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1 The Quality System 

1.1 Introduction 
 

The Act relating to Universities and University Colleges instructs institutions of higher education to 

have a system for quality assurance. Section 1.6 states that ‘universities and university colleges shall 

have a satisfactory internal system for quality assurance. Student evaluation of courses shall be 

included in the system for quality assurance’. 

Pursuant to the act relating to universities and university colleges, the Ministry of Education and 

Research has determined the Regulations relating to quality assurance and quality development in 

higher education and tertiary vocational education: 

http://www.lovdata.no/cgi-wift/Idles?doc=/sf/sf/sf-20100201-0096.html 

These regulations set requirements for the institutions’ quality assurance systems. The requirements 

have been more precisely defined in the Regulations relating to supervision of education quality in 

higher education: 

http://www.lovdata.no/cgi-wift/Idles?doc=/sf/sf/sf-20110127-0297.html 

The present document provides a description of the quality system at the University of Agder. The 

quality system was adopted by the Board of Agder University College 19 November 2003 and 

approved by the NOKUT Board 24 February 2005. Subsequent amendments have been based on the 

recommendations of the expert committee and the university’s experiences with the system. The 

quality system was reaccredited by NOKUT in 2011, and approved by the NOKUT Board 9 June 2011. 

Forms and report templates etc. should be included as supplements to the quality system. The 

academic affairs committee and the research committee assess the need for, and determine, 

possible guidelines for report templates. 

The reference group for the quality system (see section 1.6) assesses the need for changes to the 

system. 

 

1.2 The aims of the quality system 
 

 The system should both make visible high quality and reveal quality failures. 

 The system should contribute to continuous improvement of quality and be both dynamic and 

development-oriented. 

http://www.lovdata.no/cgi-wift/Idles?doc=/sf/sf/sf-20100201-0096.html
http://www.lovdata.no/cgi-wift/Idles?doc=/sf/sf/sf-20110127-0297.html


 The system should include the means to transfer experiences with quality enhancement 

measures in and between academic environments.  

 Development and implementation of routines for quality work will strengthen quality 

consciousness at the university. 

 The system should comprise all programmes and courses within the academic responsibility of 

the university. 

 The system should contribute to clarification concerning the distribution of responsibility for 

different assignments and to high-quality prioritisation and management of resources (human 

resources, infrastructure and service). 

 

1.3 Course and programme quality 
 

The university has adopted a quality concept which includes the following seven quality areas: 

1. Admission quality is linked to the prior knowledge and qualifications of the students when 

commencing a study programme. 

2. Context quality comprises the resources available to a study programme: premises, 

structures, regulations, equipment and remedies as well as the psychosocial and academic 

environment of the education. 

3. Programme quality is linked to the current programme, i.e. course-and programme 

descriptions, teaching methods and assessment methods. 

4. Teaching quality has to do with the quality of the teaching and learning itself and comprises 

both the quality of mediation and the quality of the students’ efforts to acquire knowledge. 

5. Result quality is the students’ learning outcome, personal development and completion.  

6. Management quality describes the institution’s ability to manage the quality assurance and 

quality development of its own activities. 

7. Relevance addresses the question of whether an education/a study programme has the 

‘right’ qualities in relation to the kind of work that the programme is directed toward and the 

needs of society at large. 

The quality areas are being evaluated through the various activities included in the quality 

system. 

1.4 Overall responsibility for quality work at the university. 
 

The University Board, and Rector as Chairman of the Board, has overall responsibility for the 

university’s quality work. The Board determines changes to the quality system. 

The Faculty Board and the Dean in his/her capacity as leader of the Board have overall responsibility 

for quality work at the faculties. 

The Board of the Teacher Education Unit and the Dean of the Teacher Education have overall 

responsibility for quality work in the teacher education programmes. 



The Head of Department is responsible for quality work at department level and must ensure that 

quality work is carried out in accordance with the University Quality system. The Head of Institute is 

also responsible for the implementation of relevant follow-up measures. 

The Teacher Education Programme Coordinators must, in cooperation with the faculties, ensure 

that quality work is carried out in accordance with the University Quality system. They should also 

contribute to the implementation of relevant follow-up measures. 

