
 
 

FOREWORD 
 

 
I would like to take this opportunity to thank the UGC, especially the TLQPR Panel for 
conducting the second round of Teaching and Learning Quality Process Review at Lingnan 
University, and providing us with many positive and useful comments on our quality 
assurance processes for continued improvement. 
 
The operating environment for Hong Kong universities has altered dramatically in recent 
years.  To succeed in such a dynamic operating environment, universities must become 
‘learning organisations’―  continually adapting management, organisation and skills to 
accommodate new knowledge and practice.  Above all, universities must respond to the 
changed environment without compromise to the quality of the educational outcomes for their 
graduates and without compromise to the quality of their academic pursuits in both teaching 
and research.  Lingnan University will certainly continue to pursue the spirit of the TLQPR 
to engage in continuous self-evaluation for the betterment of our quality assurance systems in 
teaching and learning, research and other scholarly activities. 
 
Lingnan University takes pride in its student-centred approach to teaching and learning and its 
commitment to the goal of providing liberal arts education of the highest quality, which 
therefore welcomes the TLQPR’s objective of maintaining ‘the focus on teaching and learning 
as the primary mission of Hong Kong tertiary institutions’. 
 
The University’s self-evaluation of its quality assurance processes in teaching and learning 
which cover taught degree and sub-degree programmes, research postgraduate programmes 
and also programmes organised by our continuing education unit named LIFE (Lingnan 
Institute of Further  Education) is a culmination of several months of intensive work by 
many staff and students across the University. The multitude of activities has included 
working parties at various levels, seminars and consultative meetings, and practical 
discussions in teaching and learning situations. 
 
I would like to thank all those who have participated in these various ways for their 
enthusiasm and commitment.  The suite of TLQPR documents that has been produced as a 
result of this intense exercise has enabled the University to take another big step forward in 
strengthening teaching and learning. 
 
 
 
 
 
Professor Edward Chen 
President 
Lingnan University 
 
November 2003 
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1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
1.1 Taught Programmes 
 
1.1.1 General Conclusions 
 

Lingnan University (LU) is commended for the progress that has been made in 
response to recommendations contained in the first round Teaching and Learning 
Quality Process Reviews (TLQPRs) Report.  In particular the following mechanisms, 
inter alia, have led to a greater and more fitting formalisation of quality assurance and 
improvement (QA&I) processes relating to teaching and learning: 
 
(a) the External Examiner system; 
 
(b) a comprehensive system of course and teaching evaluation; and 
 
(c) a system of annual and 4-year reviews. 

 
Lingnan is also commended for the positive attitudes toward teaching and learning 
that are displayed by both staff and students, and a general feeling of collegiality that 
pervades the institution. 
 
Against this background of commendation, the Panel nevertheless feels that there is 
considerable scope for further development, especially in relation to the development 
of a more critical and outward-looking perspective - together with appropriate actions 
- that draws upon a wider range of external data and opinion. 
 

1.1.2 Recommendations 
 

(a) Develop a more critical and outward looking perspective, as a basis for 
strategic actions relating to teaching and learning.  Elements of this 
development might usefully include the following: 

 
• Develop a systematic management data collection and processing system. 
• Move to a greater use of external benchmarking, as a basis for critical 

review and subsequent action. 
• Critically review the appropriateness of current benchmark institutions. 
• Use more external consultants in internal discussions relating to QA&I of 

teaching and learning. 
• Move to augment the current (positive) culture of discussion with an 

action-oriented strand. 
 

(b) Consider the strategic effectiveness of using a range of class sizes, including 
large groups where appropriate. 

 
(c) Move to make the 4-year reviews more thorough and in-depth exercises, with 

greater external representation. 
 

(d) Review and develop the means by which appropriate initiatives can be driven 
by line managers.  In this context, a review of the roles and functions of 
Academic Quality Assurance Committee (AQAC) would be productive. 
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(e) Develop means to ensure that good practices at the unit-level are 
systematically shared across campus. 

 
(f) Review the overall design of the curriculum, as it relates to the goal of whole 

person education. 
 

(g) Consider the introduction of a requirement for all students to complete a 
“Senior Project” or similar. 

 
 
1.2 Research Postgraduate Education (RPgE) 
 

The Panel noted the progress that has been made by Lingnan in the area of research, 
including the high proportion of academic staff with Doctor of Philosophy (PhD) 
degrees, and commends the University for this progress that is especially noteworthy 
in view of its small size and the inevitable constraints that this imposes.  Lingnan is 
further commended for having in place processes that lead to high completion rates, 
on time, of full-time Master of Philosophy (MPhil) students, and corresponding low 
attrition rates.  
 
The Panel identified a number of other points that are worthy of commendation, and 
these are outlined in Section 5.1.6 of the main body of the report. 
 
In Section 5.2, specific recommendations are made and questions raised concerning 
the following matters: 
 
(a) The roles of Research and Postgraduate Studies Committee (RPSC), the 

Institutes and the Centres; 
 

(b) The possible need for more focus on particular areas for research; 
 

(c) The extension of curriculum opportunities for students; and 
 

(d) Students’ study programmes. 
 
 
1.3 Continuing Education Units 
 

Both the Lingnan Institute of Further Education (LIFE) and the Community College of 
Lingnan University (CCLU) have been established recently, and have grown rapidly.  
In this respect, there is a need for close and regular monitoring of programmes and the 
details of their implementation.  Two specific issues identified by the Panel are: 
 
(i) the need to consider offering different curricula / programme structures for the 

full-time and part-time Bachelor of Business Administration (BBA) 
programmes; and 

 
(ii) the adequacy of the management structure for the full-time and part-time 

Associate Degree programmes, where a “pecking order” may be emerging. 
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The main body of the report contains a number of commendations (Section 9) and 
recommendations (Section 10) pertaining to specific aspects of the programmes 
offered. 

 
 
2.   A BRIEF BACKGROUND TO THE SECOND ROUND OF TLQPRs 

 
Over the period September 1995 to April 1997 the University Grants Committee (UGC) 
carried out a programme of TLQPRs in the then seven UGC-funded institutions.  The 
reviews were carried out as part of the on-going activities of UGC designed to assure 
quality and value for money.  The stated goals of the reviews were as follows. 
 
• To focus attention on teaching and learning as the primary mission of Hong Kong’s 

tertiary institutions 
 
• To assist institutions in their efforts to improve the quality of teaching and learning 
 
• To enable the UGC and the institutions to discharge their obligation to maintain 

accountability for the quality of teaching and learning 
 

Following the completion of the reviews, UGC commissioned an independent evaluation 
of the exercise that was carried out by the Centre for Higher Education Policy Studies 
(CHEPS) of the University of Twente in the Netherlands.  Two aims of the evaluation 
were: 
 
• To undertake an independent evaluation of the TLQPRs of the seven UGC-funded 

tertiary institutions in order to determine the extent to which the TLQPR process has 
achieved its stated goals. 

 
• To recommend any improvements on the TLQPR process. 

 
An evaluation report was published in September 1999.  Broadly, it concluded that the 
TLQPRs had been successful in achieving the intended goals, and that “TLQPR was the 
right instrument at the right time”.  A further round of TLQPR, continuing to focus on 
quality processes was also recommended.  Following this, a special meeting of the 
Consultative Committee on TLQPR was convened, at which it was agreed that a Seminar 
would be organised as a follow-up to the CHEPS team’s evaluation of the TLQPR 
exercise. 
 
The Seminar took place in April 2000, attended by a wide variety of UGC and UGC-
funded institution representatives, together with invitees from other tertiary institutions 
and agencies in Hong Kong.  The report of that Seminar concluded that: “Participants at 
the Seminar were positively disposed toward the prospect of a further round of TLQPR – 
which needs to be suitably modified and developed”.  Accordingly, it was decided that a 
further round of TLQPR would take place and the template for the current round was 
developed in a dialogue between UGC and the Consultative Committee on TLQPR. 
 
