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[bookmark: _Toc158620975][bookmark: _Toc159501879][bookmark: _Toc175137421]Introduction
These guidelines are applicable to reviews conducted by the Icelandic Agency for Quality Assurance (IAQA) commissioned by the Ministry of Higher Education, Science and Innovation (Ministry) with the aim of appraising applications by a university for authorisation to award doctoral degrees. 
The review will evaluate the university‘s fitness to award doctoral degrees in the relevant subject(s). Based on the review outcome the Minister will decide whether to reject or grant the University’s request for authorisation to award doctoral degrees in those subjects. 
The evaluation is based on peer review, conducted in English by an independent Panel of international experts that includes a student member. 
The review is conducted in accordance with the Rules pertaining to doctoral studies at higher education institutions no. 63/2006 and consists of three distinct elements: 
application material submitted to the Ministry by the institution; 
a site visit by the Panel; and
a review report presenting the Panel’s findings.
IAQA and the Ministry will agree upon Terms of Reference and budget for the review before any review activity takes place.
[bookmark: _Toc175137422]Review Panel Appointment and Composition
The review Panel is appointed in accordance with Article 4 of the Rules pertaining to doctoral studies at higher education institutions no. 63/2006, stating that the Panel should include three independent experts.
IAQA will assemble the Panel based on the following principles:
The review Panel consists of a chair, one expert from each subject field under review, a doctoral student and a secretary (who is also an independent expert and full member of the panel). The review Panel will be assembled with a view to providing the following combination of experiences:
expert knowledge in the respective subject field(s), including supervising experience at the doctoral level;
management of doctoral education;
senior experience in managing quality and standards in higher education;
experience as a panel member in external reviews.
[bookmark: _Toc158620976][bookmark: _Toc159501880][bookmark: _Toc175137423]Panel Responsibilities
All members of the Panel will: 
participate in training by IAQA;
review all materials submitted by the university;
prepare for the site visit, including submission of early comments on the application to the chair;
participate in site visit meetings and, by agreement, chair individual meetings;
contribute to the content of the review report and agree on its final version; 
contribute to the Panel’s decision on the review outcome. 
The Panel Chair is also responsible for:
participating in the preparatory meeting with the university prior to the site visit; 
overseeing the site visit as planned; 
chairing site visit meetings, unless otherwise agreed with Panel members;
giving preliminary feedback to lead staff in a meeting at the end of the site visit;
contributing to and editing the review report jointly with the review Secretary.
The Panel Secretary is also responsible for:
taking notes during all Panel and site visit meetings;
supporting the Chair in relation to the day-to-day operation of the site visit; 
drafting the report based on input from other Panel members, in consultation with the Chair.
The Panel is supported by an IAQA Review Manager, responsible for:
participating in the preparatory meeting with the university prior to the site visit; 
organising the training for the Panel members;
managing all aspects of the review logistics in consultation with the university;
supporting the work of the Panel by participating in its preparatory meetings and by providing contextual information on the Icelandic higher education system;
serving as a point of contact between the university and the Panel prior to, during and after the site visit;
supporting the Panel Secretary and Chair in editing the final version of the review report; 
delivering the review report to the Ministry.
[bookmark: _Toc158620977][bookmark: _Toc159501881][bookmark: _Toc175137424]Operating Principles and Ethical Guidelines 
Panel members are independent, both of the institution under review and IAQA. Prospective Panel members will be required to certify that they have no conflict of interest with the respective institution. The institution will also be invited to comment on the proposed Panel membership in relation to any potential conflicts of interest. 
The Panel must comply with the following operating principles and ethical guidelines. Its members shall:
confirm in writing that there is no conflict of interest in relation to their participation in the review;
take an impartial and objective approach to the university under review;
recognise their own responsibilities and roles within the review process and the Panel;
not socialise with members of the university (management, staff and students) during the review or accept any social invitations outside the planned site visit schedule;
carry out the review in a transparent manner, based on the evidence collected;
keep all information acquired confidential, except for information published in the review report; 
aspire to carry out the review fully in the spirit of enhancement-led and peer-based review and through positive interaction with the university.
[bookmark: _Toc175137425]Professionalism
All individuals acting on behalf of IAQA as part of the review are expected to hold themselves to the highest professional standards, including in their professional attire and the manner in which they interact with the university under review and within their Panel. The following principles should be kept in mind during the entire process. 
Equality 
Review Panel members should treat all with whom they interact in the same manner. This includes ensuring that everyone’s opinion is heard in meetings regardless of position, seniority, or group membership. Dismissive or derogatory comments about interviewee statements should be avoided at all costs. Panel members should also be careful not to dismiss how interviewees report their experiences of a given event and should not be dismissive of strong feelings they may have about a given issue. The same principles apply to interactions within the Panel. 
A note on students 
Students play an integral role in the review. The student member of the review Panel is a full member of that Panel and has the same rights and responsibilities as other members. The role of the student member is not just to gauge students’ opinions and provide the comforting presence of a peer in interviews with students; rather, the student is on equal footing with other Panel members in all respects. If the chairing of meetings is shared among the Panel members, then the student member should be invited (though not obliged) to take the chair on one or more occasions.
Impartiality and objectivity 
It is crucial that objective criteria be applied in all judgements, and that all information obtained in the review process be received, interpreted and re-presented without prejudice. It is particularly important that Panel members do not let any preconceptions they may hold towards groups of people, disciplines, schools of thought or research traditions affect their impartiality and objectivity in seeking and processing information and in arriving at conclusions in their work. These principles also apply when reviewing areas in need of improvement and writing recommendations in the report itself. 
Evidence base 
Panels can best demonstrate accountability for their work by providing strong evidence for all statements supporting a review outcome. The evidence base must be comprised of objective information collected from reliable sources – be they survey data, data from student records databases, data from learning management systems, or information gathered from interviews on site. In general, the Panel should be mindful of asking for evidence for all opinions presented to them in the application or in interviews. In addition, Panels should always seek confirmation of important information from more than one source. 
[bookmark: _Toc158620978][bookmark: _Toc159501882][bookmark: _Toc175137426]The Process
[bookmark: _Toc158620979][bookmark: _Toc159501883][bookmark: _Toc175137427]Signing of contract and receiving core material
Once the Panel has been appointed, each Panel member will receive a draft contract from the Review Manager. The Panel member will also receive the necessary information they need to prepare for the review:
	Terms of Reference for the Review
	This document lays out the terms agreed between IAQA and the Ministry for the review.