The Faculty Director/The Dean of the Teacher Education Unit is, in cooperation with the Student 

Association of the University of Agder, responsible for the election of student representatives at all 

relevant levels (classes, programmes etc.) as well as the training of student representatives for their 

part in the quality system. Centrally developed training materials with a focus on evaluation 

competence should be made available as a basis for the training of student representatives. 

The University Director has overall responsibility for quality work within all administrative units, 

including responsibility for the development of materials for the training of student representatives. 

The administrative managers of units in the central administration and in the faculties/Teacher 

Education Unit are responsible for assuring and developing the quality of the administrative services 

within their respective units. For the division of responsibilities, see chap. 2-5. In cases where a 

manager fails to deal with issues that have been revealed by the quality system, a senior manager 

may be informed. 

1.5 The students’ participation in quality work  
The quality system presupposes the active participation of students in a number of contexts. Without 

student participation the system will not function as intended. By confirming their education plan the 

student also commit themselves to participation in programme- and course evaluations. Elected 

student representatives have a special responsibility for student participation. Quality assurance 

processes clearly benefits from student participation in academic forums like the study programme 

committees and the faculty boards/teacher education board. 

1.6 Reference Group  
Appointed bi-annually by the Rector, the reference group for the quality system assesses the need 

for amendments to the system. The reference group is intended to function as a meeting point for 

constructive criticism and contributions to the quality system from the faculties, the Teacher 

Education Unit and the students. At the request of the University Board, a report is to be submitted 

which assess the need for amendments based on general recommendations as well as special issues. 

The reference group should consist of one academic employee from each faculty, one representative 

from the Teacher Education Unit, two student representatives and one PhD student. The reference 

group is chaired by the Director of Studies with the Division of Research Management and the 

Division of Student and Academic Affairs as secretariat. 

1.7 Budgetary control of quality work  
Analyses and results may lead to the implementation of measures with budgetary consequences, and 

it is assumed that the faculties and Teacher Training Unit allocate resources to quality improvement 

measures within the limits of their budgets. How the resources are allocated should be clarified in 



the activity plan of each unit, and the results presented in the faculty reports on study quality and 

quality work (see section 2.5).  

1.8 The Education and Research Report 
Based on reports from the faculties/Teacher Training Unit and from administrative units (see section 

2.5, 3.4 and 4.4.), the University Board adopts an annual Education and Research Report. This report 

is a part of the University’s strategic tasks, and is, within the field of education, intended to provide 

an overall assessment of the quality of study programmes and courses (including research 

education), administrative procedures and the learning environment. The report should also include 

an assessment of target achievements for central management parameters and analyses linked to 

the development of these parameters. Finally, the report provides an analysis of quality work that 

has already been carried out and a basis for assessing the need for additional measures within the 

various quality areas.   

 

  



2 Quality work related to courses and study programmes 
 

2.1 Quality work related to theoretical courses  
Quality work related to theoretical courses comprises:  

· The students’ evaluation of the course  
· The course teacher’s self-evaluation. The course report.  
· Follow-up  

2.1.1 The students’ evaluation of a course  

The purpose of the student evaluation is to focus on aspects of the course which, from the students 

point of view, could be developed and improved. The main quality aspect that is being evaluated is 

the quality of the teaching, but the quality of the context and the programme quality may also be 

included.  

There must be at least one student evaluation per course, and the evaluation must be carried out for 

all courses and each time the course is offered.  

Based on a proposal from the Head of Department/Head of Studies, and which has also been the 

subject of a discussion in the study programme committee, the Faculty Board decides the date and 

the manner of the evaluation.  

It is the overall responsibility of the Head of Department to ensure that the evaluation is carried out. 

The course teacher, in cooperation with the elected student representatives, is responsible for the 

practical implementation of the evaluation.  

The standard procedure for student evaluations consists of a meeting between the course teacher 

and 2-3 students, one of whom must be the official, elected student representative. In advance, 

within a time-frame of 15-20 minutes of a lecture, the students shall be allowed to discuss possible 

issues for the subsequent evaluation without the presence of the teacher. An alternative method for 

student evaluations may be to use an anonymous, web-based questionnaire or to have a discussion 

between the students and the programme coordinator or the Head of Department (for instance in 

cases of one-to-one teaching).  

In courses which include groups of students from several different study programmes, it may be 

relevant to have one evaluation for each group.  

Irrespective of the chosen method, course evaluations must proceed from a check-list recommended 

by the university’s Academic Affairs Committee.  