The second round TLQPRs commenced in October 2001.  Annex A outlines the 
methodology that underpins the current reviews, as carried out within the template 
structure. 
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REPORT ON TAUGHT PROGRAMMES 
 
3. MAJOR OVERALL OBSERVATIONS 
 
3.1 General Conclusions 
 

The first round TLQPR Report referred at some length to the “Lingnan culture” that 
resulted in “a highly collegial environment, which permits informal processes to work 
effectively via normal day-to-day interactions among staff and between staff and 
administration”.  The major recommendations of that first Report were, broadly, that: 
 
(a) Lingnan should move to formalise its QA&I processes rather more, while not 

subverting the good collegial culture that existed; and 
 
(b) There should be a reduction in the complexity of associated committee 

structures. 
 

The Panel is pleased to commend Lingnan for positive moves that have been made in 
both of these directions.  In particular, the system of four-year reviews is now 
integrated into the quality assurance fabric, together with a number of other formal 
procedures that include the External Examiner system, systematic course and teaching 
evaluation and annual review. The Panel was further impressed by the atmosphere of 
collegiality (consistent with that described in the first round TLQPR Report) that 
pervades the institution, and the positive attitudes of both staff and students.  
 
• Staff give the impression that they are energetic, enthusiastic and committed.  

They are keen to promote good teaching and learning initiatives (and there are 
exemplars of  positive outcomes from initiatives at the unit level), and strive to 
establish good relationships with their students.  

 
• Students are similarly positive and enthusiastic about their experiences at 

Lingnan, and in many cases were able to authenticate their achievement of 
intended curricular outcomes.  Almost invariably, the Panel found that students 
were very satisfied about the teaching that they had encountered, and held their 
teachers in high esteem. 

 
3.1.1 Lingnan is a small institution with a culture and a set of arrangements that is unique in 

Hong Kong.  This promotes a set of quality arrangements that is almost invariably 
described by staff as “informal”, and based in a culture of trust and good collegial 
relations.  As a counterpoint to this, it is worth noting that there are formal processes 
in place: External Examiners and their reports, programme validation procedures, 
course and teaching evaluation, etc.  The emphasis that the staff place on "informality” 
may be a consequence of normal day to day practices that supplement (or even over-
ride in some cases) the formal procedures that have been put in place.  The Panel was 
not able to conclusively validate this impression, but it is an issue that could usefully 
be addressed and some related matters are referred to later in the Report. 
  

3.1.2 There are great strengths in the current culture of in-house collegiality, and the Panel 
would not wish to suggest a greater degree of formality.  However, the Panel feels that 
greater focus and a more outward-looking perspective could usefully be introduced.  
This focus and perspective would be assisted by greater use of reliable and valid 
information that would enable critical evaluation of the various education components 
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provided, together with energetic action where this is indicated.  At the same time, the 
Panel wishes to stress that developments should not: 

 
(a) undercut or compromise the strengths of the current collegial culture; and 
 
(b) signal a return to the over-complex management structures referred to in the 

first round TLQPR Report. 
 
The following paragraphs elaborate upon this conclusion.  The Panel wishes to 
emphasise that there are many good things at Lingnan that work well – largely as a 
result of its small size and the culture of trust that exists on campus.  The 
recommendations that follow are intended to enhance current arrangements in ways 
that will ensure that good quality teaching and learning can be sustained and 
continuously improved. 

 
 

3.2 Recommendations 
 

3.2.1 The first round TLQPR Report on Lingnan contains reference to actions that “... may 
tend to ratify current behaviour rather than challenge and improve it”. (Para 20).  The 
current Panel has a concern that many of the current Lingnan processes and 
procedures suffer from this same tendency.  The Panel gained a strong impression that 
the energetic conversations and discussions relating to teaching and learning 
arrangements were “inward looking”, and were not designed to robustly challenge and 
critique current conventional Lingnan wisdom.  Similarly, surveys that had been 
conducted were used mainly to ratify and affirm current practices (mainly to an 
external audience), rather than as a basis for vigorous critique of existent arrangements, 
and further development.  As a consequence, the Panel recommends the following: 
 
(i) Develop a systematic management data collection and processing system as a 

basis for strategic developments. 
 
(ii) In the context of (i) above, use external benchmarking to search for 

arrangements and procedures that are different from those currently in place at 
Lingnan, but which might nevertheless have strategic utility.  It is accepted that 
some external benchmarking does currently take place via external examiners, 
external advisors, benchmarking against other institutions, etc.  The suggestion 
is that the benchmarking should be more strategic and systematic, with the 
prime purpose of critiquing, and potentially modifying, current arrangements. 

 
(iii) Critically review the appropriateness of (implied) benchmark institutions, and 

act on consequent implications for educational objectives, intended learning 
outcomes – and mission overall. 

 
(iv) Use more external consultants in internal discussions concerning QA&I 

relating to teaching and learning.  It is accepted that this is done to an extent; 
the suggestion is to make more of the sharing and benchmarking that can take 
place when meaningful and frequent interactions about teaching and learning 
involve external consultants. 
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(v) Move to augment the current positive culture through a strand that focuses on 
action, arising from critical and outward-looking review, rather than stopping 
at discussion.  

 
3.2.2 A specific example of recommendation 3.2.1 relates to Domain 2 of the TLQPR 

template, the design of teaching and learning.  It is recommended that Lingnan 
broaden the scope of planning to include consideration of the strategic effectiveness of 
using a range of class sizes (including large classes where appropriate), aligned with 
different educational intentions, rather than assuming that the sectional approach and 
the associated class size, is optimally efficient / effective for many or most contexts.  
This would have the potential for freeing up some staff resources. 
 

3.2.3 The 4-year review appears to be largely an internal exercise, with relatively limited 
external representation, and to last for just half a day.  It is recommended that every 4 
years the department / programme should engage in a more thorough self-evaluation 
utilising a Panel with more external members. 

 
3.2.4 It would be useful to consider how appropriate initiatives and development can be 

more firmly driven via line management.  There is obviously a need for balance here, 
and the intention is not to replace the current culture with a top-down arrangement.  
However, if the culture is to be developed in a way that is more outward looking, then 
firmer and more overt direction will sometimes be required.  There needs to be a 
stronger awareness by management and the central committees of what unit level 
variability (identified by the Panel) exists in the quality of teaching, where the 
strengths and weaknesses of the institution lie, and what needs to be done to reduce 
this variability.  In this context, it would be useful to review the roles and operations 
of AQAC and TLDC vis-à-vis their functions in facilitating desirable developments. 

 
3.2.5 Develop a system to ensure that good practices at the unit level are systematically 

shared across campus.  Teaching and Learning Centre (TLC) together with TLDC and 
AQAC have obvious roles to play here, and could usefully be more proactive in this 
respect.  

 
3.2.6 It would be useful to reconsider the overall design of the curriculum as it relates to the 

goal of whole person education, from two related perspectives: 
 

(a) Review how and to what extent the stated Liberal Arts philosophy pervades the 
institution in terms of setting institutional priorities and targets, and how 
associated teaching philosophies and practices form part of QA&I mechanisms. 

 
(b) The Panel was struck by the fact that students are not exposed systematically 

to empirical epistemologies, and scientific ways of knowing.  For several 
reasons this constitutes a significant gap in graduates’ learning outcomes. 

 
3.2.7 There is no requirement for all students to complete a “Senior Project” or similar; the 

possibility of introducing such a requirement could usefully be addressed. 
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4. OBSERVATIONS RELATING TO THE TLQPR TEMPLATE DOMAINS 
  
4.1 Design of Curricula 
 

At the institutional level, the Annual Programme Review and the 4-year Programme 
Review exist as formal mechanisms for reflection on – and potential development of – 
curriculum.  During the unit level conversations these mechanisms were referred to as 
significant, though in many cases the Panel found it difficult to ascertain specific 
impacts upon actual curriculum design and development.  While most units were 
obviously engaged in energetic and ongoing discussion about curricular issues, there 
was considerable variation in the extent to which these discussions were informed by 
systematic data collection and external benchmarking.  It was not the norm for 
departments to collect feedback from graduates, alumni, employers and other 
stakeholders as systematic input to curriculum design and development, though 
external examiner reports were generally used in this way. 
 