	Copy of the Rules pertaining to doctoral studies at higher education institutions no. 63/2006.
	The university’s application will be assessed against the Rules pertaining to doctoral studies at higher education institutions no. 63/2006.

	Salzburg Principles
	This is a set of ten basic principles that underpin the key role of doctoral programmes and research training in the Bologna Process.

	Application(s) and supporting documents submitted by the university
	The university will have submitted an application which should be in line with Article 3 of the Rules pertaining to doctoral studies at higher education institutions no 63/2006.

	LISTEN, TALK AND TEAM-UP – Considerations for panel members in external quality assurance. A project of the European Students' Union and European Association for Quality Assurance in Higher Education
	This document provides reviewers with reflections that are applicable and useful for individuals from all relevant stakeholder groups and with all levels of experience. It is intended to promote the creation of a fruitful and constructive working environment, with the full engagement of all parties involved – both within the external expert Panel and between the Panel and the institution under evaluation. 

	Report template
	All Panels use a standardised report template provided by IAQA. While the Panel is independent in deciding the content of the report, the template provides clear structure and formatting, standardised text where applicable, and editorial guidance. 

	Site visit meeting template
	Panels are offered the option of using a standardised template for the preparation of and note taking in site visit meetings.

	Previous review reports from the respective university 
	The Panel will be sent links to the last Institution-wide review (IWR) of the University, along with the institution’s own annual quality dialogue reports addressing their progress on recommendations from the last IWR and information on internal quality reviews completed each year. Recent Subject-Level Reviews in respective subject areas are also shared with the Panel when relevant.