The check-list also functions as the point of departure for the report from the evaluation 

proceedings. This report is normally written by the elected student representative. The course 

teacher’s comments may be an integrated part of the report or may be submitted as a separate 

report.  

Proposals from students that are not recommended for follow-up must be given a brief presentation. 

The report from the evaluation and the teacher’s comments must be made available to the students 

in Fronter as soon as possible after the evaluation has taken place (note that information about 



personal affairs should be excluded). In instances where electronic evaluation is used, a report will be 

generated automatically. The same guidelines apply to this report as to the non-electronic evaluation 

report.  

The report from the student evaluation may be discussed in the study programme committee.  

2.1.2 The course teacher’s self- evaluation. The course report.  

The purpose of the teacher’s self –evaluation is to focus on various aspects of the course, as seen 

from the teacher’s perspective, which could be developed or improved. The quality areas to be 

evaluated are primarily the quality of the teaching and result quality, but may also include context 

quality, programme quality and admission quality. The report and the follow-up become a part of the 

overall management quality of the university.  

After grading has been carried out, the teacher writes a course report. In the course report the 

teacher must comment on the distribution of grades and the students’ achievements of the learning 

outcomes and, moreover, present possible proposals for changing the course. Student proposals that 

are not recommended for follow-up measures must be given a brief presentation. Any experiences, 

positive or negative, that it may be useful for others to know about should also be included in the 

report.  

In courses where more than one teacher is involved, the report is written by the teacher who is 

responsible for the course.  

The course report is submitted to the Head of Department and is made available to the students in 

Fronter (information concerning personal affairs should not be included). The report may be 

reviewed in the study programme committee.  

The teacher’s course report will also be included in the annual study programme report and the 

faculty report.  

2.1.3 Follow-up  

The teacher is responsible for the follow-up of the student evaluation through possible adjustments 

in the course of the semester and through the course report.  

The Head of Department is responsible for follow-up relating to the course – and programme 

descriptions.  

In cooperation with the Dean, the Faculty Director/Chief Administrative Officer and the course 

teacher, the Head of Department is responsible for any follow-up concerning personal matters (cf. 

5.3)  

The Faculty Director is responsible for establishing procedures that facilitate the availability of 

previous evaluations of academic and pedagogical conditions when a new semester is to be planned. 

The procedures should contribute to the exchange of experiences between the various academic 

environments.  

2.2 Quality work related to practical training  
Quality work related to practical training comprises  



· Student evaluations of practical training  

· The self-evaluation of the institution where the practical training takes place  

· The course teacher’s evaluation of practical training and the institution where the practical 

training takes place [1]  

· Follow-up  

 

The purpose of the evaluation of practical training is to focus on various aspects of practical training 

as seen from the perspectives of the students, the teacher and the institution where the training 

takes place, as well as to assess the need for changes. The quality area under evaluation is primarily 

teaching quality, but may also be context quality, programme quality and relevance.  

Prior to all practical training periods, relevant and comprehensive information about the practical 

training must be available to the student, the institution where the training takes place and the 

teacher. Information about standards (learning outcomes for practical training, graduation 

requirements), descriptions of the tasks of student, the external institution and the teacher and 

necessary guidelines for the implementation of the practice period must be included. This 

information will be a part of the basis for the evaluation.  

The Head of Department/The Head of Studies is responsible for including procedures for student 

evaluation of practical training, the self-evaluation of the external institution and the teacher’s 

evaluation of the external institution in the university’s agreements with external institutions which 

offer practical training.  

[1] By course teacher in this context is meant the teacher who meets and attends to the students in 

the practical training period. Faculties and educations may have different designations for this 

function.  

2.2.1 Student evaluations of practical training  

There must be at least one student evaluation for each practical training period. All kinds of practical 

training and each period of practical training must be evaluated.  

After a proposal from the Head of Department/Head of Studies and discussions in the current 

programme committee, the Faculty Board/Teacher Education Board decides the date and the 

manner of the student evaluations of practical training.  

The Head of Department/Head of Studies is responsible for the implementation of the student 

evaluation of practical training.  

Student evaluations of practical training proceed from a checklist recommended by the university’s 

Academic Affairs Committee. This checklist is also the basis for the report which has to be submitted 

from the evaluation. In instances where several students from the same level have their practical 

training in the same external institution, the evaluation may be carried out individually or as a group.  

