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1. INTRODUCTION
Higher Education Institutions need to assure themselves, their stakeholders, such as the Department of Education which provides funding, the Higher Education Quality Committee (HEQC) which is tasked with assuring the quality of higher education, parents, students and employers, that they can deliver the quality of education provision expected by these stakeholders. A first step toward such assurance is to have in place the necessary policies, strategies, processes, procedures, and guidelines, together with the necessary structures, resources and management system to deliver the education service to the level of quality provision the institution sets itself. A logical next step is to apply self-evaluation to determine whether the education provision meets the institutions own targets and requirements, as well as the expectations of the spectrum of stakeholders. 

The HEQC has in place a framework and programme of institutional audits aimed at evaluating how well the institution, including its campuses and other sites of learning, applies its mission, policies, systems, strategies, resources and processes to assure the quality of its educational provision.  This framework spells out the minimum expectations that we as a HEI should meet to be an accredited institute, and clearly places the responsibility for assuring the HEQC and all other stakeholders of the quality of our education provision, on us. 

One of the mechanisms previously used to make judgements about our own performance, was self-evaluation. This critical appraisal or review of education delivery by those who provide the service remains an effective tool in the quality cycle of plan, implement, review, and improve. 

2.
THE PROGRAMME REVIEW FRAMEWORK

It may be useful to define, at the outset, some of the terms that are used in this document.

A programme is a purposeful and structured set of learning experiences that leads to one or more qualifications. It enables learners to achieve the pre-specified outcomes of a qualification.

A qualification is the formal recognition, through certification, of learning achievement, awarded by an accredited provider.

Institutional review refers to internal quality assurance procedures that a provider undertakes to monitor and reflect on its education provision.

Programme audit is the external process of quality assurance, undertaken by  the HEQC 

2.1 Our model

The aim of this manual is to guide you through the process of reviewing how well you are performing as a campus. Responding to the following set of questions forms the basis of such a review:

· Why do we do what we do? (Do we have a comprehensive understanding of what we are, or supposed to be, doing?)

· Why do we do it in a particular way (Do we do the right things in the right way?)

· How well are we doing it?

· How do we know how well we are doing?

· What can we do better? (Do we really achieve what we set out to do?)

To respond to these questions it is preferable to approach the review in a systematic way, so that all the relevant elements that affect the education provision, as well as the results of the delivery, are reviewed, and their performance judged. A model, which provides a framework for the process, is therefore useful when engaging in campus review. Our model is loosely based on the Excellence models of the European Foundation and the South African Excellence Model, since these models include all the elements we consider relevant when judging our education delivery. 
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The advantage of such a visual representation of review is that it becomes clear that the input elements, or enablers, are the aspects over which we can exercise control through policy. This represents areas for pro-active decision-making. The results, on the other hand, provide the basis for planning improvement. It should be clear that it represents a continuous cycle.

The framework takes into account the HEQC framework for institutional audit, but does not attempt to follow it closely or exclusively. The point of departure is that institutional (and  campus) review is a natural activity within our concept of quality and our quality management system, the underlying quality management principles of continuous improvement and customer care, and our own strategic goals and targets. 

 Institutional review within our framework means that we can demonstrate:

· How leadership and strategic planning guide us in planning the application of all the resources for the delivery of the education service

· What is being done in the delivery of a educational programmes

· How well it is being done, and 

· What plans are in place to bring about continuous improvement?
The review assists us in making judgements about the role and functioning of the campus the institutional, local, national international contexts. It also signals to us where we are in our developmental trajectory as a campus and assists us in formulating our self-improvement plans. Thus campus review is premised upon a reflective, diagnostic, and continuous improvement attitude. It requires us, as professionals, to make self-judgements regarding all our teaching and learning, research, community service, support and operational activities in a critical but constructive manner, and to signal our intentions to remedy any possible weaknesses and improve practices. 

Although campus review is not in the first place undertaken to fulfil HEQC institutional audit requirements, the rigour with which we conduct the review process will be a critical factor in determining whether the HEQC awards self-accreditation status to our institution. Therefore we need to demonstrate through this process that none of our campuses deliver programmes and services of questionable quality, and that we have effective and efficient internal programme quality assurance mechanisms in place.

2.2 
Our concept of Quality

Our concept of quality includes the notions of fitness of and for purpose, value for money and transformation (i.e. developing the capabilities of individual learners for personal enrichment as well as the requirements for social development and economic and employment growth). But how do we judge whether what we do and whether the results of our actions can be described as ‘quality’? Finding objective criteria is almost as difficult as defining the notion of quality, but however difficult, we need criteria to judge our actions against. 