[bookmark: _Toc175137428]Review timeline
The timeline of each review is agreed with the Ministry and university under review. 
The review timeline will include the following elements:
· IAQA receives request for review from the Ministry along with associated documents;
· Terms of Reference agreed between IAQA the Ministry;
· IAQA recruits and appoints the Panel;
· IAQA provides the Panel with the application and supporting materials submitted by the university and organises the panel training (Panel meeting 1);
· The Panel considers the application and supporting materials submitted by the university (Panel meeting 1);
· Preparatory meeting with the university prior to the site visit;
· The University submits additional material to the Panel (if applicable);
· The Panel prepares the site visit (Panel meeting 2);
· Site visit and Panel working meetings in Iceland;
· Writing of report;
· The Rector of the university receives a draft of the report and is given the opportunity to comment on matters of factual inaccuracy.
· Once received from the Rector, the Chair will go through the university’s comments. If the comments warrant changes in the report, these will be made and communicated to the full Panel. 
· Report is submitted to the Board for approval. 
· The final report is sent to the Ministry.
· The university gives feedback on the review process.
[bookmark: _Toc175137429][bookmark: _Toc158620980][bookmark: _Toc159501884]Orientation 
IAQA will organise an orientation for the panel, which will include an overview of the review process and its methodology, in addition to some basic information about the Icelandic higher education sector and the institution under review. This meeting will be held online.
[bookmark: _Toc175137430]Review criteria
The Panel will review the application material against the following criteria, based on Articles 2 and 3 in the Rules pertaining to doctoral studies at higher education institutions no. 63/2006:
The university shall have the Ministry’s accreditation of the relevant academic discipline.
The intended role of the doctoral programme and the aims pursued by the university shall be clearly defined.
The doctoral programme shall fulfil the criteria laid down in the National Qualifications Framework (NQF). The programme shall be clearly defined with reference to the NQF, including the title of the proposed doctoral degree and the duration of the studies.
There shall be a clear description of the student application process, including  admission criteria and the requirements/guidance for adequate preparations.
The university shall have a clear description of the administrative aspects of the doctoral programme, including doctoral study committees, doctoral defences and eligibility criteria for opponents and funding mechanism of the programme.
Regulations for the doctoral programme shall be issued and made public, and shall be in line with the following:
· A clearly formulated contract shall be drawn up between the relevant faculty and each doctoral student, including information about the organisation of the studies, the rights and obligations of the student and of the supervisor(s), and, where appropriate, the involvement of any other person(s) in the studies. The contract shall have clear definitions on the measures taken to ensure the continuity of the studies. The contract shall also specify any services available to the student during the studies.
· Each doctoral student may have more than one supervisor, but the main supervisor shall be employed at the university in question. 
· Doctoral students shall defend their theses in public.
Information on academic staff appointed to the proposed doctoral programme shall be available, including their education, research records, publications and experience. Those appointed as supervisors must have:
· completed either a doctorate or equivalent academic studies in the relevant academic discipline, or a related one, and be recognised as experts in that discipline;
· published papers or works on subjects related to the student’s project in a forum that maintains high academic standards;
· an active publication record and a strong research background in their academic disciplines;
· prior experience of supervising doctoral students or extensive experience of supervising students at the Master’s level (this applies to at least one of the supervisors); 
· participated in international collaborative research projects; and 
· experience of raising independent funding from recognised research funds.
The university shall ensure the active participation of doctoral students in the academic community to which their doctoral projects belong.
There shall be a clear description of the facilities and working conditions available to the doctoral student. 
Information on the number of students graduated with Master’s degrees in recent years shall be available.  There shall be links between existing undergraduate and graduate studies with the proposed doctoral programme.
In addition to the above, the Panel may also consider other external benchmarks for doctoral education, e.g., the Salzburg Principles.
The panel will consider whether: 
the evidence base for statements made is sufficient;
there are examples of good practice;
 there are important gaps or areas where improvement is needed; and
there are any areas where the panel needs additional information.
