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1. Introduction: In the academic context the goal of QA is to ensure the development and maintenance of high standards of teaching, assessment and research by academic staff. QA achieves this by evaluating staff performance against established Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) and through internal and external monitoring, and review procedures.  Monitoring and review procedures include student, peer, and independent evaluations of teaching and course assessment as well as peer review of research projects and publications. From time to time there are independent reviews of Departments and their programs by an external agency.  The importance of QA in academic institutions is acknowledged in the recently promulgated Law of Georgia on Higher Education, which makes provision for the establishment of Quality Provision Services at University and Departmental levels, for transparency in documentation, establishment of Codes of Ethics, standards of appointment to professorial posts, external examination of dissertations, international co-operation, etc.

In order to establish and maintain high standards of teaching and research by academic staff, the University has a responsibility to provide essential resources (e.g., internet access, library, research and teaching technology and technical support) and training opportunities (e.g., training in the use of teaching and research resources and technology, training in modern teaching methods, in grant writing, and assistance in the development of research expertise). In addition, there needs to be a system of incentives and rewards for improvement of qualifications and skills and encouragement and facilitation of research and publication as a means of supporting enhancement of quality in teaching and research performance. These matters also are addressed in the Law of Georgia on Higher Education, which makes provision for introduction of modern teaching methods, study leave, and research funding.

At the Departmental level, QA first focuses most directly on the relevance and coherence of the teaching program, the contribution of individual courses to the development of a broad base of essential and transferable knowledge and skills by the students, and the extent to which staff research informs their teaching at undergraduate, graduate, and post-graduate levels. Secondly, it forms the basis for evaluating each academic’s research activity and contribution to the advancement of knowledge through personal contributions to research and publication and through their supervision of student research projects.

2. Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) : The aim of KPIs is to generate some form of quantitative data on the performance of individual academic staff in their teaching and research for use in QA, promotion or awards.  If the University also wishes to acknowledge additional activities of its academic staff, such as administration and community service (e.g., contributions to industry, government, or community bodies), these too may be incorporated into KPIs.  In an evaluation of a Department, the KPIs of the staff can be cumulated and assigned a value or weighting for interdepartmental comparison purposes, although the diverse nature of academic disciplines and their research applications and opportunities makes considerable caution necessary in interpreting the findings of such an exercise.

In evaluation of teaching performance, peer and student evaluations and analysis of student enrolment, retention, and course completion data provide core information for KPIs. This is supplemented by moderation of assessments (coursework, laboratory work, and examinations) by peers and external reviewers.  

The evaluation of research performance typically focuses on the obtaining of research grants and their successful completion, dissemination and publication of research, and successful supervision of graduate and post-graduate research projects.

KPIs are discussed in more detail in later sections of this paper.

3. Internal QA Audit rationale: Self-evaluation within the University maintains a sense of academic autonomy, self-regulation, and individual responsibility for maintaining high standards of teaching and research.  Academic staff should be able to feel that the intent of QA audits is to enhance and support their best endeavours.  This is why it is essential for the University to provide resources and training opportunities to complement QA evaluations. Academic staff should be encouraged and supported in accessing these services, either to develop and extend their existing skills or to correct deficits in their current skills and thus enhance their teaching and research performance.

4. Internal Audit Methods for Evaluating Teaching and Program Delivery: These include peer review of teaching performance, student evaluation of teaching performance, internal moderation of student assessments, and by the Department’s Quality Provision Service (DQPS) ensuring that course descriptions, course materials and manuals, marking standards, assessment methods and assessment frequency all meet the requirements set by the University Quality Provision Service (UQPS).

Peer Review of Teaching: This involves direct observation of a lecturer’s classroom teaching and provision of feedback following the observation. Each academic staff member, regardless of seniority, should have their teaching reviewed by the DQPS at least once per year. The normal procedure is for a respected, well-qualified and skilled colleague (usually a member of the DQPS panel) to be invited to observe the teaching.  The observer and the teacher meet ahead of the observation to arrange the time and place of the observation and subsequent feedback session, to discuss the procedure, and to identify any particular issues on which the teacher would like specific feedback or comment.  Students are advised at the start of the class that the observer is present and that her or his role is to observe the teaching, not the students.  During the class, the observer makes notes and records using a standard form for the purpose.  At their subsequent meeting, the observer and the teacher discuss the observations and comments, the observer describes areas of good performance and aspects of teaching that need attention and suggests how these improvements may be made, either through direct attention to them or, if necessary, through additional training available in the University.  Notes of this discussion and its conclusions are signed by both the observer and the teacher and these, along with a copy of the observation form, are copied and sent to the teacher, the Departmental Quality Provision Service (DQPS) and the University Quality Provision Service (UQPS).  If additional training has been required, the successful completion of this is followed up and recorded by the DQPS and copied to the UQPS. 