2.2.2 The self-evaluation of the institution where the practical training takes place  

The manager of the institution or a deputy is asked to carry out a self-evaluation at least every third 

year. This evaluation must comprise the university’s facilitation measures, the institution’s 

procedures for receiving students, their own follow-up of students in the practical training period, 

the course teacher’s follow-up and the contact with the university during the training period, as well 



as the connection between the theoretical teaching at the university and the practical training. For 

large practical training institutions (for instance the hospitals), the Head of Department/Head of 

Studies, in cooperation with the teacher and the host institution, have the responsibility for finding 

the most expedient way of implementing the evaluation, including the choice of which organizational 

level (hospital, department, section) should be the basis for the evaluation. The evaluation must 

result in a written report.  

2.2.3 The course teacher’s evaluation of practical training and host institutions  

Teachers who have shared responsibility for practical training carry out annual evaluations of 

practical training and institutions they have been in contact with in the evaluation period. 

Evaluations should comprise the institutions’ procedures for the reception of students, their follow-

up of the students in the practical training period, the teacher’s own follow-up, interactions with the 

host institution in the practical training period and connections between the theoretical teaching at 

the university and the practical training.  

The Head of the Department/Head of studies, in cooperation with the current study programme 

committee, establishes procedures for the evaluations and decides in what manner they should be 

carried out. A report has to be submitted from the evaluation. This report and subsequent follow-up 

is a part of the management quality of the university.  

2.2.4 Follow-up  

The Head of Department/Head of Studies is responsible for the follow-up of student evaluations of 

practical training, the self- evaluations of host institutions, the course teacher’s evaluation of the 

place of practical training and for the implementation of relevant measures.  

These evaluations will be the basis for presenting practical training in the annual study programme 

report. (cf. 2.3.4)  

The Faculty Board/The Teacher Education Board decides whether a separate annual practical training 

report and/or course report for each practical training clurse needs to be submitted.  

The Faculty Director is responsible for establishing procedures that facilitate the availability of 

previous evaluations of academic and pedagogical conditions when a new semester is to be planned. 

The procedures should contribute to the exchange of experiences between the various academic 

environments.  

2.3 Quality work related to existing study programmes  
Quality work related to existing study programmes comprises:  

· Student evaluation of study programmes  

· Student evaluation of exchange/study periods abroad  

· Programme evaluations  

· Follow-up of student evaluations of programmes. Programme report.  

 

Quality work related to existing programmes comprises bachelor’s programmes, master’s 

programmes, 4-year teacher education and the one-year post-graduate certificate in education. 

Quality work related to theoretical courses and practical training is also included.  



2.3.1 Student evaluation of study programmes  

The purpose of the student’s evaluation of study programmes is to focus on aspects of the 

programme which, from the students point of view, could be developed and/or improved. The main 

quality aspects that are being evaluated are the quality of the context and the programme quality, 

but the quality of the teaching, the results and the relevancy may also be included.  

Following a proposal from the Head of Department/Head of Studies and discussions in the current 

programme committee, the Faculty Board/Teacher Education Board decides the date and the 

manner of the student evaluation of study programmes.  

The Head of Department/Head of Studies is responsible for the implementation of student 

evaluation of study programmes.  

Student evaluation of programmes are normally implemented using one of the following procedures:  

1. Annual evaluation without regard to the students’ year of academic progression:  

The evaluation is done within the context of a programme committee meeting with the 

participation of student representatives from each year in the academic progression of the 

programme. If necessary, the programme committee may include additional student 

representatives. 

The evaluation is done in a meeting where all the elected representatives from all the years 

in the programmes’ academic progression, all course teachers, the Head of 

Department/Head of Studies and the programme coordinator are present. 

2. Mid-semester and end of semester evaluation from one year of academic progression only:  

The evaluation is done as a conversation/meeting between the Head of Department/Head of 

Studies, teachers and 2-3 student representatives. 

When a student evaluation of study programmes is carried out by formally elected student 

representatives, information should be obtained in advance from the students regarding issues that 

they wish to have included in the evaluation.  

Irrespective of the procedure of the evaluation, student evaluation of study programmes must 

proceed from a checklist recommended by the university’s Academic Affairs Committee.  

