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Quality assurance has become an essential component of institutional 

governance, academic planning, teaching effectiveness, research 

management, and student development in higher education institutions. 

The expansion of university enrolment, diversification of academic 

programmers, growth of digital education, increased competition, and 

rising expectations of employers have created a need for systematic 

mechanisms that protect academic standards and promote continuous 

improvement. This article critically examines major quality assurance 

practices in higher education institutions, with particular attention to 

curriculum review, programmer self-assessment, faculty development, 

student feedback, learning-outcome assessment, institutional audits, 

accreditation, research quality, and graduate employability. It also 

discusses the development of quality assurance mechanisms in Pakistan, 

where the Higher Education Commission, Quality Enhancement Cells, 

accreditation councils, and institutional review processes play important 

roles in maintaining academic standards. The article adopts a conceptual 

and analytical approach based on established quality-assurance literature 

and international and national policy frameworks. It argues that quality 

assurance should not be treated merely as a documentation exercise or a 

mechanism for regulatory compliance. Instead, it should function as an 

institution-wide culture involving academic graduates, employers, and 

professional bodies. Effective quality assurance depends on reliable 

transparent governance, stakeholder participation, competent faculty, 

adequate resources, ethical research practices, and the systematic use of 

evaluation findings. The article concludes that higher education 

institutions can improve institutional graduate employability, and public 

confidence by integrating internal quality assurance with external 

evaluation and continuous quality enhancement. 
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Introduction: 

Higher education institutions are expected to produce knowledgeable graduates, conduct socially valuable 

research, promote innovation, and contribute to national development. These responsibilities have become 

increasingly complex because universities now operate in environments shaped by rapid technological 

change, international competition, labour-market uncertainty, financial constraints, expanding enrolment, 

and growing demands for accountability. Governments, students, parents, employers, professional bodies, 

and funding agencies consequently expect universities to demonstrate that their programmers, teaching 

methods, research activities, assessment systems, and student services meet acceptable standards. Quality 

in higher education is a multidimensional concept. Harvey and Green (1993) identified several 

interpretations of quality, including quality as excellence, consistency, fitness for purpose, value for money, 

and transformation. These interpretations demonstrate that quality cannot be measured through a single 

indicator. A university may possess modern buildings and qualified faculty members but still provide weak 

student support, outdated curricula, ineffective assessments, or limited employment preparation. Similarly, 

an institution may satisfy formal regulatory requirements without establishing a genuine culture of academic 

improvement. Quality assurance refers to the policies, structures, standards, evaluations, and improvement 

processes through which an institution demonstrates that its academic provision meets stated expectations. 

Quality enhancement goes further by seeking continuous improvement in student learning, teaching 

practices, institutional performance, and stakeholder satisfaction. Easy (2015) explains that quality 

assurance and quality enhancement should be understood as related elements of a continuing institutional 

process rather than as completely separate activities. International frameworks increasingly emphasize 

student-centered education, transparent programmer approval, competent teaching staff, appropriate 

learning resources, fair assessment, effective information management, and public accountability. The 

Standards and Guidelines for Quality Assurance in the European Higher Education Area provide a widely 

recognized framework for linking internal institutional responsibility with external review. UNESCO 

similarly presents quality assurance as essential for educating skilled individuals, advancing knowledge, 

supporting innovation, and responding to complex development needs. 

Conceptual Foundations and Dimensions of Quality Assurance: 

The effectiveness of a quality assurance system depends on how an institution defines educational quality. 

A narrow definition based only on compliance may encourage departments to prepare documents for 

external reviewers without improving actual teaching and learning. A broader definition links quality with 

institutional mission, student transformation, academic integrity, stakeholder expectations, social relevance, 

and sustainable institutional development. 

Quality as Fitness for Purpose: 

The fitness-for-purpose perspective evaluates whether an institution is achieving its stated mission and 

objectives. A research-intensive university, for example, may prioritize advanced scholarship, postgraduate 

supervision, research funding, publications, and innovation. A teaching-focused institution may emphasize 

undergraduate learning, practical skills, student retention, and community engagement. Quality assurance 

should therefore assess institutional performance in relation to clearly defined purposes rather than applying 

identical expectations to every institution. However, fitness for purpose remains incomplete unless the 

purpose itself is appropriate. Institutions must regularly examine whether their missions, curricula, research 

priorities, and graduate attributes remain relevant to social needs, technological developments, professional 

standards, and labour-market expectations. 