Peer Review of Teaching forms typically include the following items and may include a rating scale (e.g., 1-5, where 1 = not at all, 3 = partly and 5 = very effective): 

a) Teacher introduces lecture topic and outlines learning aims of the lecture 

b) Teacher presents information clearly and in an appropriate, logical sequence.

c) Teacher provides definitions of terms when appropriate, gives relevant examples to assist understanding, uses a number of teaching approaches (e.g., diagrams, role-play, interactive exchanges, encourages student participation in sharing information or providing examples) to convey information.

d) Teacher identifies sources of information by giving specific references (e.g., to researchers’ articles or books) to support lecture content and theories or ideas being expressed.

e) Teacher speaks in a clear and audible voice, and at a reasonable pace.

f) Teacher uses classroom teaching aids appropriately.  Uses blackboard/whiteboard, OHT, PowerPoint effectively to support presentation.

g) Teacher provides opportunities for students to ask questions during and/or at the end of the lecture.

h) Teacher interacts positively with students, answers questions appropriately and honestly (e.g., if he/she cannot answer the question directly, suggests ways the students may find out answers for themselves). Uses skill to involve quiet or distracted students in the learning process.

i) Teacher concludes the class by summarizing the main points and setting any additional reading and/or encourages learning by suggesting additional sources of information, such as text books, research articles, internet sources, etc.

The form includes space at the top for the date and time of the observation, the course name and number and the teacher and observer’s name. It also makes provision for written comment by the observer on areas of special strength in the teaching performance and areas that need attention or additional training. (Note: This list is indicative only, there may be other items that could be included and, obviously, courses involving practical training or skills development would require different items).

Peer evaluations are primarily intended to ensure that teachers are performing well and demonstrating effective teaching skills.  While they contribute to QA evaluations of teaching, they do not normally attract KPI points.

Student Evaluation of Teaching: Students, as consumers of teaching programs, need the opportunity to provide the Department and University with feedback on the quality of teaching they are receiving.  Student evaluations are the major source of information on the consistency and competence of academic staff, since the teacher is in front of them on a regular basis.  When more than one teacher is responsible for instruction in a course, all of the course’s teachers should be evaluated by the students.  

Student evaluation can take a number of forms and there need to be mechanisms to provide for these different types of student feedback.  

First, students need to have clear information on how to complain about the quality of teaching and/or assessment they receive.  Students are often afraid to raise complaints, since they fear that doing so may affect their grades and thus their passing the course.  Departments and the University at large have to provide appropriate protection for students with genuine complaints or concerns, since failure to do so leads to defects in the QA process.  For example, anonymity of complainants can be assisted by having students in each course elect one or more student representatives who can then present any complaints anonymously. Normally, the Departmental student handbook would set out the procedure for making complaints.  This usually would include advising students (or their representatives) to first approach the teacher directly with their concerns.  If this method of complaint is unsuccessful, the students would be advised to then bring the matter to the attention of a member of the DQPS (the names of these members would be listed in the student handbook).  The DQPS should have transparent procedures for investigating and addressing student complaints and reporting the outcomes to the students, the Department Dean, and the UQPS.  The DPQS and UQPS should have procedures for identifying and dealing with staff who are the subject of frequent or persistent complaints about their behaviour, their teaching or their assessments. 

Second, students may “vote with their feet”.  Records of significant student drop-out or poor attendance at classes in a particular course may provide an indication of problems associated with teaching or assessment.  While some students are not suited to given programs of study and simply drop-out, evidence of a significant decline in attendance over a course while other courses attended by the same students do not experience such a decline, may point to teaching problems that need to be investigated and addressed. 