When the student evaluation is carried out by elected student representatives, the Head of 

Institute/Head of Studies and the student representatives must write a keyword report from the 

evaluation. The report is to be structured according to the checklist and made available to the 

students in Fronter. In instances where student evaluation of programmes do not take place within 

the context of a programme committee, the report from the evaluation must be submitted to the 

committee.  

If electronic evaluation is used, a report will be generated automatically. This report is to be 

processed in the same way as a keyword report from a meeting.  

At regular intervals, the learning Environment Committee will conduct their own evaluations of the 

learning environment.  



2.3.2 Student evaluation of exchange/study periods abroad  

The purpose of student evaluations of exchange/study periods abroad is to assess the academic 

contents and facilitation of such periods. The quality areas to be evaluated are teaching quality, 

context quality and programme quality.  

All students returning from an exchange/study period abroad must be asked to submit an evaluation. 

The university’s Academic Affairs Committee approves a questionnaire to be used for this purpose.  

The International Education Office is responsible for conducting student evaluations of 

exchange/study periods abroad. The evaluations should be submitted to the current Heads of 

Departments/Heads of Studies within the given deadline.  

2.3.3 Programme evaluation  

The purpose of the programme evaluation is to conduct a more thorough and unified assessment of 

the study programme than is done at the annual evaluation and in revisions of course- and 

programme plans.  

A study programme should be subject to a programme evaluation at least every fifth year. The 

evaluation must include both a panel evaluation and a self-evaluation and comprise all the quality 

areas (cf. 1.3)  

The evaluation panel should include the following members:  

· Two academic employees (not the Head of Department/Head of Studies or the one responsible 

for the self-evaluation)  

· One elected student representative from the current programme  

· At least two external evaluators, one of whom should be an academic from an institution of 

higher learning and, where this is relevant, one representative from industry/business.  

The evaluation panel is appointed by the Faculty Board/Board of the Teacher Education Unit. The 

faculty/teacher education unit is responsible for facilitating meetings for the panel and providing 

access to necessary information and documentation. The Faculty Board and the Teacher Education 

Unit will also provide secretarial assistance to the evaluation panel. The Head of Department/Head of 

Studies is responsible for the conduct of the self-evaluation.  

The regulatory basis for the programme evaluation is departmental regulations concerning quality 

assurance and NOKUT’s regulations concerning supervision and control of the quality of Norwegian 

higher education. The university’s Academic Affairs Committee authorizes a checklist for the 

contents of the programme evaluation.  

The faculty/unit may add supplementary questions to the checklist.  

The programme evaluation is conducted as follows:  

· As far as this is relevant and possible, the evaluation panel makes an assessment of each item in 

the checklist. The panel submits a report based on these assessments.  

· The self-evaluation is conducted by adding comments to the evaluation panel’s report in each of 

the quality areas. The report should be concluded with proposals for measures, including 

suggestions for changes in the discipline - or programme plan.  



· The report is discussed in the programme committee and the Faculty/Teacher Education Board 

and submitted for information to the Academic Affairs Committee.  

· Revision of discipline-/programme plan is made according to the Examination Regulations, 

section 12a.  

 

The report and the follow-up in the wake of the programme evaluation are aspects of the 

management quality of the university.  

2.3.4 Follow-up of student evaluations of programmes. Programme report.  

The Head of Department/Head of Studies is responsible for follow-up concerning discipline-

/programme plan, infrastructure (localities, equipment), learning environment, administrative 

procedures and other issues that may be revealed by the evaluations.  

In cases concerning infrastructure, follow-up must be done in cooperation with administrative units, 

possibly also Statsbygg. If the problematic issues that have been revealed cannot be resolved in 

cooperation with the current administrative unit, the matter must be brought to the attention of the 

Learning Environment Committee. Some issues will affect both the university and the Student 

Association of Agder, and these may be discussed in regular meetings between the university 

management, the managers of the student association and the leaders of the student organization.  

The Head of Department/Head of Studies annually prepares a study programme report for bachelor’s 

and master’s programmes, 4-year teacher education and one-year post-graduate certification in 

Education. The report, which covers the academic year, is then discussed in the programme 

committee and dispatched to the Faculty managers/the Dean of the Teacher Education Unit before 

the given deadline.  

In the academic year of the programme evaluation, the report from the self-evaluation replaces the 

ordinary study programme report. The quality areas to be evaluated in connection with the 

programme report are admission quality, context quality, programme quality and result quality, but 

may also include teaching quality and relevance. The report and the follow-up to the report are parts 

of the management quality of the university.  