Discussing the application material
At the Panel’s first meeting, which will be held online, a discussion on the application material will take place. Each Panel member will produce a commentary on the material using the questions above and will send this to the Panel Chair. In advance of the meeting, the Chair will synthesise the various observations to be discussed at the meeting.
Furthermore, Panel members are asked to reflect on the following aspects to be determined at the meeting:
which areas the Panel will, in particular, need to gather more information on during the site visit;
who the Panel will need to meet during the site visit to gather the information needed;
any additional documentation needed from the institution. Documents that only exist in Icelandic should only be requested if they are of critical importance. 
[bookmark: _Toc158620983][bookmark: _Toc159501887][bookmark: _Toc175137431]Drafting the site visit schedule
Based on the Panel’s discussions the Chair will, with the assistance of the Review Manager, draft a visit schedule to be sent to the institution.
The duration of the site visit depends on the nature of the review, varying from one to three days. It follows a schedule that has been determined in advance. 
Initial meeting with the Rectorate
The first day on site begins with a meeting (30-60 minutes) with the Rector (or full Rectorate). The primary aim of this meeting is to allow the Rector to reflect on the main goals of the application. This meeting should not be used as a venue for a general introduction to the university.
Meetings with specific groups
The Panel will define in the draft schedule which groups it wishes to meet with during the site visit. Examples of groups that may be considered:
senior management with responsibility for research and graduate studies;
deans of relevant schools, faculties or departments;
chair and members of doctoral councils (or equivalent governing body of doctoral education);
administrative heads and senior staff of support units/services with responsibilities for graduate students (for example staff of graduate school or equivalent);
staff with responsibility for recruitment, marketing and admissions;
quality management staff, members of quality committees (or equivalent);
research management staff, members of research committees (or equivalent);
academic staff, with supervising responsibilities, of the faculty/department under review; 
academic staff, with supervising responsibilities, of faculties/departments which already offer doctoral programmes; 
post-graduate students;
elected student leaders and representatives;
alumni;
collaborating external researchers;
external stakeholders, including labour market representatives;
Open meetings
All meeting schedules include an open meeting with staff and an open meeting with students. The university will ensure that all staff and students are alerted of the open meetings.
The goal of these meetings is for those who have not had a chance to meet with the Panel to have their voice heard in the review, and for those who have already met with the Panel to add anything they were not able to communicate in previous meetings.
These are open meeting, and the Panel will welcome anyone who wishes to make a statement. The Panel may give staff members they have not met before the chance to speak first, in order to ensure their voices are heard in the review. At the same time, the Panel will do its very best to ensure that everyone has a chance to speak at some point in the meetings.
As a general protocol throughout the review Supervisors and other leaders should not attend meetings with their juniors and direct subordinates. The Panel may therefore decide to conduct part of the open meetings without the presence of supervisors or leaders who may wish to attend. The Panel will announce this during the meetings if necessary.
Optional tour of specific campus locations
At some point in the schedule, a tour of portions of the campus can be accommodated (maximum 60 minutes, late afternoon). This view of specific aspects of the campus should be directly linked to any relevant resources, preparations, developments, issues or challenges that the institution has presented in its application. Whether or not to include the campus tour in the schedule is entirely at the discretion of the Panel Chair.
Status update meetings
During the visit, the institutional contact and the Review Manager will meet at the beginning and end of each working day to share issues, requests and feedback on the conduct of the site visit. 
End of visit meeting with Rectorate
At the end of the visit, the Panel will meet again with the Rector (and if applicable, other senior staff at the Rector’s discretion) to reflect on the review process. The Panel may then share some of its general findings arising from the site visit, but it will not share the Panel’s conclusion with the institution at this stage. This early feedback is confidential. This meeting is not for the institution to provide feedback to the Panel.
Open timeslots in the schedule
The Panel may wish to keep one or two timeslots open on the last day of the site visit. These may be used to follow up on issues that have arisen during conversations with staff members that the Panel may wish to discuss further, e.g., with senior management.
Schedule template
Day 1/2/3
	Time
	Meeting
	Attendees
	Aim of meeting