We have over the past few years been using a number of indicators as criteria to reflect on the inputs, process and outputs of the provision of teaching and learning processes (such as number of students, their race and gender profiles, pass rates, throughput rates, graduation rates; profiles of teaching staff, research output, infrastructure provision, etc). Important as such statistical data may be, data is in itself insufficient and meaningless if not accompanied by reflective analysis, which identifies good practice underpinning good results, and areas for improvement to improve results. 

The HEQC provides another source of criteria in its Institutional Audit and Programme Accreditation Frameworks, which assists us in approaching campus review in a qualitative, reflective way, but utilising facts and data to inform judgements, conclusions and recommendations.

This guideline provides a sufficiently detailed framework for reflection within the framework of the model outlined above. Criteria of the HEQC have been covered, but are not addressed or phrased in exactly the same way as in the HEQC documents, as our own context and approach takes precedence in this internal process.

The guideline document further assists you in planning your review process as it addresses the components that should be included in a review report. For every element to be addressed, the guideline indicates what information and documentary evidence should typically be available to support your self-evaluation. 

Please note: The guidance notes are not aspects to be ticked off as you address them. They are only suggestions as to what could be addressed, and should in no way limit your self-reflection process.
3. WHERE TO START AND WHAT TO DO?




The quality cycle (Plan-Do-Check-Act) is as useful a basis for self-evaluation as it is for every other aspect of our education delivery. Although the self-evaluation procedure is described in our Quality Management System (Annexure A), and should provide adequate guidance, the unfolding of the process in terms of the quality cycle is provided to further assist you.

3.1 Plan

A good place to start is to plan the review. This entails not only planning for the actual event on a specific date, but also putting the planning within the perspective of the entire improvement cycle. This includes identifying members of the internal review team and their responsibilities, the targets at different points in the cycle, what will be documented, how it will be documented, how every element of the review framework will be approached, who will collate the information for every element, including evidence of plans and results, the process of collating the necessary information and data and generating the review report; the evaluation event and the team that will be involved, and the generation of the evaluation report.

3.2 Do

In this phase, all the information and data necessary are collated and organised, and a report, based on the elements set out in the model, prepared. This review will be made available to the evaluation team, prior to the evaluation event. In this phase, all the information and data relevant to each element are scrutinised, as well as any additional information or documentation that could serve as evidence of practice, planning or performance.

The development of a Quality Management System (QMS) lies at the heart of a successful self-evaluation process. Where Quality Manuals have been developed, containing the implemented policies, processes and procedures, with retrievable records of performance; self-evaluation merely requires systematic reflection on what we planned to do, how we intended doing it, how we executed our plans in practice, and how well we did this. The opposite is unfortunately also true. Reflection will be greatly hampered where the development and maintenance of the QMS has taken a backseat, because there may be insufficient documentation on the planning, or incomplete records of performance and results.

3.3 Check

An external evaluation committee is convened, comprising respected peers, persons knowledgeable regarding quality systems, and clients (students, employers, professional body representatives). This committee reflects on all the input, process and output information and supporting data, and judge these against the criteria of the review framework. Strengths and good practice are identified, as are weaknesses and areas for improvement. These judgements are reflected in a critical report, clearly identifying good practice and indicating areas for improvement.

3.4 Act

Based on the evaluation report, the campus will plan a new cycle, making provision to address the improvement targets, and setting target dates for the achievement of the improvements.

4.
THE REVIEW REPORT
The review report should cover all aspects of the educational provision at the campus. The report focuses on the teaching and learning, support, operational and community service processes. 

4.1 The Audience

The report is prepared in the first instance for the campus. It serves as a reference point for continuous campus renewal and improvement. It presents a foundation for future reports, enabling the campus to up-date and edit the report annually, thus considerably reducing future workload.

Secondly the report is prepared for the University for the purpose of providing a profile of campus performance for annual institutional reporting.

Thirdly, the self-evaluation report informs external evaluation by the HEQC or a professional body ETQA. Together with its supporting documents that provide evidence, this portfolio allows the HEQC and/or another ETQA to make judgements about the standard of delivery at that campus, and whether this meets their pre-determined requirements.

4.2 The Portfolio

The portfolio consists of the review report, plus all the supporting evidence that may be relevant to verify the claims and statements in the report. Although you are not required to attach hard copies of all relevant information and records, it would expedite the work of the panel if you would indicate clearly in your report, which records/documents apply, to facilitate quick retrieval/reference during the evaluation visit. 