2.4 Quality work related to new study programmes and courses  

2.4.1 Quality assurance of new study programmes  

Quality assurance of new Level 1 programmes comprises approval of the programme plan in the 

Faculty Board and the university’s Academic Affairs Committee as well as checking that the current 

academic environment has the necessary competence to launch the programme.  

Quality assurance of new programmes at master’s level is normally conducted by an expert 

committee. The University Board, or the Rector as deputized by the Board, appoints the members of 

the committee based on a proposal from the faculty.  

The evaluation must be based on centrally established criterions for the accreditation of study 

programmes at the current level.  

Requirements for the composition of an expert committee when establishing new master’s 

programmes:  



· Experts must not have any kind of engagement with the institution or the programme they are 

going to assess or other kinds of connections that may lead to prejudice.  

· The composition of the committee must be based on the provisions of the Equal Opportunities 

Act  

· Expert committees for the assessment of master’s programmes will normally have 2 members.  

· All experts must have competence at least on the Associate Professor level.  

In quality assurance of new programmes and courses, the most central quality areas are context 

quality and programme quality, but the process is also part of the university’s management quality.  

2.4.2 Quality assurance of new courses  

All new courses must be formally approved by the faculty which is also responsible for the quality 

assurance process in advance of the decision to establish a new course/consider the course 

description.  

2.5 Faculty report on programme quality and quality work  
The faculties and the Teacher Education Unit annually submit a report which comprises all the seven 

quality areas as well as the learning environment. The report must be considered by the Faculty 

Board /The Board of the Teacher Training Unit. It is a part of the strategic efforts of the 

faculty/teacher education unit, and is meant to provide an independent assessment of the quality of 

education and the quality work, including an assessment of goal achievements in relation to current 

control parameters and strategic plans. The report should also function as a basis for assessing the 

need for additional measures in the faculty/department, possibly also at the institutional level, and is 

a part of the basis for the university’s education- and research report. The report and the follow-up 

to the report are parts of the management quality of the university.  

   



3 Quality work related to research education 
 

Research education at the University of Agder is organised by the faculties.  Each faculty offers one 

programme with a number of different specialisations. 

Each specialisation will have its own committee of 3-5 representatives, including at least one PhD 

candidate. If expedient, several specialisations may be represented in one committee. Each 

specialisation is headed by a PhD leader. 

In addition, each faculty must have a PhD committee with one representative from each of the 

specialization committees, normally the PhD leader, as well as a PhD candidate. The committee must 

attend to and follow up all the faculties’ PhD programmes. If it is found to be a practical solution, the 

PhD committee may be set up as an integrated part of the faculty’s larger research committee. 

Faculties with just one specialization will have only one PhD committee. 

Quality work related to research education comprises: 

 Quality work related to established PhD programmes and their specialisations 

 Quality assurance of new PhD-specialisations 

 Quality work related to supervisor competency 

 Follow up and reports 

The current Regulations for the degree of philosophiae doctor ( PhD) at the University of Agder 

provides regulations for admission to, and completion of, the PhD education. Supplementary 

regulations provide detailed rules for each PhD programme. 

At least once every year the Division of Research Management arranges a forum for PhD leaders 

which focus on topics relevant to the PhD education.  

Procedures for administrative support to the PhD educations are included in the Handbook for 

Research Education. The handbook is revised annually by the Division of Research Management. 

3.1 Quality work related to established PhD programmes and 

specialisations 
The purpose of the evaluations is to disclose quality failures or quality decline in established PhD 

educations as seen from different perspectives and with an eye to development and improvement. 

3.1.1 Course evaluation 

The faculty assesses the need for a formal evaluation of courses/approved activities in the course- 

and training part beyond the PhD candidates’ annual progress report (see section 3.1.2). It is the 

responsibility of the PhD leader of each specialisation to follow up on the results from possible 

course evaluations in the annual report (see section 3.4). 

3.1.2 Annual candidate- and supervisor evaluation  

At least once a year the PhD candidates must submit a progress report relating to their PhD 

programme where also an evaluation of the course and training component, the thesis component, 

supervision and the learning environment is included.  



Principal supervisors must submit a supervisor report at least once a year. 