It was relatively common for units to refer to the “Lingnan Mission” as impacting 
significantly upon the design of their curricula.  This impact was articulated in terms 
of broad aims and philosophies within the curriculum, rather than with reference to 
specific student learning outcomes.  In general, the linkages and alignments observed 
between broad programmes aims, specific curriculum objectives and pedagogical 
design elements, and the specification and assessment of specific student learning 
outcomes were not obvious.  This is especially the case in terms of more generic 
outcomes (e.g. critical thinking) and broad aims relating to whole person education.  
 
In some units visited, curricula were based upon external (overseas or professional) 
“models”: while these may be appropriate, it would be useful to subject them to 
vigorous critical evaluation in relation to the actual student learning outcomes that are 
intended. 
 

4.2 Design of Teaching and Learning Processes 
 

During the unit level discussions it was evident to the Panel that staff cared very much 
about the quality of their teaching, and were concerned that they should do a good job.  
In general the teaching approach encountered could be described as “traditional”, 
though some alternatives were encountered, most notably case-method and Web-based 
approaches.  The use of the “the sectional approach” was referred to very frequently, 
and has now become almost a received wisdom; while there may be strengths in this 
approach it would be worthwhile considering, and trialing / evaluating, other modes. 
 
Overall, the emphasis appears to be on teaching rather than learning.  There was not 
much evidence of concerted moves at unit levels to engender more student-centred 
pedagogies (e.g. problem-based learning), though some individual initiatives were 
encountered.  Additionally, the Panel frequently encountered the attitude that the 
individual teacher should enjoy complete autonomy, within a very broad set of 
constraints, in decisions relating to the ways in which their teaching responsibilities 
should be discharged.  The Panel accepts that staff should enjoy a proper degree of 
freedom in this respect.  At the same time there are decisions relating to the interplay 
of curricular aims, student learning outcomes, teaching activities and assessment that 
are more properly arrived at and enforced at unit level, or wider. 
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Student feedback was the source of data that was most commonly referred to as 
informing the design of teaching and learning activities.  Some mention was made of 
other sources of information; employers, alumni, etc., but this did not appear to be 
widespread.  The possibility of collecting and using information from a wider range of 
stakeholders in teaching and learning design, together with more external referents, 
could usefully be explored. 
 
 

4.3 Design of Student Assessment and Use of Assessment Results 
 

The Panel encountered some significant variability in QA&I relating to assessment, 
within the different units visited, together with a number of very broad similarities 
across campus.  The similarities consist of: 
 
(a) a general move toward more continuous assessment (in relation to final 

examinations), in almost all units visited; and 
 
(b) an acknowledgement that projects can play a useful role in providing 

integrating capstone experiences for students, and moves toward more project-
based assessment. 

 
The variability was most marked in the extent to which different unit consciously 
designed their assessment procedures to be aligned with curricular and student 
learning outcomes.  In some units this was treated as a significant element of overall 
educational design, and considerable effort was being exerted to ensure alignment; in 
other units this issue was not considered at all.  There was further variability in the 
extent to which units had in place structures for moderating examinations and 
assignments, and ensuring the consistency of grades awarded.  
 
There is almost no evidence of the use of assessment results to inform the design of 
either curriculum or teaching / learning arrangements.  Assessment results are used as 
a vehicle for giving feedback to individual students, but the information from the 
assessment of the cohort as a whole is generally not used in programme design or 
development. 

 
 
4.4 Implementation Quality 
 

There are several institution-wide mechanisms for assuring the quality of educational 
provisions at Lingnan, and these were frequently cited as influential in the 
conversations that took place at the unit levels.  Mechanisms include: 
 
• The External Examiner system 
• Course and teaching evaluation via student feedback 
• The Annual Programme Review 
• The 4-year Programme Review 

 
In addition to these institutional processes, several units have introduced informal 
mechanisms that include: student and employer surveys, peer review and classroom 
observation, mentoring of new staff.  There is variation in the extent to which units 
have instituted such procedures, and there is also variation in the degree to which the 
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totality of information is actively used to reflect upon outcome, and plan for 
improvement. 
 
Recently, Lingnan has carried out a number of large-scale surveys (e.g the surveys of 
Employers and Alumni, in 2002).  The intentions underlying these efforts are 
commendable, and the reports that have been presented contain a plethora of data that 
has a bearing upon the quality of Lingnan programmes.  However, the interpretation 
of this data seems to be very cursory, and there is no obvious completion of a 
feedback quality loop.  It might be worth carrying out some smaller-scale, more 
qualitative, surveys that were focussed more specifically on strategic action issues. 

 
 
4.5 Commitment of Resources to Education Quality Work 
 

The major resource on any campus is staff time, and commitment to education quality 
work (EQW) is correlated highly with the effort that staff put into it.  As indicated in 
an earlier section, staff members take their teaching very seriously and work to 
improve it.  Beyond the individual level, there is no strong evidence to suggest that 
there are organised incentives and rewards for engagement in EQW.  Allocation of 
resources at any level does not appear to be systematically influenced by EQW 
considerations or associated performance indicators.  

 
 
REPORT ON RESEARCH POSTGRADUATE EDUCATION 
 
5. MAJOR OVERALL OBSERVATIONS 
 
5.1 General Observations 
 

The Panel met with the RPSC, the Institute of Humanities and Social Sciences, and the 
Research and Postgraduate Studies Panel in Business.  The Panel also had the 
opportunity to meet with a group of MPhil and PhD students drawn from across all 
areas.  All the sessions benefited from open and lively discussion, and the Panel very 
much appreciated the enthusiasm and commitment with which staff engaged in the 
TLQPR site visit. 

  
Lingnan has admitted students to MPhil programmes since 1995 and to PhD 
programmes since 2000.  13 students were admitted in 2002, and at the time of our 
visit the total number across the institution was 39 students.  Thus a good deal of our 
focus was on the quality processes and resources to support this relatively new and 
comparatively small programme.  The Panel was also interested in the position of 
research postgraduate education in the overall context of the university and its mission. 

 
5.1.1 We noted the progress made by Lingnan in research, including the proportion of staff 

with PhDs (92%, up from 30% in 1995) and the outcomes of the most recent Research 
Assessment Exercise (RAE).  This research background, and the successful efforts to 
recruit high calibre staff with research capability, provided a positive context for 
research postgraduate education to balance the small size of the institution and the 
inevitable constraints - for example in the ability to mount coursework programmes.  
The Institute of Humanities and Social Sciences and its constituent Centres provide a 
focal point for research postgraduates in those areas, some of whom are able to present 
at research seminars and make research contributions as are some undergraduate 
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students.  The Panel considers that the Institutes and Centres are already playing a 
positive role in bridging research and postgraduate programmes, and that this synergy 
could be further developed. 

 
5.1.2 A notable point, for which the institution is to be commended, is the high completion 

rate within the normal timescale of 2 years for full-time MPhil, and the relatively low 
attrition rate.  The Panel also noted however that admission of part-time students had 
been reduced because of the higher attrition rate.  The Panel hopes that part-time 
opportunities will continue to be available. 

 
5.1.3 The RPSC, chaired by the Vice-President, is responsible for the overview of policy 

and programmes, reporting to Senate.  The RPSC deals with research policy, and 
research grants, as well as research postgraduate programmes.  RPSC monitors student 
progress and oversees examination arrangements, and makes recommendations to 
Senate for awards of MPhil and PhD.  The Panel had a lively discussion with members 
of the RPSC, and its collegial working provides a good basis for the policy debates 
and decisions that are necessary. 