	8:45–9:00
	Update btw. Review Secretary and institutional contact
	
	

	9:00–9:30
	
	
	

	9:35–10:05
	
	
	

	10:10–10:40
	
	
	

	10:40–11:00
	Break/Panel debriefing
	
	

	11:00–11:30
	
	
	

	11:35–12:05
	
	
	

	12:10–12:40
	
	
	

	12:40–13:20
	Break/lunch
	
	

	13:20–13:50
	
	
	

	13:55–14:25
	
	
	

	14:30–15:00
	
	
	

	15:00–15:20
	Break/Panel debriefing
	
	

	15:20–15:50
	
	
	

	15:55–16:25
	
	
	

	16:30–17:00
	
	
	

	17:00–17:15
	Update btw. Review Secretary and institutional contact
	
	



[bookmark: _Toc158620984][bookmark: _Toc159501888][bookmark: _Toc175137432]Preparatory meeting with the university prior to the site visit
The Panel Chair and the Review Manager meet with the university’s lead staff (e.g., Quality Manager, Rector, and other staff at the institution’s discretion). The primary aims of the preparatory meeting are, on the one hand, for the Panel Chair to get a sense of the context of the institution, and on the other hand, to agree on the main elements of the site visit schedule. An effective preparatory meeting will help the Chair to determine how to best prepare the Panel for the visit.
This meeting is held online. The Chair may request the attendance of the Panel Secretary at this meeting, if needed.
[bookmark: _Toc158620985][bookmark: _Toc159501889][bookmark: _Toc175137433]Preparing for the site visit
The Panel’s second preparatory meeting takes place online shortly before the site visit. At this stage the visit schedule will already be agreed upon with the institution. The Panel should define the following for each meeting held:
What is the aim of the meeting? 
What specific information would the Panel like to learn from the interviewee(s) at the meeting? 
Who will be chairing each meeting?
Which questions will be asked, and who will be asking them? 
On the Panel’s first day after arrival in Iceland, a preparatory Panel meeting is held. This normally is a half-day meeting in which members get to know one another, receive additional briefing, and finalise preparations. 
[bookmark: _Toc158620986][bookmark: _Toc159501890][bookmark: _Toc175137434]Site visit
The Panel spends one to three days at the institution, depending on the nature of the review. The site visit follows the mutually agreed-upon review schedule (described above).
Principles of good practice in site visit meetings
Communicating with meeting participants
· The style of the entire visit will be collegial and open. This is a peer-based process: a discussion among equals. To foster this aspect, supervisors should normally not attend the same meetings as their subordinates, and staff and students should be interviewed separately.
· Panel members should emphasise at the beginning of each meeting that the meeting is not being recorded and that no participant will be identified in the body of the Panel’s report.
· The views of all participants should be valued and taken into account, and the Panel should foster an open exchange of opinions. The Panel should also ensure that those with more limited abilities in English feel comfortable and heard during the meetings.
· Questions should be asked in a friendly, constructive and concrete manner. Rather than using leading or closed (yes/no) questions, strive to ask open questions, such as “How do you do X?” or “How do you make sure that X, Y and Z happen?” Bear in mind that students and staff may not know the exact names of, or terminology for, the quality initiatives at the university. Rather than asking about specific initiatives, operations or functions – for example, ‘pastoral care’ – it may be more productive to ask how the university, in this example, is ‘systematically creating a supportive and inclusive environment for its students’.
· It is important to remember that the university is not on trial, and there is usually no need to repeatedly push for clarification or details that are not forthcoming. Questions can, and sometimes must, be probing, but the overall tenor of engagement should be one of dialogue. Rather than persisting with an unproductive line of questioning, it is usually better to stop and note that this information could not be provided by the university representative(s) at this meeting. Those questions can be revisited in subsequent meetings with other people, if need be.