Quality as Transformation: 

The transformational perspective focuses on how higher education changes students. A high-quality 

university should not merely deliver lectures or award degrees; it should strengthen students’ knowledge, 

analytical ability, communication, ethical judgment, creativity, professional competence, and capacity for 
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lifelong learning. This perspective places student learning outcomes at the center of quality assurance. 

Assessment of transformation requires institutions to evaluate what students can demonstrate at the 

beginning, during, and completion of their programmers. Graduate surveys, employer feedback, capstone 

projects, internships, professional examinations, portfolios, and standardized outcome assessments can 

provide evidence of student development. 

Quality as Accountability: 

Universities use public funding, tuition fees, donor support, and community resources. They must therefore 

demonstrate academic responsibility, financial transparency, ethical governance, and effective use of 

resources. External accreditation, institutional audits, published performance reports, programmer reviews, 

and regulatory monitoring are important accountability mechanisms. Accountability should not create 

excessive administrative pressure that weakens teaching and research. Stensaker (2008) warns that the 

outcomes of quality assurance depend on organizational context and that unrealistic expectations may 

reduce the value of evaluation processes. Institutions should balance accountability requirements with 

academic autonomy, innovation, and professional trust. 

Quality as Continuous Improvement: 

Continuous improvement treats quality assurance as an ongoing cycle rather than an occasional inspection. 

Institutions identify objectives, implement academic activities, collect evidence, evaluate performance, 

identify weaknesses, introduce corrective actions, and monitor subsequent outcomes. The process resembles 

the plan–do–check–act approach commonly used in quality management. Biggs (2001) describes the 

reflective institution as one that articulates a clear model of teaching, evaluates existing practices, supports 

staff development, and removes institutional obstacles to effective learning. Under this approach, quality 

assurance becomes a learning process for the university itself. 

Core Quality Assurance Practices in Higher Education: 

Quality assurance operates at institutional, faculty, departmental, programmer, course, and individual levels. 

Effective systems combine academic evaluation with administrative monitoring and stakeholder 

participation. 

Programmed Design and Curriculum Review: 

Programmed design is one of the most important areas of quality assurance. Every programmer should have 

a clearly stated purpose, admission criteria, and programmer learning outcomes, course structure, credit 

requirements, assessment plan, and graduate profile. Courses should be logically sequenced so that students 

progress from foundational knowledge to advanced understanding and practical application. Curriculum 

committees should regularly evaluate whether course content remains current and relevant. Reviews may 

involve faculty members, students, graduates, employers, external academics, professional bodies, and 

industry representatives. Curriculum mapping can be used to determine where each learning outcome is 

introduced, developed, assessed, and demonstrated. Curriculum review should also examine unnecessary 

duplication, outdated content, workload balance, digital competencies, employability skills, research 

preparation, ethical awareness, and alignment with national qualification frameworks. Institutions should 

maintain documentary evidence showing how stakeholder feedback has influenced curriculum decisions. 

Programmed Self-Assessment: 

Programmed self-assessment enables academic departments to evaluate their own strengths, weaknesses, 

outcomes, resources, and future needs. A self-assessment report normally examines programmer objectives, 

curriculum design, student admission, teaching quality, assessment methods, faculty qualifications, research 

activities, learning resources, student support, graduate performance, and stakeholder satisfaction. Self-

assessment is effective when departments use evidence honestly and critically. It becomes ineffective when 

it is conducted only to satisfy an external requirement. Departments should use self-assessment findings to 
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prepare measurable improvement plans containing responsibilities, timelines, resource requirements, 

performance indicators, and follow-up arrangements. 

Faculty Recruitment, Evaluation, and Development: 

Faculty quality strongly influences student learning and institutional reputation. Quality assurance should 

therefore cover recruitment, induction, workload allocation, professional development, teaching evaluation, 

research expectations, promotion, and academic leadership. Recruitment procedures should be transparent 

and based on relevant qualifications, subject expertise, teaching competence, research potential, and 

professional experience. Newly appointed faculty members should receive orientation regarding 

institutional policies, curriculum requirements, assessment standards, learning-management systems, 

research ethics, and student-support services. Faculty evaluation should combine multiple sources of 

evidence rather than relying exclusively on student ratings. Relevant evidence may include peer observation, 

course portfolios, teaching materials, assessment design, student achievement, professional development, 

research activity, community engagement, and reflective teaching statements. Evaluation results should be 

used developmentally, with mentoring and training provided where improvement is needed. 

