.



So, what did ‘typical’ recommendations 
look like?

We strongly recommend the creation of Programme Handbooks 
for students. We recommend the creation of a student handbook 
and providing international students with the necessary 
information in English on the university website.

We recommend that the key principles of alignment, programme 
development and Quality Assurance now feed into the 
university’s new strategic plan.



So, what did ‘typical’ recommendations 
look like?

That the QA Office and the programme teams focus on fewer 
strategic goals, that they clearly define timelines (perhaps with 
annual review and analysis) and that they set achievable action 
plans.

The titles of the programme must be better connected with the 
programme content and mission.



So, what did ‘typical’ recommendations 
look like?

We recommend a review of the official titles of awards to match 
the standard international nomenclature for such awards at 
various levels. This would greatly facilitate the full 
internationalisation of the programmes.

The titles of both programmes need further (and ongoing) 
consideration, especially at this time when the programmes 
themselves are under such revision.



So, what did ‘typical’ recommendations 
look like?

Students should be much more involved in the design of the 
programme, as filling out questionnaires is not sufficient input. 
Students should not have to ask for this, but be encouraged by 
the institution.

Students and stakeholders are not really involved in programme 
design and approval and this should be improved; they should 
also be motivated to do this, e.g., employers should be invited to 
hold lectures, teach, sit at the assessment committees, serve as 
experts etc…



So, what did ‘typical’ recommendations 
look like?

There is a system of surveying students’ opinions. However, 
students, including part-time students, should be better informed 
of it and the results, as well as the use of the findings. More open 
questions should be added to the questionnaires, both for 
students and other stakeholders such as employers.

A real bridging programme/adaptive courses should exist and 
this should not be done solely on individual student basis.



So, what did ‘typical’ recommendations 
look like?

The quality system, while commendable, is too much ‘top-down’. There is 
too much focus on quality control and management, rather than quality 
improvement. Teachers, staff members in general, alumni, students and 
employers should participate more actively. There should be an interface 
between the central system and the programmes, maybe through improved 
cooperation with the Academic Department.

We recommend the continued development of the University’s Quality 
Assurance and Enhancement systems (at university and 
programme/faculty levels), to establish clear principles, regulations and 
processes to ensure and promote the Alignment of its academic 
programmes.



So, what did ‘typical’ recommendations 
look like?

Though the Quality Management Centre is very good, a real Quality Plan is 
missing and the relationship between the different quality management 
councils must be made clearer, to students and to staff.

We recommend a policy on Staff Training and Development. Staff training 
and development (especially ongoing and continuous pedagogical 
development) needs to be prioritised in any Strategic Plan. We recommend 
more professional training, especially structured pedagogical training in 
modern Learning, Teaching and Assessment methods.



So, what did ‘typical’ recommendations 
look like?

There is not enough benchmarking with other universities.

We strongly recommend adjusting terminology according to 
European standards in all documents (imitating European 
universities is an option).



So, what did ‘typical’ recommendations 
look like?

There are some course units which seem to be a relic of history, 
and do not seem to contribute to the achievement of the learning 
outcomes. There should be a discussion about this.



So, what did ‘typical’ recommendations 
look like?

Credits are properly connected to courses but there is no real 
determination of student workloads. Whilst some aspects of ECTS 
are well understood, the panel would recommend future student 
study load measurement.

Elective courses are not really elective; this should be improved 
at the university level with generic skills courses (e.g., 
entrepreneurship). Additional foreign languages should exist as 
electives – as well as additional academic English for students.



So, what did ‘typical’ recommendations 
look like?

We recommend the enrichment of the educational experience of 
students (and their academic and career opportunities) primarily 
through greater internationalisation of the student cohorts. We 
note: this was clearly, strongly and unanimously advocated by 
the students.

More attention must be paid to internationalisation.



So, what did ‘typical’ recommendations 
look like?