The templates for the progress report and the supervisor report are decided by the university’s 

Research Committee. The faculties may add supplementary questions. It is the responsibility of the 

PhD leader of each specialization to follow up the reports (see section 3.4). 

3.1.3 Programme evaluation every 5th year  

A programme evaluation of each programme is to be carried out at least every 5th year. The 

evaluation must comprise both an evaluation by a panel and a self-evaluation, and should include all 

the quality areas (cf. section 1.3)  

The evaluation panel should normally include the following representatives: 

- 2 UiA academic staff (not the one responsible for the self-evaluation) 

- 1 PhD candidate from the current programme 

- At least 2 external evaluators, at least one of whom must represent academic staff at an 

institution of higher education and, where relevant, one representative from local 

business/working life. 

- Possible other representatives 

The faculty board appoints the evaluation panel and places the necessary secretarial resources at the 

disposal of the panel. 

The Ministry of Education and Research’s Regulations relating to quality assurance and quality 

development and NOKUT’s ‘inspection regulations’ are the basic documents for the programme 

evaluation. The university’s Research Committee determines a checklist for the contents of the 

evaluation and the current faculty may suggest additional questions for the checklist. 

The programme evaluation procedure: 

1. As far as it is relevant and possible, the evaluation panel conducts an assessment of each 

item in the checklist. Based on these assessments the panel writes up a report. 

2. The self-evaluation is carried out by adding comments to each item in the evaluation panel’s 

report. The report should be concluded with proposals for measures, including possible 

proposals for changes in the study programme plan. 

The programme evaluation report must be discussed in the specialization committee, the faculty PhD 

committee and the faculty board. The report, with the faculty follow-up, should then be submitted to 

the university’s Academic Affairs Committee and the university’s Research Committee for 

information purposes. 

3.2 Quality assurance of new PhD – specialisations 
Quality assurance of new specialisations is normally done by an expert committee. The University 

Board, or Rector as authorized by the University Board, appoints the members of the committee 

based on a proposal from the current faculty. The committee’s work is to be based on centrally 

established criteria for the accreditation of PhD level programmes. The following requirements are 

applicable to members of the committee: 



 Experts may not in any way be engaged by the institution or the programme they are about 

to assess or have any kind of connection to the institution that can be construed as partiality. 

 The provisions and regulations of the Gender Equality Act concerning the composition of 

committees must be adhered to. 

  Expert committees for assessment of PhD specialisations will normally have 3 members, all 

of whom must have professorial competence (in their academic field). 

 One of the members of the committee must come from an institution abroad. 

3.3 Quality work related to supervisor competency 
Current requirements for supervisor competency can be found in the Regulations for the degree of 

Philosophiae Doctor at the University of Agder, section 7. 

The Division of Research Management and the Centre of Educational Development are responsible 

for offering training for supervisors according to current needs. 

In cooperation with Dean and the Faculty Director, the Head of Department is responsible for 

conducting appraisal interviews with PhD candidates, see directive for Head of Department. In 

cooperation with the Dean and the Faculty Director, the Head of Department is also responsible for 

follow-up in relation to candidates who are not employed by the University of Agder.  

If the quality assurance process reveals failures in connection with supervision, it is the responsibility 

of the Head of Department and the Dean to provide necessary follow-up in relation to the involved 

supervisor(s) (see also section 5.3). 

3.4 Follow-up and reports 
The specialization committee(s) discusses the annual reports submitted by the leaders of the 

specialisations. The report deals with one academic year and will be included in the basis for the 

faculty report. In years when there is a programme evaluation, the leader’s report is replaced by the 

evaluation report. 

The faculty prepares an annual report on research education which is subsequently discussed by the 

PhD committee and the faculty board. The report is one element in the faculty’s strategic work and is 

meant to provide an overall assessment of education quality and quality work including an 

assessment of target achievements for control parameters and in relation to strategic plans. The 

report should also provide a basis for assessing the need for new initiatives at the faculty, possibly 

also at the institutional level. 

The faculty report is submitted each calendar year and is included in the materials which form the 

basis for the university’s education and research reports. 

 

 

 

 

  



4 Quality work related to Administrative Services 
A number of administrative services are essential to the quality of the study programmes and the 

learning environment. Examples include information to, and supervision of, applicants and students, 

admission and student reception, examinations, assessments, dealing with appeals, grade printouts, 

diplomas and diploma supplements, recognizing education from other institutions/exemptions, 

education plans and timetables. 