Student Assessment and Learning Outcomes: 

Student assessment is central to academic quality because it determines whether learners have achieved 

intended outcomes. Assessments should be valid, reliable, fair, transparent, inclusive, and appropriate to the 

academic level of the programmer. Quality assurance mechanisms should examine the alignment between 

learning outcomes, teaching activities, and assessment tasks. Institutions should discourage assessment 

practices that reward memorization without evaluating analysis, application, problem-solving, 

communication, creativity, or professional competence. Moderation procedures can improve consistency 

across instructors and campuses. These may include examination committees, external examiners, marking 

rubrics, double marking, sample verification, plagiarism checks, and review of grade distributions. Students 

should receive timely and constructive feedback that explains their strengths, weaknesses, and opportunities 

for improvement. 

Student Feedback and Participation: 

Students experience teaching, assessment, academic advising, digital systems, libraries, laboratories, 

campus facilities, and administrative services directly. Their feedback is therefore an important source of 

quality information. Institutions commonly use course evaluations, student-satisfaction surveys, focus 

groups, complaint systems, student representation on committees, and exit surveys. However, merely 

collecting feedback is insufficient. Universities should analyze the results, identify recurring issues, 

communicate decisions, and demonstrate what actions were taken. Student feedback should be interpreted 

carefully. Ratings may be influenced by expected grades, course difficulty, class size, teacher 

characteristics, or survey fatigue. It should therefore be combined with peer review, learning outcomes, 

course documentation, and other evidence. 

Institutional Audits and External Accreditation: 

External quality assurance provides independent examination of institutional or programmer performance. 

Accreditation bodies typically assess curriculum standards, faculty competence, student outcomes, 

governance, resources, laboratories, research, professional preparation, and continuous improvement. 

External reviews can strengthen public confidence and encourage institutions to compare their practices 

with national and international expectations. Nevertheless, accreditation should not be viewed as the final 

objective. The greater purpose is to identify weaknesses, improve performance, protect students, and 

promote trustworthy qualifications. 

Research Quality Assurance: 

Universities are responsible for ensuring that research is original, ethical, methodologically sound, socially 

relevant, and properly supervised. Research quality assurance includes ethical review, plagiarism 
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prevention, data-management standards, supervisor training, research-progress monitoring, thesis 

examination, conflict-of-interest policies, authorship guidelines, and procedures for handling misconduct. 

Institutional research offices should monitor both the quantity and quality of research. An excessive focus 

on publication counts may encourage low-quality research, duplicate publication, inappropriate authorship, 

predatory publishing, and manipulation of citation indicators. Quality evaluation should consider 

methodological rigor, originality, research integrity, societal impact, reproducibility, and contribution to 

knowledge. 

Digital Learning Quality: 

The growth of online, blended, and technology-supported education has created additional quality 

requirements. Institutions must evaluate the design of online courses, digital accessibility, faculty 

competence, student engagement, identity verification, assessment security, technical support, data privacy, 

and availability of learning resources. Digital quality assurance should determine whether technology 

improves learning rather than simply replacing classroom delivery. Online programmers should provide 

meaningful interaction, accessible materials, clear instructions, timely feedback, and appropriate 

opportunities for collaboration and practical application. 

Quality Assurance Framework in Pakistan: 

Pakistan’s higher education quality system combines internal institutional mechanisms with external 

oversight by the Higher Education Commission, the Quality Assurance Agency, accreditation councils, 

professional bodies, and institutional review teams. 

Role of Quality Enhancement Cells: 

Quality Enhancement Cells were introduced in universities to support the implementation of internal quality 

assurance. According to the Higher Education Commission, these units serve as central institutional 

structures for developing and implementing quality-assurance policies, monitoring educational quality, and 

promoting continuous improvement. Their responsibilities commonly include coordinating programmer 

self-assessment, collecting institutional data, supporting academic departments, monitoring improvement 

plans, preparing institutions for external review, conducting surveys, maintaining quality records, and 

communicating with national quality-assurance authorities. For QECs to function effectively, they require 

appropriate staffing, institutional authority, reliable data access, leadership support, and cooperation from 

academic departments. A QEC should not operate as an isolated administrative office. It must work 

collaboratively with faculty boards, curriculum committees, examination departments, research offices, 

student services, information-technology units, and senior management. 

