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1. Executive Summary 

1.1 Section A: Background 
 

This report is a result of the External Quality Assurance process undertaken by an independent 

peer review panel. The panel evaluated the documentation submitted by the educational institution 

and conducted an on-site audit visit. The panel was responsible for giving judgments on Standards 

1 and 3 – 11. As outlined in the External Quality Audit Manual of Procedures, the NCFHE sought 

external expertise to evaluate and give judgment on Standard 2. Through this report the panel also 

highlighted areas of good practice, which in view of an NCFHE peer review panel, make a positive 

contribution to academic standards and quality, and are worthy of being emulated and 

disseminated more widely. 

 

 

 

1.1.1 The Peer Review Panel 

 
The Peer Review Panel was composed of:  

        Dr Mario Caruana, Chair of the Review Panel 

        Dr Ruth Falzon, Peer Reviewer  

        Ms Rebecca Scerri, Student Reviewer 
 
 The QA Audit Managers – NCFHE Representatives were:  

        Ms Angelique Grech, QA audit Manager  

        Ms Ruth Schembri, QA audit Manager 
 
 

1.1.2 Specific Terms of Reference and Main Lines of Inquiry 

During the EQA process the review team determined that all activities performed by the GU 

as part of its relationship with GIT would be considered within the scope of the review, as if 

they were performed by structures within the institute itself. 

The initial main lines of inquiry for this EQA audit were: 

 

a. How do the internal checks of GU impact GIT and its obligations towards the National 
Quality Assurance Framework for Further and Higher Education? 

b. As part of an enhancement-led approach the panel team would issue key 
recommendations which we feel need to be implemented expediently by the 
institute to address weaknesses and opportunities for improvement, and which are 
based on our analysis of documents provided and observations during the audit. 

 

The review team decided that, as part of an enhancement-led approach, it would issue 
recommendations linked to all parts of the operations of the institute. The report 
therefore distinguishes between: 

 Conditional recommendations which we feel should be implemented before the 
start of the 2018-19 academic year in order for the institution’s licence to be 
renewed. 
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 Key recommendations which we feel need to be implemented expediently by the 
institute to address weaknesses; 

 Recommendations for improvement which are merely suggestions based on our 
analysis and observations. 

 

Note: At the time of the audit, no home-grown programmes were being offered by 
GIT 

 

 

1.2 Section B: Key Findings, Judgements and Recommendations 

 

1.2.1Standard 1 - Policy for Quality Assurance 

 

Good Practice Identified 

 

GP1: GU reviewed GIT on its internal mechanisms.  

 

Judgment 

Requires improvement to meet standard 
 
Recommendations 

 
KR1: The institution should implement better organisational structures and governance, especially 
in relation to QA, as detailed in the main findings. GIT should focus on the formalisation of 
structures to address roles and responsibilities. GIT should make an effort to compose their BA and 
BT with different people. 
 
KR2: GIT should produce a document that describes their strategic plan for the coming five (5) 
years with the involvement of all their stakeholders (such as students and other Ministries) to 
establish a more solid grounding as a Further and Higher education institution. 
 
R3: GIT should consider developing a formal written policy against intolerance and discrimination 
for the local context. 
 
CR4: Since four years have passed from the last IQA, GIT should embark onto another institutional 
review by GU by end of next year (2019).   
 
 

1.2.2Standard 2 - Institutional Probity 

 
Good Practice Identified 

N/A  

Judgment 

Meets standard 
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Recommendations 

 

KR5: The institution must establish a more rigid policy in the administrative aspect of students’ 
admission, especially with regards to payments prior to enrolment. 
 
 R6: There should be more alignment between the documents of the: Statutes and Guidelines for 
Offices and Board and the document outlining the responsibilities of the Head of institutions 
(General guidelines for Global University’s National Director in Malta). 
 
 
 

1.2.3 Standard 3 - Design and Approval of Programmes 

 

Good Practice Identified 

 
GP2: The design of new programmes and/or modules is always undertaken in collaboration with 
GU. 
 