Third, courses should be regularly evaluated by students through Student Course Evaluation Questionnaires (SCEQs) which they complete anonymously.  To preserve anonymity, the forms should be delivered to the classes and collected by a person representing the DQPS for analysis either by the DQPS or by the UPQS.  These include ratings (e.g., 1-5, 1 = not at all satisfactory, 3 = satisfactory, 5 = very satisfactory) of a series of questions relevant to the teaching of the course.  For example, the following may be assessed:

a) The match between the Course Description and the course content as taught.

b) The availability of textbooks, manuals, lecture notes and other course materials.

c) The relevance of the textbook(s) to content of the lectures.

d)  The extent to which the teacher is presenting current, modern knowledge.

e) The extent to which the teacher cites the work of researchers and theorists who inform his or her teaching.

f) The extent to which presentation of information is organized, logical, and comprehensible.

g) The skill with which the teacher uses teaching aids (e.g., black/whiteboard, OHT, PowerPoint) to convey information.

h) The skill of the teacher in giving examples, defining terms, clarifying concepts and theories, and helping students to understand the content of the course.

i) The audibility of the teacher’s voice and pace of presentation of information.

j) The extent to which the teacher relates course content to the wider discipline and to applications in the field of study.

k) The ease of approachability of the teacher and their availability in class and in their office to respond to student questions or enquiries.

l) The timing, frequency, and fairness of course assessments and examinations.

m) The speed of marking and return of assignments to students.

n) The adequacy and usefulness of feedback to students on their assignments.

o) The student’s overall satisfaction with the course.

p) Written comments by students on what they liked best and least about the course and the teaching of it.

While it is evident that no teacher will please all students in their courses and that students sometimes lack a deep appreciation of what is involved in teaching a course, it is essential for QA purposes that Student Course Evaluation Questionnaire data be analyzed and taken seriously by both teachers, the Departments and the University.  For the purpose of computing teaching related KPIs and when a 5-point (1-5) evaluation scale is used, a common expectation is that teachers should obtain at least an overall mean score of 2.5 on each course they teach to be considered satisfactory.  Teachers with mean scores between 4 and 5 are considered to be excellent and those with scores below 2.5 are deemed to be in need either of assistance, remedial training, or of a review of those courses in which their low scores occur.  

KPI student evaluation scores could be applied as follows:  Assuming a normal academic teaching requirement is a minimum of 5 courses per year per Associate Professor and Professor (at least 3xUndergraduate and 2xGraduate), KPI points can be averaged across courses taught and distributed as follows:  Mean student evaluation scores of 1-1.9 = 1 KPI point; 2.0-2.4 = 3 KPI points; 2.5-2.9 = 5 KPI points; 3.0-3.4 = 6 KPI points; 3.5-3.9 = 7 KPI points; 4.0-4.4 = 9 KPI points, and 4.5-5.0 = 10 KPI points.

The minimum for consideration as a satisfactory teacher would and average of 2.5 or 5 KPI points.

Once course evaluation data are analyzed, they should be discussed with the teacher and with the students by a representative of the DQPS.  Both the teacher and the students should be informed of any action to be taken and there should be follow-up by the DQPS to ensure that a teacher has met any retraining or remediation requirements recommended as a result of the analysis. Persistent failure by a teacher to engage in retraining or to demonstrate benefit from it has to be dealt with as an employment matter.  

For QA purposes, analysis of teaching KPIs gives an insight into quality of teaching, assessment and program delivery.  Mean Departmental and Faculty KPIs can be computed and evaluated to help determine overall performance and quality of teaching.  Academic reviews of under-performing Departments or Faculties can be made by the University Quality Provision Service in order to identify individuals or disciplines that require remedial intervention.

Giving students the opportunity to nominate high quality teachers for recognition by the Department and the University encourages both students and staff to expect high standards of teaching and provides both encouragement and rewards for setting and meeting high standards.

Analysis of Student Statistics: Departmental data on enrolment, retention, and completion of courses and qualifications by students also offer a means to evaluate individual academics and the department as a whole in terms of quality of teaching outcomes. Comparisons between numbers of students enrolling and numbers retained until the end of the course or program of study provide data on retention rates, comparisons between the numbers retained and the numbers actually passing the course or program of study provide data on completion rates.  