Pakistan Precepts, Standards and Guidelines 2023: 

The Higher Education Commission launched the Pakistan Precepts, Standards and Guidelines for Quality 

Assurance in Higher Education, commonly known as PSG-2023, as a revised national quality-assurance 

framework. The framework emphasizes a more integrated approach to institutional and programmer quality. 

PSG-2023 covers important areas such as strategic development, academic quality, curricula, research, 

innovation, entrepreneurship, external linkages, technology infrastructure, governance, financial 

management, community engagement, graduate quality, and employability. The framework reflects a 

movement away from isolated compliance exercises towards evidence-based institutional enhancement. 

Review of Institutional Performance and Enhancement: 

The Review of Institutional Performance and Enhancement is the Quality Assurance Agency’s principal 

external institutional review method for universities and affiliated colleges in Pakistan. The review evaluates 

how institutions define standards, assure academic quality, use evidence, engage stakeholders, address 

weaknesses, and support continuous improvement. A strong institutional review should involve senior 

leadership, faculty members, students, administrative officers, graduates, and external stakeholders. It 
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should examine whether institutional policies are implemented consistently rather than merely documented. 

Review findings should lead to an improvement plan with measurable targets and subsequent monitoring. 

Programmed Review and Accreditation: 

Programmed-level review determines whether individual academic programmers meet expected standards 

and achieve their objectives. Professional accreditation councils play an important role in disciplines such 

as engineering, medicine, computing, business, pharmacy, architecture, teacher education, and law. 

Effective coordination between universities, the Higher Education Commission, and accreditation councils 

can reduce duplication and improve consistency. Institutions should integrate accreditation requirements 

into their normal programmer-management systems instead of preparing separate documentation only when 

an accreditation visit approaches. 

Quality Assurance in Affiliated Colleges: 

Affiliated colleges represent an important part of Pakistan’s higher education system. Differences in faculty 

capacity, laboratories, libraries, governance, digital infrastructure, and student support can create variations 

in educational quality. QECs in affiliating universities and Quality Enhancement Cells in Affiliated Colleges 

are intended to strengthen monitoring of curriculum implementation, faculty performance, assessment, and 

academic resources. The Higher Education Commission has described these cells as responsible for 

overseeing areas such as faculty, evaluation systems, and curricula in affiliated colleges. Universities should 

establish consistent mechanisms for college inspection, faculty development, assessment moderation, 

student feedback, laboratory verification, and academic-data reporting. Affiliation should be treated as an 

ongoing quality relationship rather than only an administrative arrangement. 

Challenges Affecting Quality Assurance Implementation: 

Despite the development of national standards and institutional quality units, several challenges can limit 

the effectiveness of quality assurance. 

Compliance-Oriented Culture: 

One of the most significant challenges is the treatment of quality assurance as a documentation requirement. 

Departments may prepare reports, committee minutes, policies, surveys, and action plans before an external 

visit without integrating these processes into routine academic work. This creates a gap between documented 

policy and actual practice. Institutions should evaluate the effectiveness of implemented actions rather than 

the volume of documentation produced. Evidence of quality should include improved learning outcomes, 

updated curricula, stronger teaching, reduced student complaints, improved retention, ethical research, and 

better graduate outcomes. 

Weak Institutional Data: 

Quality decisions require accurate and timely information. Many institutions face fragmented databases, 

inconsistent definitions, incomplete graduate records, limited employer data, and weak integration between 

admissions, examinations, learning-management, research, finance, and human-resource systems. Without 

reliable data, universities cannot accurately evaluate student progression, course completion, achievement 

gaps, faculty workload, resource use, research performance, or graduate employment. Institutions need 

integrated data-governance policies that specify data ownership, accuracy, privacy, reporting 

responsibilities, and permissible use. 

Limited Faculty Engagement: 

Faculty members may view quality assurance as an administrative burden when processes are imposed 

without meaningful consultation. Excessive forms, repetitive surveys, unclear indicators, and unrealistic 

deadlines can weaken participation. Quality assurance should be embedded in normal academic work. 