 
5.1.4 RPSC regards the admission of a quality student intake as among it highest priorities.  

Applications receive initial scrutiny at departmental level and in the panels of RPSC, 
but the committee itself decides on admissions.  The Panel understood from discussion 
that the main criteria were the quality of applicants, the match with supervisory 
expertise, and resource considerations for departments.  Effectively, in deciding which 
students to admit the RPSC is also allocating postgraduate student numbers.  The 
current strategy is to spread numbers widely.  This has the benefit that as wide a range 
of departments as possible gains experience of research postgraduate education, and 
also indirectly that students receive great attention both from their supervisors and the 
department.   However, in terms of EQW, it does lessen the depth of experience in any 
one department, and may make effective comparisons across department harder in 
terms of policy and performance.  The Panel felt that RPSC and Senate – in addition 
to senior management groupings – should continue to review and evaluate this 
strategy, and actively consider alternative approaches in the light of evidence and of 
the strategic direction and future priorities of the institution. 

 
5.1.5 The work of the committee and postgraduate administration as a whole is supported 

via the Registry.  There are effective publications giving University policy and 
regulations.  The Panel also heard that the administration contributed positively and 
proactively to quality, through effective prompting of supervisors in relation to 
monitoring of student progress.  The work of the Panel for Business is supported by an 
administrative officer from the Hong Kong Institute of Business Studies. 

 
5.1.6 Many of the features we noted, including the core strengths, were functions of the 

small size of the institution and of its research postgraduate (RPg) programme. The 
Panel would like to commend the following aspects: 

 
(a) the commitment and enthusiasm of staff, and the evident care with which 

students were treated; 
 
(b) the role of the RPSC and its panels, including the involvement of senior staff 

who were also able to connect directly with the quality of research and 
postgraduate education ‘on the ground’ in departments; 
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(c) the achievements and further potential of the Institutes and Centres with 
respect to research postgraduate education; 

 
(d) the careful approach to admission of candidates, both in the liaison undertaken 

by departments to identify research supervisors and topics, and in the scrutiny 
of the shortlisted applications by RPSC; 

 
(e) the arrangements for confirmation of research topics and for monitoring of 

progress (including frequency of supervision meetings); 
 

(f) the supervision arrangements involving a Chief Supervisor and Co-Supervisor, 
as well as indirect input from other staff; 

 
(g) the involvement of external examiners; and 
 
(h) the overall transparency and collegiality. 

 
 
5.2 Recommendations 
 

The Panel recommends that the University should consider the following matters: 
 

(a) How RPSC can take a more proactive role in developing policy and sharing 
good practice across departments. 

 
(b) Whether, in view of the small number of RPg students, a more focussed 

strategy could assist in building depth and quality improvement, through 
concentration of students in areas of priority for the institution. 

 
(c) How the roles of the Institutes and Centres, as a focus and bridge for RPg 

studies, might be further enhanced. 
 

(d) How curricular opportunities for students might be extended, to ensure that all 
students gain the background of knowledge and the research methodologies 
that they need.  This might, for example, build on individual ad hoc good 
practices in reading courses and examined courses; utilise available resources 
of expertise and technology to offer structured systemic approaches; and 
extend links with other institutions. 

 
(e) Whether all students should have an explicit agreed Programme of Study, 

approved by RPSC. 
 
 
6. OBSERVATIONS RELATING TO THE TLQPR TEMPLATE DOMAINS 
 
6.1 Design of Curricula 

 
The design of the curriculum is on an ad hoc basis for each student admitted.  Whilst 
this has the benefit of generating an individualised programme, it does not ensure a 
standardised approach to, for example, the acquisition of research methodology skills.  
There is individual variation in practice between departments: examples include 
prescribed reading courses which are examined; requirement to take advanced courses 
in relevant areas; arrangements to take courses at other universities; the embedding of 
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methodological training in the supervisory process.  These good practices stem from 
the professionalism and expertise of staff in wishing to provide the best basis for their 
students’ research.  The Panel wishes to encourage the university to address how to 
build on and share these individual practices across departments, and also to identify 
other creative ways of providing a more structured experience, including for example 
through use of the portal and online resources or courses. 
 
Agreement about the student’s programme is reached with the department and the 
supervisors, and the programme is noted in the annual Assessment Report that comes 
to RPSC.  It could be useful to make it mandatory for all students to have a 
programme identified, and for this Individual Programme of Study to be approved by 
RPSC. 
 
We heard that there is a good deal of contact with prospective students prior to entry, 
so that progress will already have been made on the research area and its feasibility in 
terms of scope and supervisory arrangements.  
 
Some of the students we spoke with felt that it was a big step from undergraduate to 
research postgraduate study.  This points to the need to ensure an adequate curriculum 
and preparation for all students. 
 
 

6.2 Design of Teaching and Learning Processes 
 

Close supervision is at the heart of the Lingnan approach to research and postgraduate 
education.  Students spoke of this as an ‘apprentice’ model.  In addition to the role of 
the Chief Supervisor and the Co-Supervisor, students may benefit from exposure to 
and input from other staff, either informally through day to day contact or referral or 
in a more structured way, through the presentation seminar for confirmation of the 
research topic.  It will be important that these strengths are recognised as a core of the 
experience, and that they are not diluted as more students are admitted. 
 
The opportunity for students to present their work to staff and to other students, and in 
some cases to work with the Centres or Institutes is a strength. 
 
Students in receipt of studentships have departmental duties, usually in teaching.  
These duties involve a variety of activities for up to 12 hours per week.  Preparation is 
given through a half-day orientation workshop. 

 
 
 6.3 Design of Student Assessment and Use of Assessment Results 

 
The research proposal is confirmed through a presentation seminar at the end of the 
first year, attended by the whole department and open to university members at large.  
Where reading courses or taught courses are prescribed, these are examined.  The final 
examination of the thesis includes an external examiner, and also includes an oral 
defence. 
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6.4 Implementation Quality 
 

The main evaluation tool is the annual Assessment Report which goes to RPSC.  This 
includes information from the student on the frequency and timing of supervision 
sessions.  Where problems arise with the Chief Supervisor, students can approach the 
Co-Supervisor or the Head of Department, or use the Monitoring Progress Report to 
raise issues.  The Panel was pleased to hear that RPSC is likely to extend its 
membership to student representation. 
 
Students are pleased with the attention they receive from their supervisors and 
departments, although they would also welcome a broadening of their experience 
through such areas as coursework and peer dialogue. 
 
There does not appear to be a process for continuous improvement or evaluation – for 
example through annual reporting of RPSC to Senate.  As so much of the RPg 
programme is ad hoc and individualised, it is all the more important to address EQW 
and its implementation quality in a formalised and systematic fashion. 
 

 
6.5 Commitment of Resources to EQW 
 

As noted earlier the Registry, as well as the RPSC,  provides administrative support 
for RPg programmes, including monitoring and statistics.  There did not appear to be 
any difficulties with library or computing resources. 

 
 
REPORT ON CONTINUING EDUCATION UNITS (CEUs) 
 
7. MAJOR OBSERVATIONS 
 
7.1 The Lingnan Institute of Further Education (LIFE) was established in July 2001 to 

undertake all continuing education within the institution.  It offers a wide variety of 
programmes, ranging from short courses, to programmes that award certificates and 
diplomas. 

 
With effect from 2003, LIFE also offers part-time Associate Degree (AD) and Degree 
programmes that carry Lingnan awards, as well as programmes offered in 
collaboration with overseas institutions.  The Community College of Lingnan 
University (CCLU) was formally established in January 2003 to be responsible for all 
full-time AD programmes.  A new CC building, with additional campus improvement 
facilities, is scheduled for completion by the end of 2004 at a cost of HK$200 million. 

 
The programmes visited by the sub-panel included the full-time Associate Degree in 
Social Sciences (ASocSc), the part-time Bachelor of Business Administration Degree 
(P/T BBA), and the Foundation Diploma in Logistics Management (FDLM).   