Given that universities attract students who are, in the main, above average in intelligence, have shown evidence of academic ability, and who are motivated to study, low retention or completion rates (i.e., below 75%) raise questions about the quality of teaching, the relevance of the courses, and the fairness of assessment.  Equally, very high completion rates (i.e., above 90%) raise questions about the low academic level of the courses and/or the standards of assessment.   Retention and completion data that raise questions deserve examination for QA purposes.  If there is a problem with the teaching or content of a course, supporting evidence of student dissatisfaction may be found in Student Course Evaluation Questionnaires.  If the course assessments are too easy or if grades are inflated through generous marking, the students may not complain in evaluations and retention and completion rates will appear to be very high, which may signal QA problems that need to be investigated. 

Of course retention and completion data do not always signal problems, it is always possible that there are good academic reasons for high or low retention and completion rates in certain courses. For instance, some very good teachers are capable of bringing the best out of all of their students and at graduate and post-graduate level high completion rates should be the norm if students are performing at the peak of their ability. Equally, some essential and required courses, such as statistics, may be disliked by students because they do not always want to apply themselves to study which involves mathematics. Low retention or completion rates in such a case may reflect on the quality of teaching or on the level of student motivation, only an investigation will tell which.

Internal Moderation of Course Assessments and Examinations: Moderation of assessments is a sound QA practice that is applied to coursework assignments and to formal examinations.  Typically, a teacher invites a colleague to randomly sample marked coursework of 3-4 top, middle, and low achieving students in a course and to review the marking and the feedback comments provided to the students.  The colleague completes a Moderation Form on which they comment on the fairness of the questions or topic, its relevance to the course, and the quality of the marking and feedback to the student.  They indicate the degree to which they agree with the marks awarded and the comments made by the teacher.  The form is signed and submitted to the DQPS, which can then investigate discrepancies or concerns raised in the moderation.   Essentially the same procedure is followed in the case of moderation of formal examinations.

If there are discrepancies between peer moderation and student evaluations in relation to quality of teaching, it is important to investigate this by interviewing students, analyzing retention and completion data and re-evaluating the teaching quality through further DQPS or UPQS assessments, including other courses taught by the academic.

External Moderation of Course Assessments and Examinations: In order to maintain transparency and QA standards, it is advisable to include an annual external moderation of course assessments and examinations in the QA process. This would normally involve a senior member of staff from another University who teaches in the discipline to be assessed reviewing student coursework and examination papers to ensure that the assessments were sufficiently rigorous, relevant, and fair, that the marking was of a satisfactory standard, and that the pass-rates were appropriate.

If there are questions raised about teaching or assessment quality by the external moderator, these need to be evaluated by the UQPS, along with review of peer and student evaluations of teaching and also retention and completion data. It is important that feedback from independent evaluators be checked against other performance data, since the goal of external evaluation is to provide a critical voice from outside of the university.

5. Evaluation of Research and Research Supervision: Active participation in research and dissemination of research findings is a primary role for a university academic.  Supervision of graduate and post-graduate students is one corollary of that direct involvement in research endeavours, another is the fact that the academic’s teaching should be closely informed by their own research and that of others in their discipline.  Consequently, no university QA process can overlook the research activity of its academic staff.  In fact, because aspects of research output are subject to peer review and because there exist a number of ways of quantifying research productivity, universities have often paid less attention to quality of teaching than to research productivity. One consequence of this has been less emphasis on development of teaching skills by staff and a general lack of attention to the importance of good teaching.  Fortunately, this has been recognized internationally and a degree of balance has been restored.

Evaluation of Research Productivity: KPIs for research productivity focus on a number of areas.  First, there is the researcher’s success in obtaining research grants or research contracts.  The number of grants obtained, the amount of money attached to each grant, and whether the grant is internal (i.e., from within the University) or external (i.e., from a funding organization, company, government ministry, or international body) can be recorded.  More weight may be given to obtaining external grants because they are often more difficult to obtain and more competitively sought than those from within the University.  Credit can also be accorded for successful completion of the grant within the agreed timeframe and note can be made of the degree of satisfaction with the research expressed by the granting body.