Faculty members should participate in defining programmer outcomes, reviewing curricula, moderating 

assessment, analyzing student achievement, and designing improvement actions. Training should explain 
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how quality processes support teaching and research rather than presenting them only as external 

obligations. 

Resource Inequality: 

Institutions differ considerably in funding, faculty availability, laboratories, libraries, student–teacher ratios, 

digital access, and administrative capacity. Applying identical performance expectations without 

considering institutional context may disadvantage smaller, rural, or newly established universities. National 

standards should protect minimum academic requirements while allowing institutions to develop context-

sensitive improvement plans. Resource limitations should not be used to justify poor quality, but evaluation 

systems should identify the support and investment needed for institutions to meet standards. 

Ineffective Student Feedback Systems: 

Students may not participate in surveys when they believe their feedback will not produce change. Low 

response rates, poorly designed questionnaires, lack of confidentiality, and delayed analysis reduce the 

usefulness of feedback. Institutions should communicate the results of student surveys and explain resulting 

actions. Closing the feedback loop increases trust and encourages future participation. Student 

representatives should also be included in programmer committees and institutional quality discussions. 

Resistance to External Evaluation: 

External review may be perceived as threatening, particularly when institutions fear reputational damage, 

funding consequences, or punitive action. Such fear can encourage defensive reporting and selective 

presentation of evidence. Quality agencies should maintain independence and rigorous standards while 

using an enhancement-oriented approach. Review reports should distinguish serious non-compliance from 

areas requiring gradual development. Institutions should be encouraged to disclose weaknesses honestly 

and demonstrate credible plans for correction. 

Measuring Graduate Employability: 

Graduate employment is an important indicator, but it is affected by economic conditions, regional 

opportunities, social networks, gender inequality, and individual circumstances. Employment rates should 

not be interpreted as a direct measure of teaching quality without contextual analysis. Institutions should 

examine multiple indicators, including employment status, relevance of employment to the degree, time 

taken to obtain employment, employer satisfaction, professional certification, entrepreneurship, further 

study, and graduates’ perceptions of skill preparation. 

Strategic Directions for Strengthening Quality Assurance: 

The future effectiveness of quality assurance depends on moving from episodic evaluation to institution-

wide quality enhancement. 

Establishing a Quality Culture: 

A quality culture exists when institutional members share responsibility for academic standards and 

improvement. Senior leaders should communicate that quality is not the exclusive responsibility of the QEC. 

Deans, heads of departments, programmer coordinators, faculty members, administrators, and students 

should understand their respective roles. Leadership should encourage honest evaluation, evidence-based 

decision-making, professional learning, ethical conduct, and constructive discussion of weaknesses. Staff 

should be able to report problems without fear that transparency will automatically result in punishment. 

Connecting Quality Assurance with Strategic Planning: 

Quality findings should influence institutional planning, budgeting, recruitment, infrastructure 

development, research priorities, and academic policy. When a programmer review identifies insufficient 

laboratory equipment or an excessive student–teacher ratio, the improvement plan should be reflected in 

budget and staffing decisions. Universities should develop quality dashboards containing indicators related 

to admission, retention, completion, learning outcomes, student satisfaction, research performance, graduate 

employment, faculty development, digital engagement, complaints, and accreditation status. 
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Strengthening Outcome-Based Education: 

Programmed learning outcomes should be clearly defined, measurable, and aligned with disciplinary and 

professional expectations. Course outcomes should contribute directly to programmer outcomes, and 

assessments should provide evidence of student achievement. Institutions should periodically aggregate 

assessment results to determine which outcomes students are achieving and where improvement is required. 

Corrective actions may include curriculum revision, faculty development, and additional student support, 

revised assessment methods, or strengthened practical training. 

Developing Faculty Capacity: 

Faculty development should respond to identified institutional needs. Relevant areas include student-

centered pedagogy, assessment literacy, curriculum design, online teaching, inclusive education, research 

supervision, academic integrity, artificial intelligence, learning analytics, and educational leadership. 

Participation in training should not be treated as sufficient evidence of improvement. Institutions should 

examine whether faculty members apply the acquired knowledge and whether student learning subsequently 

improves. 

Increasing Stakeholder Participation: 

Employers, professional bodies, graduates, students, community representatives, and external academics 

can provide valuable perspectives on programmer relevance and institutional performance. Advisory 

boards, employer surveys, alumni consultations, external curriculum reviewers, and community 

partnerships should become regular features of programmer governance. Stakeholder participation should 

be purposeful. Institutions should document how feedback was considered, which recommendations were 

accepted, and why particular recommendations could not be implemented. 