 
7.2 An argument for smaller class size is not tenable - at least for the CEUs.  This is 

because the demands of the market are very different.  In addition, and as observed in 
the full-time ASocSc programme, second year students attend classes with those 
enrolled in the full-time degree programme.  As such, any smaller class size allowed 
for purpose of funding for the full-time degree programme will be offset by the 
additional number of AD students allowed into each lecture class. 
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7.3 Within a short period since September 2002, LIFE has launched more than 10 
different part-time degree, AD and diploma programmes.  While it has undertaken 
various consultative procedures (including working with professional bodies and the 
industry) in the setting up of these programs, its aggressive expansion is nonetheless 
an issue of concern for the whole EQW process.  Similarly, since its inception in 
January 2003, CCLU already has 14 programmes under its jurisdiction, with over 500 
students.  With such a rapid growth, the maintenance of quality becomes a significant 
challenge. 

 
7.4 The significantly different backgrounds of students admitted into the full-time and 

part-time BBA programme pose challenges as to whether the same curricula, 
pedagogy, assessment criteria and EQW processes can be uniformly applied.  For 
example, it is noted that the average age of the P/T BBA candidates is well over 30 
year; many of them hold senior executive positions, and they are admitted on totally 
different criteria. They come into the programme with diploma qualifications which 
entitled them to five to 12 course exemptions.  Clearly, their expectations of the 
programme will be very different from the full-time students admitted directly through 
the Joint University Programmes Admissions System (JUPAS) and programme 
designs would need to be adjusted accordingly. 
 

7.5 The management structure for continuing education offerings may need to be 
reconsidered.  Currently, there is a separation of support for the full-time versus part-
time AD programmes.  This tends to create a pecking order, resulting in different 
attention from academics and different perception / reception by students. 

 
7.6 The FDLM programmes are largely a response to government initiatives (e.g. the Yi 

Jin program) and market demand.  As such, the demand for them is more volatile and 
this makes planning difficult.  They are subjected only to internal EQW processes and 
are run by their own Programme Management Committees, reporting to the LIFE 
Management Board. 

 
7.7 As many of the programmes offered are new, and barely one year into operation, there 

is a need to pay closer attention to the implementation aspects so as to ensure that the 
quality is not affected. 

 
 
8. OBSERVATIONS RELATING TO THE TLQPR TEMPLATE DOMAINS 
 
8.1 Design of Curricula 
 
ASocSc:    The first year of this two-year programme consists largely of courses in 

languages, mathematics and information technology.  The second year 
curriculum is integrated more into the first year full-time degree course, and 
AD students attend the same classes as the degree students.  Some 
benchmarking against similar courses offered by other institutions could be 
undertaken. 

 
P/T BBA:  The programme follows the same curricula as the full-time one.  The 

curriculum design follows the regular university programmes for approval, 
including consideration by the AQAC.  In view of the fact that students in the 
part-time programme are very different from those in the full-time programme, 
there may be a need to review whether the same curricula should be applied 
universally across both programmes.   
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FDLM: Designed with input from the Hong Kong Logistics Association (HKLA), this 

one-year course is also a response to industry needs, and consists of 240 hours 
of language training together with 360 hours of business and logistics courses.  
Given the short duration and the relatively lower educational background of 
the students, the type of logistics training provided has to be better defined.  
There is also a need to benchmark the quality of such a programme with those 
offered by other institutions. 

 
 
8.2 Design of Teaching and Learning Processes 
 
ASocSc:   The ability to attend the same course as their full-time counterparts, with the 

same instructor, and having full access to university facilities (the library, 
sports amenities, etc.) are definite pluses for the AD students.   

 
P/T BBA:  While the process follows that of the full-time programme, there may be a case 

to review this as the part-time students are very different from full-timers.  
More applied contents (e.g. case teaching) may have to be incorporated.   

 
FDLM: Given the relatively weak language skills of the students coming into the 

programme, a delicate balance has to be struck between language versus skills 
training. 

 
 
8.3 Design of Student Assessment and Use of Assessment Results 
 
ASocSc:  Assessment methods are largely the same as those used in the degree 

programmes, using a mix of continuous assessment and final examination.   
While there are informal feedback mechanisms in place, there is only one 
formal end-of-course evaluation.  In view that this is a new programme by LU, 
more structured and systematic feedback (e.g. mid-term evaluation) may be 
useful. 

 
P/T BBA:    Assessment methods follow those used in the full-time programme.  However, 

there may be a need to review this in light of the different background and 
expectations of the adult students.  

 
FDLM: Assessment follows similar patterns to those in other programmes, with a mix 

of continuous assessment (50%) and final examinations (50%).   Concerns 
pertaining to student learning are addressed through regular Teachers’ and 
Student Representatives’ Meetings. 

 
 
8.4 Implementation Quality 
 
ASocSc:   The programme uses the same instructors for courses that are common with the 

full-time degree students.  Students enjoy the same level of support and access 
to facilities as the degree students.  These are clearly pluses for the various AD 
programmes.  There are also various committees in place to monitor the 
quality of the programme. 
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P/T BBA: The programme uses the same external examiners as the full-time programme.  
While the same instructors from the full-time programme were used as far as 
possible to teach the same course, the same level of commitment and 
dedication may be lacking.   It was noted that significant number of professors 
were less enthusiastic about teaching on this programme as it was not counted 
as part of their teaching load, and there was simply too much demand on their 
time from other activities and commitments.  As the programme is jointly 
administered by the Business Programmes Office and LIFE, total ownership is 
lacking.  This is an area of concern, especially when the programme begins to 
expand beyond its first intake of 68 students. 

 
 While there is a final course feedback and evaluation, more use could be made 

on monitoring the programme on a continuous basis as the programme was 
only three months into operation at the time of the visit.   

 
Response times to e-mails sent by students to the course professors could be 
expedited.  Students remarked that some professors took too long to respond to 
their e-mails for consultation. 

 
FDLM: University staff are used as external examiners for FDLM.  LIFE makes 

conscious attempts to maintain close communication with students. 
 
 
8.5 Commitment of Resources to Education Quality Work 
 
ASocSc:     Students enjoy the full benefits of campus life as all resources available to 

degree students are extended to AD students.  In return, an AD student pays an 
annual tuition fee of HK$50,000. 

 
P/T BBA: Commitment of resources appears to be less when compared to the AD 

programmes.  Students do not enjoy the same quality of campus life as full-
time students.  They also have limited access to library facilities. 

 
FDLM: Students do not have the same level of access to campus life and university 

facilities as the AD students.  Classes are held at the Tuen Mun Town Centre, 
and students are allowed to access only the sports facilities of the university.  
More could be done to augment the commitment of resources to such a 
programme, especially in the realm of improving language training. 

 
 
9. AREAS FOR COMMENDATION 
 
ASocSc:   This is a good value-added programme, especially when students are able to 

enjoy the same standard of campus life as degree students.  The staff 
demonstrated a high level of commitment and ownership of the programme. 

 
P/T BBA:    The programme has admitted some very high quality candidates who are not 

only mature, but occupy senior positions in their respective companies.  This is 
something that the university must attempt to use as leverage.  The fee 
currently charged also represents good value.  At HK$5,000 per course, a 
student only has to pay about HK$100,000 to HK$135,000 for the whole 
programme. 
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FDLM: The programme provides an alternative opportunity for students, including 

those residing in Tuen Mun as well as from other areas in the Region, to 
further their studies. 

 
 
10. RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
ASocSc:   Given that the programme is new, there is a need to monitor implementation 

aspects more regularly and vigorously.  This is particularly important if the 
College aspires to improve the quality of its future intakes. 

 
P/T BBA:   The administration of the programme can be improved.  This includes 

monitoring the learning needs and expectations of these adult students, 
providing more effective communication channels (including greater access to 
staff members and speedier response to consultation), better access to 
university facilities, and more course options. 

 
FDLM: Language training needs to be substantially augmented.  This was particularly 

noticeable among the students interviewed.  They showed great inadequacy in 
the command of the language, and also expressed the desire to have more 
language classes. 
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Annex A  
 

Review Methodology for the Second Round TLQPRs 
 
Two broad phases have been involved in the Review, as identified below. 

 
PRIOR to the Review visits there were the following elements. 