Cooperation with the library should be improved, students should be better 
trained in finding literature and sources independently and opening hours 
should be longer. The library should be better equipped, especially with 
books in English and access to international journals. Students need free 
access to modern, up to date materials, especially online materials.

The website should be updated and improved, as the current information is 
not up-to-date (it does not contain the new name etc.).



97 individual recommendations were 
agreed by the peer review panels…

In Ukraina, in Russia and in Armenia…

These were recommendations to HEI’s

Slide 21



"Recommendations to the governments on 
the academic programme review“?

To the governments in Armenia, Russia and 
Ukraina?



So, what might ‘typical’ recommendations 
to the Governments look like?

The need for continued development of each territory’s NFQ? All 
territories have started this process, but the NFQs need ongoing 
work and refinement - a lot of beefing up and clarification. Where 
possible, that the territorial NFQs work towards international 
recognition.

The need for a 'correct' and clear, internationally understandable 
description of awards? - Batchelors, Masters and PhD.

Any territory with 'professional' (lesser) awards will have to wrestle 
with fitting those into international structures like Bologna?



So, what might ‘typical’ recommendations 
to the Governments look like?

Each territory must decide on whether it is going for, or moving 
towards self-accreditation, Ministry accreditation, or agency 
accreditation, licensing, a mixture of these systems, or parallel 
systems? How is accreditation/validation going to be rolled out 
and blended?

Each territory must decide on the relationship between internal 
and external QA?



So, what might ‘typical’ recommendations 
to the Governments look like?

Academic autonomy – each HEI has the right to design and 
implement their own academic programmes and has 
responsibility to provide quality of education for these 
programmes? That means that qualification resulting from a 
programme should be clearly and understandable to all 
stakeholders, but especially to the student stakeholders. All 
qualifications should clearly relate to the correct level of the NQF 
and, consequently to the Framework for Qualification of the 
EHEA.



So, what might ‘typical’ recommendations 
to the Governments look like?

The need to establish regular (every 5 years?) peer review 
processes - separately for academic programmes and for HEI's?

These peer review panels will involve EU or international experts? 
It must be decided how many EU or international experts on each 
panel? Two is quite normal? In some territories (eg Lietuva and 
Croatia), the agencies prefer EU panel members to Chair the peer 
review panels.



So, what might ‘typical’ recommendations 
to the Governments look like?

How will the powers, responsibilities and terms of reference of 
the peer review panels be legally constituted in each territory?

Early peer reviews MIGHT (for the first two cycles (10 years)) be more 
developmental than regulatory (more like what we've just done with 
ALIGN)? Everyone involved (HEIs, students, stakeholders, agency, Ministry 
etc) will need some time to work into the culture of peer review?



So, what might ‘typical’ recommendations 
to the Governments look like?

If professional standards are to be developed and implemented, 
they must be created with Professional bodies and according to 
the local market and with the assistance of the best foreign 
practices? The best option - professional standards must be 
prepared in two languages: local and English? Any territory-
specific Professional standards need to be transparent for 
students, HEIs, agencies, stakeholders (industries/employers) 
and international partners.



So, what might ‘typical’ recommendations 
to the Governments look like?

National Student Survey for final-year students – these tools can 
help to know about:

• The quality of the teaching and learning experience that universities 
provide;

• whether academic programme goals are achieved or not achieved during 
the study programme;

• what HEIs need to change or improve in their academic programmes;



So, what might ‘typical’ recommendations 
to the Governments look like?

At the HEI level, involvement of students needs a LOT of work?
All the HEIs are gathering student info and are encouraging 
'student self-government', but with no clear notion as to HOW 
student voice should be heard, or even what should be done with 
the information gathered from student surveys. Are the HEIs 
listening to students and acting on their feedback and concerns 
where this is appropriate? Can students clearly see the impact of 
their inputs and expressions of concern?



So, what might ‘typical’ recommendations 
to the Governments look like?

At HEI and national level, the Student Unions need autonomy and 
need to develop the student voice and student representation for 
themselves?