In the event of technical problems prohibiting access for panels to the electronic documents and records, at least one hard copy of the campus Quality Manual, containing the relevant documents, is required. Minutes of the relevant QM structures and any other records (that may serve as substantiating evidence of statements made in the self-evaluation report should also be available to the review panel.

4.3 The format of the report

The format below is recommended as organising structure for your self-evaluation report. It addresses the elements that should be reported on. You may add elements that you consider relevant. Also, no limit is set on how much information you should provide, or how long the report may be, but it is recommended that reporting is succinct without omitting important facts, data, judgements or conclusions.

Section A: Introduction

A brief history and current profile of the campus in terms of its environmental characteristics and academic offerings

Section B: Campus Self-Assessment (See Framework)
Review Framework

In the tables below, the different elements are addressed, together with evaluative questions and an indication of possible data and other evidence to corroborate your review statements. You may add evaluative questions as you see fit.

	Element/Focus area
	Evaluative questions
	Supporting evidence

	Leadership

1. Relevance to national, regional and student needs

2. Vision, mission and strategic goals of the  campus

3. Management

4. Improvement mechanisms (Use of benchmarking and user surveys.


	· How do vision, mission and strategic goals show how the campus responds to national, regional and local employment and socio-cultural needs (fitness of purpose)?

· How the campus’s goals are aligned to the mission and goals of TUT (fitness for purpose)?

· What management structures are in place for the planning, monitoring and administration of programmes at the campus?

· What defined lines of accountability and responsibility, communication and reporting  at the campus 

· How are planning and budgeting  at the campus aligned so that there are adequate financial, physical, human and administrative resources   for teaching and learning, research and community service
· What quality management system is in place and how does it provide for internal review and external evaluation?

· How do results and recommendations feed into the planning cycle to effect improvement in the programme?

· How does campus and programme reviews/evaluations contribute to the effectiveness of an institutional system of improvement?


	· Evidence that the  campus responds to internal and external stakeholder requirements

·  Programme and qualifications offerings,  mission and strategic goals

· Evidence that management responsibilities and lines are clearly delineated, communicated, understood and operational.

· Evidence that the campus budget is appropriately apportioned to assure an adequately resourced and managed learning environment.

· Evidence that financial planning and resource allocation is linked to development, implementation, review and improvement of quality and quality mechanisms.

· - Evidence of a documented QMS, its functioning, and improvement cycles


	Element/Focus area
	Evaluative questions
	Supporting evidence

	Policy and strategy

5. Teaching and learning    

     plan

6. Policies and procedures

7. Compliance


	· How has the institutional teaching and learning plan been operationalised into an academic plan for the campus?

· What quality management mechanisms exist for ensuring the quality of teaching and learning at undergraduate and postgraduate level

· How does the teaching and learning plan guide the development and approval of new qualifications and programmes at the campus?

· What defined policies and/or procedures for the design, development and approval of qualifications and learning programmes are in place and how are these applied consistently? 

· How do policy and procedures guide the different modes of delivery, including experiential learning, telematic modes and research?

· What policy promotes student support and academic development in an integrated manner?

· How does this campus implement institutional policy and models of student development in their teaching-learning activities?

· How do the qualifications and programmes comply with the NAP and SAQA requirements?

·  How effective is policy and the teaching and learning strategy implemented at the campus and how well does it respond to compliance requirements?


	· Evidence of the existence and adherence to a campus teaching and learning policy 

· Planning and review documentation

· Policies and procedures

 


	Element/Focus area
	Evaluative questions
	Supporting evidence

	8. Marketing and selection

9. Administration


	· How adequate is the recruitment and marketing for this campus?

· How effectively is the target number of places in the various programmes filled?

· How well is equity targets reached?

· How explicit are entry/access requirements?

· What mechanisms are used to improve access and equity?

· How fair and effective are selection methods and mechanisms?

· How effectively are applications processed?

· How effectively are selection arrangements and outcomes communicated to students?

· How accurate is the modular database, and academic and financial student records?

· How effectively is student registration effected?
	· Data to show how size & shape targets are met

· Data to support equity target attainment

· Evidence of how selection is effected and how this promotes access and equity.

· Data that proves successful marketing 

· -Evidence of student support and development programmes to enhance access

· -Evidence that the student enrolment management is effective and students are satisfied.