 
1. Finalization of the TLQPR template, based on consultations between the Review Panel and 

the Consultative Committee: see Annex B for the template. 
 

2. Production of an outline Self Evaluation Document (SED) by each institution.  This outline 
was considered by Panel members separately, and a consolidated report on these comments 
was prepared.  Following members’ consideration of this consolidated report, and 
endorsement subject to further changes, the report was conveyed to the institution concerned. 

 
3. Each institution then produced a full SED within the guidelines contained in the template.  

Separate SEDs were prepared for: 
 
y Taught programmes; 
y Research postgraduate education programmes; and 
y Programmes (as specified in the template) offered via Continuing Education Units 

(CEUs). 
 
The SEDs are reproduced in Annex C. 
 
Together with their SEDs, institutions made suggestions for the particular units to be visited 
by Panel members during the site visits. 
 

4. The SEDs were then considered separately by Panel members, who commented on these in 
terms of: 

 
(a) issues and questions to be raised during the site visits; 
(b) supplementary information required either before or during the site visit. 
 

5. The full Panel met in early March 2002 to consider all issues related to the conduct of the 
Review in general, and arrangements for the site visits in particular.  Following this meeting 
the following information/requests were conveyed to institutions. 

 
(i) A detailed programme for the site visits, including the units to be visited and further 

requests for information. 
(ii) Requests for: 

(a) A “talking paper” from each unit to be visited, outlining accomplishments in the 
template domains at the unit level; 

(b) A four-page supplementary document outlining exemplary accomplishments 
and areas for improvement at the institutional level. 

 
The supplementary document (b) provided by the institution is included in Annex C. 
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DURING the site visits the following arrangements (conveyed to the institutions in written form 
following the March 2002 meeting) were adopted; shortly before the actual visits took place, logistical 
arrangements were covered by a face-to-face meeting between an institutional representative and the 
UGC Secretariat.   
 
1. Separate Panel sub-groups took responsibility for each of: 

 
y The review of taught programmes; 
y The RPgE Review; 
y The review of the CEU. 

 
2. The core of the site visit consisted of unit-level meetings in which 2 or 3 Panel members met 

with a unit group that typically consisted of about 10 teaching staff and 5 students.  The 
structure of the meeting, over the 2 hours that was allocated for each, followed the format 
below*: 

 
[*Note: Owing to the different structure of CEU operations, this procedure was not followed 
by the CEU sub-panel, who engaged in a series of meetings that was tailor-made for the 
particular CEU arrangements.] 

 
y Brief introduction by a departmental representative; 
y Whole group conversation, based on questions/issues raised by Panel members, which 

occupied the majority of the session; 
y Discussion with student representatives on their own; 
y Private discussion by Panel members. 

 
3. Following each set of unit level meetings, there was a whole-panel discussion in private at 

which emergent understandings were discussed, based upon the unit level meetings that had 
taken place. 

 
4. Following this discussion, each Panel member (or team) completed a short open-ended pro-

forma report form that allowed for comment on the TLQPR domain areas vis a vis the unit 
that had just been visited.  There was also space for comment on areas of commendation, 
recommendation, and relationship between institutional and unit level perspectives and 
initiatives. 

 
5. At the end of the whole site visit there was an extended Panel discussion, in order to reach 

agreement on the major points to be reflected back to the institution and included in the final 
report.  There was further discussion on these matters at a Panel meeting that took place on the 
final day of the week of the site visits. 

 
6. Based on all of the information generated in all of the earlier phases, a draft report was written 

and circulated to all Panel members for comment.  These comments were included in a further 
draft that was discussed in a face-to-face meeting of Panel members.  Following this, a final 
draft was produced and circulated to institutions for comment concerning points of factual 
accuracy.  Institutional comments were considered and incorporated as appropriate into a final 
report that was considered and endorsed by the UGC. 
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Annex B

 
Second Round Teaching and Learning Quality Process Reviews 

 
Review Template 

 
 
Goals 
 
1. The UGC has established four goals for the second round of Teaching and Learning Quality 

Process Reviews (TLQPRs) as follows: 
 

(a) to maintain the focus on teaching and learning as the primary mission of Hong Kong’s 
tertiary institutions; 

(b) to assist institutions in their efforts to continuously improve the quality of teaching and 
learning; 

(c) to enable the UGC and the institutions to discharge their obligation to maintain 
accountability for the quality of teaching and learning; and 

(d) to inform, in respect of UGC-funded institutions, the UGC’s consideration of the 
triennial funding, on the basis of the review outcomes. 

 
2. The UGC, the TLQPR Panel (the Panel), and the institutions share these goals and view the 

review as a collegial process. 
 
 
Focus On Education Quality Work 
 
3. The second round of TLQPRs will continue to focus on processes to assure and improve the 

quality of delivered education, i.e. on “education quality work”, not on the quality of teaching 
and learning itself.  For example, processes and activities aimed at improving assessment 
methods are subject to review, but the quality of the actual assessment of students is not. 

 
4. Institutional, faculty and departmental education quality work will be reviewed on the basis of 

five domains, including “design of student assessment measures and use of assessment 
results”, which will be given special consideration in the reviews. 

 
 
Scope 
 
5. The second round will cover taught degree and sub-degree programmes offered by the 

institution on its own or jointly with non-local universities, regardless of the funding source.  
(For example, self-funded degree programmes like the MBA will be included.) 

 
6. It will also include degree and sub-degree programmes organized by continuing education 

units (CEUs) in the sole name of the UGC-funded institutions, but exclude those organized by 
non-local universities where the UGC-funded institutions only act as an agent.  For the sub-
degree programmes, they will be confined to programmes at associate degree, advanced 
diploma, higher diploma and equivalent levels.  A separate template for review of CEU 
programmes is at Appendix A. 

 
7. A review of research postgraduate programmes will take place concurrently with the second 

round TLQPRs and be included as a section of each institution’s TLQPR report.  A small sub-
panel will conduct this review using a separate protocol and visit schedule that will focus on 
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the training and mentoring of research postgraduate students, not on the institution’s research 
programme per se.  A separate template is at Appendix B. 

 
Methodology 
 
8. The review will involve three stages: a self-evaluation report prepared by the institutions; site 

visits by a review panel; and preparation of a report by the review panel. 
 

Preparation of self-evaluation document 
 

y Institutions will be given around two months to prepare a 20-page self-evaluation 
document for the Panel’s consideration.  Institutions will be invited to submit an outline of 
the document for consideration by the Panel before proceeding to the preparation of the 
full-length document. 

y A guideline for preparation of the document (including a 4-page supplement for research 
postgraduate education and a supplement for CEU programmes at a maximum of 10 pages) 
is at Appendix C. 

y The document will be considered by the Panel before the site visit.  Institutions will be 
requested to provide supplementary information as necessary. 

 
The TLQPR panel 

 
y An eleven-person TLQPR Panel will be formed1.  It will be headed by Professor Rosie 

Young (ex-Chairman of the Education Commission and currently Honorary Professor for 
Medicine in HKU), and composed of local higher education peers, overseas higher 
education experts (including those with experience in self-financed programmes) and 
overseas UGC members. 

 
Site visit 

 
y Each site visit will basically last for one and a half days, but the length could vary 

according to the different circumstances of the institutions.  A general outline is at 
Appendix D2. 

y The review panel will meet with faculty/department/unit/student representatives. 
y Each institution will nominate faculties/departments/units to be visited according to the 

guidelines at Appendix E.  The review panel will select from the list and add any at its 
discretion.  Each institution will be informed by the UGC of the list of 
faculties/departments/units to be visited at least one month before the actual visit.  Any 
special issues that will be raised will be conveyed to the institutions prior to the visit. 

y Libraries or registries will not be reviewed as part of the TLQPR exercise, but support 
units for teaching and learning (including, for example, educational development centres 
and units providing programmes for general education) would be included in the site visits 
where appropriate. 