Research Grant/Contract KPIs could be awarded as follows:  

a) Points for Source of Grant/Contract: TSU Research Grant, 4 points; Grant/Contract from non-University sources within Georgia, 7 points; Grant/Contract from International funding organization, 10 points.

b) Points for amount of contract: <USD2000, 3 points; USD2000-4999, 5 points;

USD5000-8999, 7 points; USD9000-12,999, 8 points, USD13,000+, 10 points.

c) Points for on-time completion of Project:  Within contracted period, 10 points;

less than 2 months over time, 8 points; 2-6 months over time, 3 points; Over six months late, 0 points.

d) Points for on-time completion of Project report: Within contracted period, 10 points; less than 2 months over time, 8 points; 2-6 months over time, 3 points; Over six months late, 0 points.

Given that research grants or contracts often go to teams of researchers, KPI points would need to be distributed amongst the team in accordance with their contribution to the project.  For example, if there was a team of 8 people involved in a project, 30% of the KPI points could be awarded to the leader of the group obtaining the grant and the remaining 70% distributed equally among the other members of the team.  In the event of a small team with two senior researchers and a junior plus two assistants, the KPIs might be assigned so that the two seniors received 30% each, the junior 20% and the two assistants 10% each.

Second, dissemination of research findings is important because it exposes research to critical evaluation.  Researchers need to be encouraged to disseminate the research they conduct. Dissemination can be measured and given differential weight according to the form of dissemination.  Because publication is the most widespread form of dissemination, it is accorded most weight, especially if subject to peer review and international recognition.  The examples of KPI weightings for dissemination given below are only indicative, but note that the emphasis falls on giving the lowest value for the least demanding and least critical forms and the most value to those which involve highest demand for standards and critical review.   

a) Workshop or public lecture, 1 point

b) Completion of PhD 5 KPI points

c) Conference Presentation (Poster) Departmental, 2 points; National, 4 points; International, 6 points

d) Conference Presentation (Paper) Departmental, 3 points; National, 6 points; International, 8 points

e) Conference Presentation (Invited Keynote Address) National, 8-10* points; International, 10 points

f) Publication (Conference Abstract) National, 3 points; International, 6 points

g) Publication (Conference Proceedings) National, 5-8* points; International, 8-10* points

h) Publication (Book Review) National, 3 points; International, 5 points

i) Publication (Research Report/Contract Report) No peer review, 3 points; Peer reviewed, 6 points

j) Publication (Discussion/Theoretical Paper) No peer review, 3 points; National (peer reviewed), 6-8 points*; International (peer reviewed) 8-10 points*

k) Publication (Research Article) No peer review, 3 points; National (peer reviewed), 7-8 points*, International (peer reviewed), 8-10 points*, Paid-for publication, 3 points

l) Publication (Book Chapter) National, 4-7 points*; International 8-10 points*

m) Publication (Book/Anthology < 100 pages) National 5-8* points; International, 7-10* points

n) Publication (Book of 100+ pages) National, 6-10 points*; International, 8-10 points*

o) Frequency of Citation of Publications (published in international citation indexes), low (1-5 citations) 6 points; moderate (6-10 citations) 8 points; high (10+ citations) 10 points.

p) National and International Awards and distinctions 7-10 points*

*denotes range of points to be assessed on the basis of i) researcher’s contribution to authorship (e.g., sole/first author or editor; co-author or editor, etc; ii) the standing of the publication or publisher disseminating the research within the field, and, iii) the level of distinction accorded the publication or award in the author’s own scientific community or discipline.  

Establishing KPIs for academics researching in the fields of visual and performing arts requires consideration of what constitutes a “publication”.  For example, works of art, musical compositions, writing, production, and direction of plays, choreography of dance, and production of films or documentaries all represent products of research and creativity.  Thus the means by which these are disseminated, usually through exhibitions, productions, and performances, represent equivalents to the written publication of research and need to be accorded weighting on a KPI scale.  As with scientific papers, weight can be accorded on the basis of the perceived contribution of the work and its presentation to Departmental, National or International audiences.

Research KPI Expectations of Academic Staff:  Expectations of staff have to be realistic.  The list above is extensive, but in any given academic year it is unlikely that most academic researchers would present papers at more than one or two conferences.  Given the limited resources available, it would be likely that most academics would present papers at conferences within Georgia, with only a few able to attend and present at international conferences outside of Georgia.  Similarly, the production of research papers is likely to be primarily for national publication and rarely will more than two be produced in a given academic year until a strong and well-funded research culture is established.  While most academics produce only one or two substantial books in an academic career, they may contribute chapters to texts on a more frequent basis, but not necessarily every year.  