Using Technology and Learning Analytics: 

Digital systems can improve data collection, programmer monitoring, student support, and decision-making. 

Learning analytics may help identify students at risk of failure, low participation in online courses, difficult 

assessments, or patterns of withdrawal. However, analytics should be used ethically. Institutions must 

protect student privacy, avoid discriminatory algorithms, ensure data accuracy, and maintain human 

judgment. Technology should support academic decision-making rather than replace professional 

responsibility. 

Integrating Internal and External Quality Assurance: 

Internal quality assurance provides continuous monitoring, while external review offers independent 

validation and comparison. These processes should be connected. Institutions should use internal evidence 

to prepare for external review and use external recommendations to strengthen internal planning. 

UNESCO’s research on internal quality assurance indicates that effective systems can improve teaching and 

learning, employability, and institutional management when they are integrated into decision-making rather 

than maintained as isolated procedures (Martin, 2018). 

Protecting Academic Integrity: 

Quality assurance systems should include clear policies on plagiarism, research misconduct, examination 

malpractice, authorship, conflicts of interest, artificial-intelligence use, data fabrication, and predatory 

publishing. Institutions should combine detection and enforcement with education. Students and faculty 

members require training in citation, research ethics, responsible technology use, data management, and 

publication standards. Academic-integrity cases should be handled through transparent and fair procedures. 

Improving Transparency: 

Universities should publicly provide accurate information about recognized programmers, admission 

requirements, fees, faculty profiles, accreditation status, learning outcomes, student-support services, 

graduation requirements, and complaint procedures. Transparency enables students to make informed 
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decisions and strengthens public confidence. Institutions should avoid misleading claims about rankings, 

accreditation, international partnerships, graduate employment, or research performance. 

 
Summary: 

Quality assurance is an essential institutional responsibility that connects academic standards, student 

learning, faculty performance, research integrity, governance, resource management, and public 

accountability. Its purpose is not limited to obtaining accreditation certificates, preparing self-assessment 

reports, or satisfying regulatory authorities. The ultimate objective is to ensure that students receive relevant, 

equitable, ethical, and intellectually rigorous education. The analysis demonstrates that quality is 

multidimensional. It can be understood as excellence, consistency, fitness for purpose, accountability, value, 

and student transformation. A comprehensive quality assurance system must therefore combine quantitative 

indicators with qualitative professional judgment. Graduation rates, student satisfaction, publication counts, 

and employment statistics are valuable, but they should be interpreted alongside curriculum quality, 

teaching effectiveness, academic integrity, inclusion, student development, and institutional mission. 

Programmed design and curriculum review are foundational practices because they determine what students 

are expected to learn and how academic experiences are organized. Programmed self-assessment enables 

departments to examine their performance, while external review provides independent validation. Faculty 

recruitment and development influence teaching quality, research productivity, and academic leadership. 

Student assessment provides evidence of learning, and student feedback offers insight into the educational 

experience. Research-quality mechanisms protect originality, ethics, and public trust, while digital quality 

assurance ensures that online and blended education meets appropriate academic standards. Pakistan has 

developed an increasingly structured quality-assurance system through the Higher Education Commission, 

the Quality Assurance Agency, Quality Enhancement Cells, accreditation councils, PSG-2023, programmer 

review, and institutional evaluation. These mechanisms provide an important foundation for national 

academic comparability and institutional improvement. Their effectiveness, however, depends on 

implementation within universities. Several obstacles continue to require attention. These include 

compliance-oriented behavior, weak institutional data, limited faculty participation, unequal resources, 

ineffective student-feedback systems, resistance to external evaluation, and difficulties in measuring 

graduate employability. Institutions may possess well-written policies without applying them consistently. 

Quality assurance must therefore examine the relationship between policy, practice, evidence, and 

outcomes. A sustainable system requires an institutional quality culture. Academic leaders must connect 

quality findings with planning, budgeting, recruitment, infrastructure, and faculty development. 

Departments should use programmer data to improve curriculum and assessment. Students and employers 
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should participate meaningfully in evaluation. Quality units should have adequate authority, staffing, 

technology, and access to institutional information. 
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