 
Review report 

  
y The format and guidelines for the content of the review report will be subject to further 

collaborative discussion when the review panel has been formed.  However, as an 
overarching goal, the report will not emphasize the assessments of institutions.  Rather, it 
will focus on areas for improvement, in keeping with the agreed focus on the TLQPR as a 
formative review process as opposed to a summative one. 

                                                           
1 The finalized membership of the Panel consists of 14 persons. 
2 The original outline has been replaced by an up-to-date version at Appendix D reflecting the situation since 

the commencement of the exercise. 
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Review timetable 
 
y The review timetable is at Appendix F3. 
 
External agency 
 
y No external agency will be involved in the reviews. 

 
Review Protocol  
 
A. Five Domains Subject To Review 

 
9. The review will cover five “domains” of education quality work. 
 

(a) Design of curricula:  processes/activities to design, validate/revalidate and improve 
programme curricula, including: the role of design inputs from staff, employers, students 
and others; work to bring inputs together into a coherent curriculum while providing a 
degree of flexibility appropriate to programme goals; assurance of the standard of 
academic awards offered by the institutions; and resolution of controversies. 

(b) Design of teaching and learning processes:  processes/activities to design, review and 
improve methods of teaching and learning, teaching materials, and students’ learning 
environment, including: forums for staff to discuss issues; consideration of desired and 
achieved learning outcomes; role of external inputs and student views; and support for 
innovation to improve/encourage student learning. 

(c) Design of student assessment and use of assessment results:  processes/activities to 
design, review and improve the assessment of students, the assessment of student 
learning and the relation of assessment to educational objectives, including: allocation of 
responsibility for assessment; mechanisms for feedback to improve assessment; and 
process/activities to enhance the linkage of assessment to educational objectives. 

(d) Implementation quality:  processes/activities to assure that the curricular, teaching, 
learning and assessment design and processes are being carried out coherently and 
effectively according to plan, including: staff recruitment and development; and 
promotion of teaching standard, processes/activities to assure and improve the quality of 
delivered teaching, learning and assessment day-in-day-out for all student groups, 
including: feedback from students; peer review; measures of the student learning 
experience outside the classroom; teacher-student interaction; and mechanisms to 
respond to these indicators. 

(e) Commitment of resources to education quality work: how do institutions use resources 
to enhance, or inhibit, education quality work; are quality assurance processes/activities 
adequately funded; are incentives established to reward good performance in delivering 
quality education; do individual components of education quality work receive funding 
sufficient to perform their missions; do these principles of allocation filter down to the 
unit level? 

 
10. A diagrammatic presentation of the five domains is at Appendix G. 
 
B. Criteria to be used in the review exercise 
 
11. In making its assessments of these domains and in making recommendations for improvement 

in the work of institutions, the review panel will consider the following principles for 
successful education quality work: 

 
 
 

                                                           
3 The original timetable has been replaced by an up-to-date version at Appendix F showing the dates of various 

site visits as subsequently agreed between the review panel and the institutions. 
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(a) The efforts of units and institutions to improve their performance through measuring 
the outcomes of delivered education, and the commitment to ensuring that quality 
assurance processes are designed to take into account measured educational outcomes.  
While it is recognized that exact measurement of educational outcomes is often a 
difficult and controversial exercise, improvement cannot go forward without assessment. 

(b) The orientation of quality assurance processes and activities to the process of student 
learning.  A focus on the learning process requires taking into account how students 
learn, the build up over time of learning skills, and students’ self-learning capabilities. 

(c) The degree of coherence in the various quality processes operating at different levels in 
the institution.  Education quality work will go forward more successfully when it is 
mutually reinforcing and appears coherent to staff and students.  There should be an 
awareness of, and sensitivity to, those units that are less mature in terms of education 
quality work, and there should be a culture to disseminate good practice across the units 
and across the institution. 

(d) The degree to which staff, units and the institutions understand that the delivery of 
quality education to students is a collaborative responsibility.  The design of quality 
assurance processes and the implementation of education quality work require a 
collective commitment to assessing outcomes and improving quality. 

(e) The role of inputs sought from outside units and institutions to assess performance 
against appropriate benchmarks and good practice.  Experience gained in other 
units/institutions and the developing literature on student learning and quality 
management has a key role in the effectiveness of education quality work. 

(f) The priority given to continuous improvement, through education quality work, in the 
work of units and institutions.  Success in improving quality relies on managers, staff 
and students understanding their own role in the quality process and following through 
on a continuing basis.  The institution should, as a whole, show evidence of “seriousness 
of purpose” in maintaining and developing their work in this regard, with a commitment 
to following up recommendations for improvement. 

 
C. Variations in education quality work 
 

y The review exercise is therefore developed within the framework of a formative review, 
emphasizing a collaborative, rather than an evaluative, process designed to assist 
institutions in their ongoing efforts to improve the quality of education provided.  It is not 
the intention of the review panel to provide a summary assessment of institutional or unit 
level performance in validating education quality work. 

y Nevertheless, institutions, and units within institutions, will have developed different levels 
of accomplishment in moving towards the goals above, will have established to different 
extents the quality assurance processes/activities subsumed under this review, and will 
have embedded the culture of education quality work to a greater or lesser extent. 

y At the lowest maturity level in units, traditional practices will override any consideration 
of further development of quality assurance activities.  Better units may, however, have 
individuals who are concerned with such development, or may allow for individual 
initiatives.  At a higher level of maturity, these ad hoc developments become organized at 
the unit level, becoming the focus of discussion and planning within the unit, the results of 
which may be tracked.  A higher level of maturity exists when concern with education 
quality work is embedded as a central part of the unit’s academic culture. 

y Similarly, universities will vary in the extent to which higher levels of maturity within 
units have become the norm.  They will also vary in terms of the degree to which they have 
institutionalized the development and tracking of education quality work, and they will 
vary in the extent to which education quality work has become a central element of the 
academic culture. 

y By reference to the characteristics of education quality work to which all units and 
institutions should aspire, the TLQPR can facilitate the spread of good practice throughout 
the institutions reviewed.  In this way, the TLQPR will be a valuable and positive exercise 
for institutions and staff in the overall context of providing frameworks for the delivery of 
the highest quality of teaching and learning for Hong Kong students. 
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Appendix A
 

TLQPR of Programmes Offered by Continuing Education Units (CEUs) 
 
 
A. Relationship with the main TLQPR 
 
1. The review of programmes offered by the continuing education units (CEUs) of institutions 

should have the same basic goals and the same focus on “education quality work” (EQW) as 
the main TLQPR.  The same review protocol which sets out five domains of EQW for review 
and six review criteria should be followed.  However, the actual conduct of the review should 
take into account the particular context in which each individual CEU operates.  

 
B. Diversity between institutions 
 
2. The fact that CEUs in different institutions vary considerably in their scales, modes of 

operation and stages of development should be recognized.  Each institution should be 
allowed to work out with the Panel the most appropriate approach and logistics for the Review 
of its relevant CEU programmes.  For example, the Panel may devote more time and attention 
to a large, semi-autonomous CEU than to a small unit that is completely integrated 
structurally and procedurally within the main body of the institution. 

 
C. Programmes to be examined 
 
3. The scope of CEU programmes to be covered in the review should include degree and sub-

degree programmes organized by CEUs in the sole name of the UGC-funded institutions, but 
exclude those organized by non-local universities where the UGC-funded institutions only act 
as an agent.  The sub-degree programmes should be confined to programmes at associate 
degree, advanced diploma, higher diploma and equivalent levels. 

 
D. Self-evaluation document 
 
4. The length of CEU supplements should not exceed 10 pages, and should vary with size of the 

CEUs and how far they are integrated with the main body of the institutions in terms of their 
operation and quality assurance processes.  Institutions should include in their outlines a list of 
relevant programmes offered by CEUs, details intended to be covered in the CEU 
supplements and the intended length of the documents. 

 
E. Site visit 
 
5. In view of the highly varied scales of operation of CEUs in different institutions, institutions 

would be invited to indicate in their CEU supplements the need for site visits to their CEUs, 
and how they should be conducted.  Details of CEU visits, if considered necessary, will be 
made available to the institution to be reviewed about a month prior to the actual visit to 
facilitate logistical and other arrangements. 