Research grants and contracts are most likely to be available to Professors and Associate Professors, rather than to Assistant Professors, although the latter may well obtain some KPI points as assistants on projects for which the former obtain grants.  There should not be an expectation that a grant or contract will be obtained every year, although KPI credit for grants or contracts that run for more than one year should be awarded for every year of the grant/contract

As a consequence, it is probably realistic to anticipate initially that the achievement of 15 to 20 Publication points from the above list in a given year (e.g., 1 paper presented at a National Conference (6 points) and 2 peer reviewed articles published in a National journal (14 points) would produce 20 KPI points).  This represents a reasonable minimal expectation at this stage of the University’s development as a modern research institution.  In addition, there should be an expectation that a Professor or Associate Professor would be part of a research team obtaining at least one research grant or contract in a three-year period.  As a result at least 5 KPI points from grants/contracts could be added to a 3-year average.

Most universities allow academic staff to average KPIs over three to five years because this allows under-performing in a given year to be compensated by higher production in other years.  Accordingly, a baseline minimum expectation of at least 60 research KPIs (publications plus grants/contracts) over three years would seem a reasonable starting requirement for Associate Professors and Professors.  Assistant Professors typically are working on their PhDs and may have higher tutorial loads than more senior academics, so the expectations on them should be much less, say 7-10 points in any given year and a total of 25 over three years.

The individual staff KPIs can be cumulated and averaged to give a picture of the research performance of Departments and Faculties.  From a QA perspective, under-performing individuals, Departments and Faculties represent indications of poor research productivity and the need for reviews of staff performance and Departmental or Faculty morale and leadership.

Supervision of Theses and Dissertations: The education and development of the next generation of scholars is a particular responsibility of university academics.  The passing on of research skills, methods, and applications and the development of appropriate writing and dissemination skills are an important aspect of academic life. Supervisors need to have clear guidelines on the University’s expectations of them as mentors in terms of the numbers of students they can effectively supervise at any given time, the procedures for developing and approving student projects to ensure that they are both manageable and within the student’s ability to undertake and complete within the required time-span, and the responsibilities of both supervisors and students.  There needs to be a clear plan of the proposed research project that is approved by the Department as appropriate and ethical (and approved by the University in the case of the PhD degree), the setting of explicit timelines, scheduling of regular supervision meetings, a process for monitoring the student’s progress through the project with regular reports to the DQPS and UQPS, and procedures for identifying and dealing with lack of adequate progress, breakdown of supervisor student relations, and resolving disputes.  KPIs can be developed around successful supervision of student research, such as number of students taken on for supervision in each academic year, number under supervision at the end of each academic year, number of students completing qualifications/research projects under each supervisor within the statutory period and number of students completing within a reasonable time outside the statutory period of the degree.

For example: KPIs for Masters and PhD students under thesis/dissertation supervision by each academic could be as follows:  

1 KPI point for each Masters student under thesis supervision.

5 KPI points for each Masters student completing thesis and Masters degree requirements within regulation time.

0.5 KPI point for each completion of a Masters degree within 3 months outside of regulation time.

0 KPI points for each completion >3 months outside regulation time.

Failure to supervise a student to completion of thesis –10 KPI points



2 KPI points for each PhD student under dissertation supervision.



10 KPI points for each PhD student completing dissertation and requirements

of the PhD degree within the regulation time.

2 KPI points for each student completing PhD within 3 months outside of regulation time.

0.5 KPI point for each student completing PhD between 3 and 6 months outside of regulation time.

0 KPI points for students completing PhD over six months beyond regulation deadline.

Failure to supervise a student to completion of dissertation –20 KPI points

The aim of this KPI point distribution is to provide incentives for academic supervisors to ensure that students under their supervision complete their theses and dissertations within the regulation time.  It is evident in the above list that significant KPI points can be lost by allowing students to complete outside of the regulation time.  KPI points for actual supervision are kept low to remove the incentive for staff to simply agree to supervise large numbers of theses or dissertations without concern for their ability to supervise these students to completion.  However, there are large numbers of KPI points to be lost by failure to supervise the thesis or dissertation to completion.  This means that there are significant disincentives for supervisors whose thesis or dissertation students fail to complete on time or fail to complete at all.