4.1 Procedure descriptions 
Adequate procedure descriptions, clear division of overall and operative responsibility and sufficient 

competency are important premises for achieving high-quality administrative services. 

The administrative manager of the faculty/Teacher Education Unit or each service unit is responsible 

for the preparation of descriptions of central administrative procedures relevant to study quality and 

the learning environment. 

Procedure descriptions are meant to demonstrate case procedures, inform about overall and 

operative responsibility and to include references to current regulations. 

For procedures which are used by all the faculties, the manager of the current service unit in the 

central administration is responsible for preparing procedure descriptions in cooperation with the 

faculties. 

Dealing with appeals is an important aspect of quality assurance. The university must establish 

procedures which ensure that the outcome of an appeal case is made known to the people who 

made the decision against which the appeal is made.  

4.2 Evaluation of administrative services 
The quality of administrative services should be examined in connection with evaluations of study 

programmes. Those responsible for the evaluations must make sure that results which concern 

administrative services are made known to the current units.  

In addition, user experience surveys should be conducted among students and employees. The 

university director has overall responsibility for the surveys being carried out. 

The Division of Student and Academic Affairs is responsible for conducting evaluations of 

administrative services for incoming exchange students. 

4.3 Follow-up 
The current administrative manager is responsible for follow-up if quality failures have been revealed 

by evaluations or in any other way. The administrative manager is also responsible for regular 

examinations of procedure descriptions in order to ensure that the organization retains its dynamism 

and to assess the possible use of new technology tools.   

The administrative manager must annually at least conduct one meeting with each of his/her middle 

managers in order to single out new areas of improvement, and to examine the status of already 

existing areas (of improvement) . Such meetings will for instance be based on both the unit’s own 

and cooperating units’ reports on administrative services, as well as on the administrative manager’s 

and middle manager’s assessments of the quality of administrative services. 



4.4. Report on quality work related to administrative services  
Administrative managers of units in the central administration will prepare a report on quality work 

for services of relevance to education quality (context quality and management quality). The units 

are: 

 Division of Communications 

 Student Service Centre 

 Division of Student and Academic Affairs 

 University Library 

 Division of IT Services 

The administrative managers of the faculties and the Teacher Education Unit prepare a similar report 

for their units. The report is included in the annual report on study quality and quality work. 

In addition, a report should be prepared on the activities of the Centre for Educational Development. 

The reports should be prepared for each calendar year and are subsequently included in the basis for 

the university’s education and research report (see section 1.8). The reports and the follow-up are 

parts of the overall management quality of the university. 

  



5 Training and Follow-up of Staff 
The purpose of the training and follow-up of staff is to ensure a systematic development of 

competency as well as to safeguard context quality, teaching quality and management quality at the 

university. 

5.1 Introduction programme for new staff 
In cooperation with administrative units, and the Division of Human Resources in particular, the 

faculty managers are responsible for new academic staff attending an introduction programme. 

Similarly, managers of administrative units are responsible, also in cooperation the Division of 

Human Resources, for new technical and administrative staff attending an introduction programme. 

5.2 Training of academic managers  
Academic managers have a central function in relation to study quality and the learning environment 

and should receive training which make them capable of discharging their tasks according to 

instructions. The University Director has overall responsibility for the preparation and completion of 

training programmes. 

5.3 Follow-up of academic staff 
Over a period of time course evaluations will provide the necessary basis for assessing whether new 

measures should be implemented in relation to individuals or groups. Individuals or groups may also 

on their own initiative ask for additional training. 

The Centre of Educational Development will offer training for basic competency in university 

pedagogics, training in digital teaching and courses in a variety of themes in the field of university 

pedagogics. 

If personal matters are revealed that may negatively influence teaching or supervision, it is the 

responsibility of the faculty managers (Dean, Faculty Director, Head of Department) in cooperation 

with the Division of Human Resources, to address under- or inconsistent performance and to provide 

assistance to the person involved.  

5.4 Follow-up of technical and administrative staff 
The administrative manager of the various units is responsible for ensuring that staff has sufficient 

competency and for facilitating further development of competency. 

If personal matters are revealed that may influence performance, it is the responsibility of the 

administrative manager, in cooperation with the Division of Human Resources, to address under- or 

inconsistent performance and to provide assistance to the person involved. 

 