· It is also important to be careful not to divulge sources of critical comments gathered in previous meetings. Rather than using negatively charged terms such as “shortcomings,” “failures” or “weaknesses,” it may be more productive to talk about “possible areas for improvement,” “opportunities to develop,” and so on.
Students
· Students need to be assured at the beginning of each interview that all their responses will be kept confidential. The Panel should also give students plenty of time to introduce themselves at the beginning of the meeting in order to break the ice. Students are ideal sources of evidence in terms of student engagement in internal quality assurance, what information and feedback they receive from the university, and how the university responds to student feedback on a variety of issues (course evaluations, student association feedback, support to student associations and representation, etc.).
Practicalities
· It is important to adhere to the schedule. The Panel should assign one of its members to be responsible for timekeeping during the meetings. 
· Panel members should give full attention to the meetings by turning off mobile phones, etc. 
· Panel members should not engage in debate with one another during meetings. This can happen during Panel debriefings, between meetings or at the end of each day.
· It is important to make sure there are no unresolved issues or unanswered questions by the end of every meeting. Remember to thank the meeting participants for their contributions. 
[bookmark: _Toc158620987][bookmark: _Toc159501891][bookmark: _Toc175137435]Review outcome 
On the Panel’s last day in Iceland, a Panel meeting will be held (normally a half day). By the end of this meeting, the Panel will have reached a decision on the review outcome and the main conclusions in each section of the review report. 
For each application submitted by the university there are two possible outcomes: 
The panel concludes that [Name of University] is fit to establish a doctoral programme in the field of [subject field]; or 
The panel concludes that [Name of University] is not fit to establish a doctoral programme in the field of [subject field].
[bookmark: _Toc158620988][bookmark: _Toc159501892][bookmark: _Toc175137436]The review report
The Chair and the Panel Secretary are responsible for writing the report, using the template provided by IAQA. The template demonstrates how the report is structured and provides the Panel with standardised text for certain sections. It also includes some brief instructions.
Once the report has been assembled by the Panel Secretary in collaboration with the Chair, it will be sent to the Panel for feedback. The Panel may want to meet online to discuss the report, or the Chair may request feedback and approval by e-mail. This decision is at the Chair’s discretion. 
After the full Panel has signed off on the report, the Review Manager will send it to the university’s Rector, who will have two weeks to read the report and comment on matters of factual inaccuracy and/or misunderstandings arising from factual inaccuracy.
Once received from the Rector, the Chair will go through the university’s comments. If the comments warrant changes in the report, these will be made and communicated to the full Panel before the report is submitted to the Board for approval. After Board approval, IAQA delivers the report to the Ministry.
[bookmark: _Toc175137437]Complaints and Appeals
The university under review will have the right to lodge a complaint or an appeal, as specified in IAQA‘s appeals and complaints procedures, found on the agency‘s website.
[bookmark: _Toc175137438]Attachments and Linked Documents
Rules pertaining to doctoral studies at higher education institutions no. 63/2006
Salzburg Principles
Template for Site Visit Meetings: Appraisal of Applications for Authorisation of Doctoral Education (TEM-0006)
Template for Review Reports: Appraisal of Applications for Authorisation of Doctoral Education (TEM-0007)
Template for Agreement with Review Panel Members (TEM-0002)
Listen, Talk and Team-Up – Considerations for panel members in external quality assurance
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