	Element/Focus area
	Evaluative questions
	Supporting evidence

	People Management

10. Staff recruitment, development, maintenance and equity


	· How effective is staff recruitment and selection?

· How is staff developed to meet the challenges of the changing higher education landscape?

· How is staff provided with opportunities to improve their curriculum development and teaching practice capabilities to enable them to respond to diverse student needs?

· How appropriate is the staff profile and capacity for the delivery of the programme?

· How satisfied is staff with the working environment (including workload, remuneration, appraisal)?

· How effective are strategies to improve the equity profile of staff for the programme?
	· Data and information to support claims about staff equity profile; development programmes/opportunities; and satisfaction. 

· Profile of staff qualifications and expertise 

· Requirements for staff to teach at under- and post-graduate levels 

· -Scholarly/research requirements of staff


	Element/Focus area
	Evaluative questions
	Supporting evidence

	Resource and Information Management

11. Student support

12. Financial resources


	· How are student development programmes integrated into the programme curriculum?

· How is institutional language policy implemented and what strategies are employed to ensure that language is not a barrier to learning and progress?

· How is student progress monitored, how is this used to identify ‘at risk’ students, and how are interventions provided for such students?

· How effective is student referral to Academic support services in improving student success?

· How satisfied are students with the financial support provided by the institution?

· How satisfied is staff with the allocation of financial and infrastructure resources for the delivery of programmes?


	· -Evidence of planning and budgeting for academic development programmes for students

· Evidence of curriculum innovation to effect student development

· - Data on student performance and referrals; evidence on counselling, guidance 


	Element/Focus area
	Evaluative questions
	Supporting evidence

	13. Learning resources


	· How adequate are the books in the library as learning resources for this campus?

· How adequate is electronic access to information for students at different levels?

· How adequate is the provision of computers for student use?

· How well are laboratories equipped and how does this impact on the success of learning?

· How accessible is the MIS to lecturers and how does it enable them to follow student success on a continuous basis?

· How is the MIS deployed in the improvement strategy of the campus, departments and programmes? 

· How adequate and well equipped are the classrooms at this campus and how does this impact on the success of learning?
	· -Data to support statements

· -Student feedback data/information on their satisfaction with learning resources.

· Student data for all the subjects of the programme 

Infrastructure register

 


	Element/Focus area
	Evaluative questions
	Supporting evidence

	Teaching and Learning process

14. Facilitation

15. Assessment

16. Research

17. Community service

 Short courses

	· How appropriately is technology used to effect successful learning in the different modes and methods of learning deployed at this campus?

· How is student feedback obtained about the effectiveness of the teaching-learning process and the content of modules and the programmes as a whole, and how is such feedback used to improve teaching practice and the curriculum?

·  How does facilitation accommodate student diversity?

· How is lecturer-self-evaluation and peer evaluation used to improve teaching practice?

· How are the campus assessment policies and procedures aligned with the institutional policies and procedures? 

· What guidelines regulate formative assessment, feedback to students, weighting of class marks and examinations, security procedures, disciplinary and appeals procedures, marking, grading, aegrotats, supplementary examinations remarking and condonations?

· How is responsibility allocated for the implementation of assessment policy and procedure?

· How is the assessment practices monitored by management?

· How is fairness, reliability and validity of assessment opportunities effected and how do you know how satisfied students are in this regard?

· How is formative and summative assessment provided for in the various modules/subjects and in the programme as a whole, and how is formative assessment used to effect learning and progress?

· How are assessment results recorded and how accurate are such student records?

· Are the approved processes and procedures and rules for assessment and moderation of the institution rigorously adhered to in the programme? (i.e. How effectively is policy and rules regarding examination and continuous evaluation applied in this programme?)

· How often and how effectively has RPL been applied in this programme?

· Do the assessment instruments at the different levels of the programme reflect a progression in both depth and scope and complexity of cognitive skill?

· Is marking/grading reliable, and do examiners express themselves on the quality of student responses and overall performance rates, the curriculum design and appropriateness of the assessment strategy, and is this feedback used to improve assessment practices and instruments?

· Are the guidelines for assessors and moderators clear and are the identified criteria in these guidelines met?

· What policies and procedures are in to assess, moderate and validate the reliability and validity of   work-based/experiential learning

· How is the campus’s research policy aligned with the institutions?

· Does the research management system include the planning, implementation and monitoring of researcher participation, research output and research funding?

· How the research policy make provision for differentiated support for different types of research.

· How does the research management system monitor researcher participation and research production throughout the campus?