Moderation of Theses and Dissertations: QA requires that all theses and dissertations be subject to moderation.  Masters theses typically are assessed by the supervisor and by at least two other staff qualified to do so.  Each assessor completes a report on the content and quality of the thesis, considering the review of research and introduction, methodology and procedures, analysis and reporting of results and the discussion of findings and conclusions.  An assessment of the quality of the presentation and the significance of the findings is also usual.  The usual standard of a Masters thesis is that it is a first attempt at an independent research project and that it typically will either directly or systematically replicate existing research rather than provide a novel or unique contribution to either findings or theory.   Some universities send all masters theses to an external examiner at another regional university for moderation and comment.  The final grade usually is given by the internal moderators, taking into account comments by the external moderator.

Doctoral dissertations are subject to oral examination and provision has been made in the Law of Georgia on Higher Education (Article 30) for both internal and external moderation of Doctoral Degrees.  Given that the Doctoral Degree is the highest to be awarded by the University, it goes without saying that the standard of candidates passing this degree must be maintained at a high level in order for the University to maintain its national and international credibility. It is in the best interests of the University to ensure that as many candidates as possible are examined by panels that include external examiners, preferably these will be persons of academic standing from respected international universities. 

In the examination of Doctoral candidates, weight has to be given to the opinions of external examiners, since these provide the external, often international, standard of evaluation that the University seeks to validate its standing.   Because external examiners can be expensive to bring to the examining panel, some universities send their dissertations to international examiners and invite these persons to send questions to the candidate to be asked by a Professor member of the Higher Degrees Committee and/or the UQPS on behalf of the absent examiner.  The external examiner also provides a written report and indicates whether he or she considers the dissertation should pass, requires some revision, or should fail.

6. Evaluation of Administration and Administration KPIs:  Because academic administration often is required to be undertaken by Vice Rectors, Deans, Assistant Deans, Heads of Department and academics elected to various University committees, many universities evaluate administrative efficiency and also award KPI points.  This provides QA reviews of performance and helps to compensate for loss of ability to earn teaching and/or research KPIs.  The KPIs are weighted, so that the higher the administrative load and responsibility, the higher the KPI rating.   For example, a Vice-Rector would receive 10 KPI administration points, a Dean of a large faculty, 9 KPI administration points, a Dean of a moderate-sized faculty, 8 KI points, and Dean of a small faculty, 7 points.  Assistant Deans would receive 4-6 points, depending on workload and University committee members 3-6 points, dependant on responsibility and workload.

For QA purposes, the Dean of the Faculty should undertake an annual performance review of each of his academic administrators.  This should include an evaluation of the standard of their performance, their efficiency, task completion, regularity of attendance at meetings, contributions to Faculty and University, and role fulfillment. 

Deans should be subject to similar performance reviews, which also would include evaluation of academic performance of the faculty by evaluation of retention and completion data, performance of academic staff in evaluations of teaching and research productivity, etc.  

7. Conclusion: The QA procedures outlined here form only part of the overall QA responsibility of the University.  They have to be backed up by quality assurance documentation that sets out responsibilities, procedures, and reporting requirements, by openly available degree and program handbooks for staff and students, and supported by systems and regulations that ensure that QA procedures are implemented and followed.  There also has to be a system of checks and balances to ensure that staff are evaluated regularly, that the evaluations and reports made are accurate and fair, and that there are opportunities for advancing and developing skills and knowledge related to improved teaching and research skills, technological aids and funds supporting good teaching and research, and incentives and rewards for high quality teaching and research by academic staff.
KPI data from teaching, research and administrative activity of staff should form part of the QA performance evaluations of individual academics, departments and faculties.  In addition, individual academics’ teaching and research and administration KPIs can be used to contribute information for review of staff training and professional development, salary promotions and academic leave for study at overseas universities.  Departmental and Faculty KPIs can form part of the data for reports to the Senate, Council and Parliament and be used to determine where the University’s strengths and weaknesses lie when reviewing Faculty and Departmental performance.

By developing effective and fair QA and KPI evaluation and review systems at the Departmental and Faculty levels, the general health and quality of the University’s courses, programs, degrees and research production can be enhanced.  This can only be achieved if the measures used are valid, reliable and subject to rigorous scrutiny.  They also need to be unable to be easily circumvented or distorted by unscrupulous academics or administrators.
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