So, what might ‘typical’ recommendations 
to the Governments look like?

Ranking universities that will increase competition among them 
and increase the level of quality. Will this increase competition 
and quality?

Develop and implement a registry that will track the number of 
employed graduates - which will help to forecast labour market 
needs. Q: Who should develop this? HEIs? Some National Agency?



So, what might ‘typical’ recommendations 
to the Governments look like?

All HEIs and programmes should be encouraged to move 
towards FORMAL links with stakeholders, industry and employers 
- including MoUs, short contracts, QA supervision, insurance, 
health and safety etc etc..., clear for employers, lecturers, HEIs 
and most of all clear for the students.

The role of employers 'as the leads on examination boards' needs 
to be reviewed (and possibly removed?).



So, what might ‘typical’ recommendations 
to the Governments look like?

From the evidence of the Tempus ALIGN peer-reviews, HEIs 
clearly need help with the following points… (this is not a 
prioritised list)

• The link between student learning activities and assessment, 
especially summative assessments, linked to modules, ILOs, 
workloads & credits.

• Blended and constructively aligned assessment.
• EU higher education ‘terminology’.
• Student-centred learning.



So, what might ‘typical’ recommendations 
to the Governments look like?

From the evidence of the Tempus ALIGN peer-reviews, HEIs 
clearly need help with the following points…

• The development of Student Handbooks.
• The development of Programme Aims and Module Aims.
• The development of module (or course) descriptors.



So, what might ‘typical’ recommendations 
to the Governments look like?

From the evidence of the Tempus ALIGN peer-reviews, HEIs 
clearly need help with the following points…

• How to foster effective student representation.
• The developmental principles and process of regular peer 

review.
• The development of Programme Self Evaluation 

Documentation.



So, what might ‘typical’ recommendations 
to the Governments look like?

HEIs in each territory would benefit from seeing clear examples 
of local best practice – starting with examples from our ALIGN 
peer reviews (we’re thinking module descriptors from one 
university, a clear exposition of IT student feedback in another 
university, clear expositions of a third university’s relationships 
with employers and 'workplace' teaching arrangements etc…)



So, what might ‘typical’ recommendations 
to the Governments look like?

Such a 'best practice toolkit' or database or website, should be 
established in each territory, clearly curated and updated in a 
thoughtful, considered and measured manner. Maybe a clear 
curatorial role for each national QA agency here?



So, what might ‘typical’ recommendations 
to the Governments look like?

The development of student-centred learning is a cultural change 
which is just beginning in the HEIs involved with Tempus ALIGN. 
Once again the only way forward is to provide more training and 
information, more international links and mobility, to work in the 
HEIs and with students and to keep developing a student-centred 
culture in higher education.

This will take hard work and time.



So, what might ‘typical’ recommendations 
to the Governments look like?

• A Student Centred Approach
• Using Learning Outcomes
• Using ECTS
• Clearly developed (and evolving) internationally accepted NFQ
• Involving students in programme development, monitoring and 

evaluation/validation
• Involving stakeholders (esp. industry and employers) in 

programme development, monitoring and 
evaluation/validation

• Autonomy for HEIs and for programme teams
• Ongoing, continuous staff training and development
• Internationalisation, staff and student mobility (in and out)
• Peer review as part of evaluation/validation
• Consistent terminology. Choice of language. Benchmarking. 

etc.



ARE we ALIGNING with NFQs and with EFQ?
• A Student Centred Approach
• Using Learning Outcomes
• Using ECTS
• Clearly developed (and evolving) internationally accepted NFQ
• Involving students in programme development, monitoring and 

evaluation/validation
• Involving stakeholders (esp. industry and employers) in 

programme development, monitoring and 
evaluation/validation

• Autonomy for HEIs and for programme teams
• Ongoing, continuous staff training and development
• Internationalisation, staff and student mobility (in and out)
• Peer review as part of evaluation/validation
• Consistent terminology. Choice of language. Benchmarking. 

Etc.



End - discussion