· What policies and procedures are in place to develop new researchers with due attention to race and gender considerations?

· Are there clear guidelines for post-graduate study, and are these communicated effectively to post-graduate students?

· Is there appropriate induction to research and research skills?

· Are there clear guidelines on the quality of research to be attained, including the presentation of research in verbal and written forms?

· To what extent are students aware of the ethics relevant to their chosen research field/topic? 
· How well are post-graduate studies managed in this programme?

· Are there clear guidelines for post-graduate supervision and are these adhered to? 

· Are there appropriate policies/procedures for the appointment of supervisors, internal and external examiners, and for the examining process?

· How regularly and how well are post-graduate progress, completion and outputs monitored?

· How effective and accessible is funding for post-graduate research? 
· Is staff provided with opportunities to engage in research and are they required to engage in research to keep their knowledge current?

· How are students and staff engaged in community service, at this campus?

· What recognition is given to community service, and how is it integrated in the learning programme?

· What is the level of engagement in short course provision by staff in this programme?

· Does such provision contribute to knowledge acquisition in this field and does it open up further learning opportunities?

· What policies and procures are in place to quality assure short courses offered at the campus?

· How is the impact of offering short courses on the mission of the campus and success rates in formal programmes evaluated?
	· Guidelines on teaching practice, curriculum development, teaching modes (including telematic and experiential modes)

· Evidence of the integration of technology and other library resources in assignments, projects

· Student surveys of teaching, assessment 

· Student retention rates per subject/module and per level of the programme

· Student graduation and throughput rates

· Analysis of results 

· Analysis of student surveys 

· Improvement plans and their follow-up

· Internal and external examiner reports

· Internal and external moderators reports

· RPL portfolios

· Copies of assessment instruments

· Evidence of induction, orientation, procedures, guidelines on research

· Evidence of student progress

· Profiles of supervisors

· Evidence of community service projects and their  outcomes

· Data and information on the number and range of short courses, frequency of provision, and level of courses


	Element/Focus area
	Evaluative questions
	Supporting evidence

	Student performance

18. Undergraduate   performance

19. Research


	· How do students at every undergraduate level in every programme at this campus perform?

· How has performance improved in the programmes at this campus over the past three years?

· How do examiners’ reports (internal and external) provide evidence that qualifying and progressing students are attaining the specified learning outcomes?

· How does student performance at undergraduate level compare to other campuses and the  institutional average 

· How is student performance monitored and tracked, and how does such information fed into improvement plans? How satisfactory are the completion rates of post-graduate students?    

· How satisfactory are staff performing regarding published research, participation in national and international conferences and the production of patents and artefacts?
· How satisfactory are staff performing w r t the agreed research output in their CPAs?

· How has research output at this campus across all programmes improved over the past three years?


	· Data on subject performance, programme performance per level, through-put rates

· Qualitative evidence that outcomes are being achieved

· Tracking of cohorts to demonstrate performance trends

· Performance relative to benchmarks of the DoE

· Data to reflect post-graduate output

· Data to support statements on lecturer performance regarding research

· - Trends data.


	Element/Focus area
	Evaluative questions
	Supporting evidence

	 Customer satisfaction

20. Students


	· How has student feedback been obtained regarding their total learning experiences at this campus

· How has such feedback been utilized to identify and effect improvement?
	· Data and qualitative evidence or feedback.


	Element/Focus area
	Evaluative questions
	Supporting evidence

	21. People satisfaction


	· How has staff feedback been obtained regarding the campus administration, resource allocation, programme provision, teaching and research?

· How satisfied are staff members their with workload, performance expectations and appraisals?

· How has such feedback been utilized?
	· Data and qualitative evidence or feedback


	Element/Focus area
	Evaluative questions
	Supporting evidence

	22. Partnership performance
	· What types of partnerships exist and how effective have they been in rendering successful students?
	· Evidence on partnerships and performance related to these

· Evidence of monitoring of provision


	Element/Focus area
	Evaluative questions
	Supporting evidence

	23. Impact on society


	· How effective has the community service rendered been in terms of the value added to students’ experience and learning and community development?

· How does community service relate to the undergraduate curriculum and research performed in the programme
	· Evidence of services rendered


	Element/Focus area
	Evaluative questions
	Supporting evidence

	24. Improvement
	· Overall, what improvements were effected at this campus the past three years and how satisfactory were these?

· What improvements have you identified as a result of this review, and what are your plans for effecting these improvements?
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