 
F. Final report 
 
6. A supplement to the TLQPR final report should be provided in respect of the relevant CEU 

programmes. 
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Appendix B
 

TLQPR of Research Postgraduate Education 

 
 
A. Objective of the Review 
 
1. The TLQPR for research postgraduate education has the same basic goals as the overall 

TLQPRs, in particular: to assist institutions in their effort to improve the quality of teaching 
and learning; and to enable the UGC and the institutions to maintain accountability for the 
quality of teaching and learning.  However, the review is not an add-on to the main TLQPRs, 
but is intended to be a meaningful activity in its own right. 

 
B. Focus of the Review 
 
2. The review will not be concerned with the delivered quality of research postgraduate 

education, or the quality of research output.  The focus of the review will be the “education 
quality work” undertaken by institutions and departments to assure and improve the quality of 
the formal and informal education of research students.  The review will be particularly 
concerned with: 

 
(a) Processes, activities, structures and resources to assure and enhance the quality of the 

student experience in the research environment; 
(b) Supervisory, monitoring and advising practices, and the maintenance of academic 

standards; 
(c) Processes, activities, structures and resources to support the career development of 

research students. 
 
C. Criteria for Assessment 
 
3. The criteria for assessing the work of institutions in assuring and improving research student 

education will be parallel to those employed for the main TLQPRs: 
 

(a) The efforts of units and institutions to improve performance through measuring 
outcomes of delivered education (completion and attrition rates, routines for monitoring 
student progress, management of assessment, and evaluation of research standards are of 
particular interest). 

(b) The orientation of quality assurance processes and activities to the process of student 
learning including: research methodology; critical thinking; self-learning; choice of 
research topics; thesis writing; and research use of libraries, laboratories, computation 
and information technologies. 

(c) The degree of coherence in the various quality processes operating at different levels in 
the institution. 

(d) The degree to which staff, units, and the institutions understand that the delivered 
quality of research education is a collaborative responsibility. 

(e) The role of inputs sought from outside units and institutions to assess performance 
against benchmarks and good practice. 

(f) The priority given to continuous improvement. 
 
D. Arrangements for the Review 
 
4. The timing of the review will be concurrent with that of the main TLQPRs.  Institutions will 

be asked to prepare a four-page self-evaluation supplement to the TLQPR self-evaluation 
document assessing their policies, activities and resources directed at assuring and improving 
the quality of the education of research students. 
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5. A three-person Research Education Sub-Panel (RESP) will be appointed to look exclusively 
at research postgraduate education.  The RESP will visit the institutions at the same time as 
the main TLQPR Panel, but will be concerned only with research education, visiting units 
such as the Graduate School/Faculty, academic staff of a sample of departments, a group of 
junior staff who supervise research postgraduate students, a group of research postgraduate 
students, and any other relevant groups.  It is expected that the RESP will complete their visits 
in one day or less. 

 
6. The RESP will provide a supplement to the TLQPR final report dealing with research 

education. 
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Appendix C 

Revised Guidelines for the Preparation of Self-Evaluation Documents 
 
 
1. The self-evaluation document (SED) should cover the mechanisms in place for maintaining 

and improving teaching and learning quality in the institution. 
 
2. It should consist of a main document of 20 pages for undergraduate and taught postgraduate 

education, a 4-page supplement on research postgraduate education, and supplement on CEU 
programmes at a maximum of 10 pages. 

 
3. There has been a developed understanding that the reviews in this round would be 

characterized by both uniformity (via a common core) and diversity (via customized elements).  
The uniformity is provided by the agreed framework, comprising the five domains subject to 
review and six criteria for assessing the success of education quality work (EQW).  The 
diversity is derived from the different institutional philosophies, specialisms and goals, 
resulting in self-evaluations that better represent these individual perspectives, as reflected in 
their TLQ processes. 

 
4. The introductory material to the SED would be a set of statements reflecting the institutional 

philosophies and derived framework for its EQW.  They would also describe the nature of the 
quality assurance and improvement processes at that institution, and the extent to which these 
all interact and support each other. 

 
5. The common core of the SEDs would mirror the framework or template for this round of 

TLQPRs.  That is, there would be reference to all five domains of EQW and the criteria used 
in assessment of these domains of activity.  These would be related back to the processes 
described earlier.  

 
6. All SEDs would also discuss issues identified in the first round of TLQPR, the extent to which 

the institution has responded to these, and an evaluation of the outcomes from these changes. 
 
7. There should be some concluding analytical and evaluative comments (for example, about the 

range, effectiveness, and integrity of the constituent processes, or about areas currently 
planned or under development). 

 
8. The procedures for developing the SEDs are based on a consultative process between the 

institution and the Panel.  Each institution will send to the UGC a summary document at the 
time specified in the timetable for preparation of SEDs, which will indicate the nature of the 
SED to be provided.  This would make particular reference to areas where the SED departs 
from the common core described above.  The Panel would then comment on the extent to 
which this SED would be expected to fulfil its own requirements, identify areas of omission, 
identify areas of redundancy, and offer suggestions for change.   

 
9. Following the submission of the SEDs, the Panel would call for supplementary materials from 

the institutions to support or clarify parts of the SEDs as identified by the panel.  These might 
include audit trails, minutes of meetings, and summary or other statistics.  They could be 
provided by the institution in any convenient form (e.g. digital, paper, graphic, reference to a 
website). 
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Appendix D 
 

General Outline of Second TLQPR Visits 
 
First Day 
 
 

                                                          

Panel preparatory meeting About 1.5 hours 
  
Meeting with leadership group 45 minutes 
  
Parallel unit level meetings – session 1 2 hours 
  
Parallel unit level meetings – session 2 2 hours 
  
Panel debriefing 1 hour 
  
  
SECOND DAY  
  
Parallel unit level meetings – session 3 1 hour 
  
Panel debriefing 45 minutes 
  
Meeting with Faculty Deans4 1 hour 
  
Meeting with rank and file members of institution level QA&I groups 1 hour 
  
Panel debriefing 1.5 hours 
  
Closing session with leadership group 30 minutes 
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Appendix E 

Second TLQPRs 
Nomination of Faculties/Departments/Units to be Visited 

 
Proposed Guidelines 

 
 
For degree and sub-degree programmes of UGC-funded institutions 
 
There should be a broad balance between traditional faculties/departments, faculties/departments 
geared towards professional training and units/departments which render support services to the 
university as a whole. 
 
For research postgraduate education 
 
Visits should cover graduate school/faculty, academic staff of a sample of departments, research 
postgraduate students and junior staff who supervise them. 
 
CEU programmes 
 
To be discussed between institutions and the Panel (Appendix A is relevant). 
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Appendix F 

Visit Timetable of Second Round TLQPRs 
 
 

Institution Dates of Visit 

The University of Hong Kong 3 and 4 June 2002 

The Hong Kong Institute of Education 5 and 6 June 2002 

The Chinese University of Hong Kong 16 and 17 September 2002 

Hong Kong Baptist University 18 and 19 September 2002 

The Hong Kong University of Science and Technology 13 and 14 January 2003 

Lingnan University 15 and 16 January 2003 

City University of Hong Kong 31 March and 1 April 2003 

The Hong Kong Polytechnic University 2 and 3 April 2003 
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Appendix G 
 Framework of Education Quality Work 

Education Quality Work refers to the processes of UGC institutions in assuring and
improving the quality of 3 areas of education delivery, namely (1) Curriculum, (2) Teaching
and Learning, and (3) Assessment.  

 
In each area, quality assurance (QA) and quality improvement (QI) in relation to 3

selected aspects of EQW processes and activities, namely (a) Design, (b) Implementation, (c)
Resource Allocation will be reviewed. 

 
The relationships among the 3 areas of education delivery, the 3 aspects of EQW

 

 
Domain 1 

 

Design of 
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Domain 2 
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