Judgment 

Meets standard 
 
 
Recommendations 

 

KR7: As part of the overall quality enhancement cycle, GIT must develop a formalised structured 
process for the design and development of their home-grown programmes. In order to ensure that 
the process developed is effective, students and tutors involved in the programme are to be 
engaged at the design stage before submitting to NCFHE for programme accreditation. 

  

KR8 The placements aspects within the course content are to be explained more clearly and be 
readily available to students. 

  

R9: GIT should develop an action plan for future programme reviews 

 

 

1.2.4 Standard 4 - Student-centred Learning, Teaching and Assessment 

 

Good Practice Identified 

 

GP3: The continuous mentoring process offered to each student at GIT is a valuable experience for 
the students. 

GP4: Students at GIT can schedule their own examinations. 

 

Judgment 

Meets standard 
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Recommendations 

 

CR10: It is important that students cannot themselves act as proctors (invigilators) 

R11: Considering the multi-language resources currently available, it is recommended that GIT 
have resources in Maltese. Entry requirements state that students must be able to read English. In 
view of the students’ profile interviewed, GIT must provide students with the option of following 
the modules in Maltese, including the possibility of sitting for MCQ in Maltese. 

R12: CPD training of staff for inclusive pedagogical strategies and techniques, particularly towards 
handling language and literacy challenges is recommended 

R13: GIT should work on more diverse methods of examination assessment. It is recommended 
that assignment markings are moderated with GU 

R14: GIT should ensure that engaged staff are able to separate their academic persona from their 
religious one when imparting information, particularly about other religions. This needs to be 
addressed from an academic perspective, particularly for degree courses and higher (MQF 6 and 
higher).   

 

1.2.5 Standard 5 - Student Admission, Progression, Recognition and Certification 

 

Good Practice Identified 

 
GP5: The opportunity of one-to-one sessions to prospective students before commencing a course 

at GIT is commendable 

 

Judgment 

Meets standard 

 
Recommendations 

 
KR15: GIT must have processes and tools to collect, monitor and manage information on student 
progression.  
 
KR16: Attendance must be officially documented and monitored for all students pursuing studies 
with GIT. 
 
R17: Recognition of prior learning needs to be defined and definitively assessed. The panel 
recommends that clearly defined criteria should be established to ensure consistency and fairness. 
 
 

1.2.6 Standard 6 - Teaching Staff 

 

 

Good Practice Identified 

N/A 
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Judgment 

Requires improvement to meet standard 

 
Recommendations 

 

KR18: There is a need for a formal recruitment process including the selection criteria in relation 
to modules to be taught.  
 
R19:  GIT should formally establish some basic research projects at the level of individual members 
of staff, or as team research.  
 
R20: GIT should explore the possibility of funding to be specifically used for CPD - this will ensure 
that all members of staff are academically and technically prepared. 
 
 

1.2.7Standard 7 - Learning Resources and Student Support 

 

Good Practice Identified 

N/A 

 
Judgment 

Meets standard 
 
 

Recommendations 

 
R21: A plan to include resources in Maltese is advisable, especially to support local students. 
 
R22: A student-accessible room with IT equipment should be allocated and should be accessible to 
all students. 
 

 

1.2.8 Standard 8 - Information Management 

 
Good Practice Identified 

N/A 

 
Judgment 

Meets standard 
 

Recommendation  

 
KR23: GIT must adopt a clear data-protection policy which specifies who has access to which 
student data under which conditions. It should also include guidelines on secure storage and 
encryption of the same data.  
 
KR24: GIT is to write a formal policy and procedure on data collection, analyses and monitoring. 
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The data analysed should periodically be evaluated within administration and related to QA 
 

 

1.2.9 Standard 9 - Public Information 

 
Good Practice Identified  

N/A 

 
Judgment 

Meets standard 
 
 

Recommendations 

 
R25: GIT should address the issue that students are finding it difficult to understand the multiple 
services offered by GIT, such as (a) an institution that delivers academic courses, (b) a Church 
helping individuals in their spiritual learning and (c) an organisation attracting individuals to 
follow their religion. These services should be marketed distinctly in order to provide clarity to 
interested individuals.  
 
R26: The institution should identify a clear structure for public information and establish processes 
to ensure the publication and updating of such information.  
 
R27: The institution website should be better organised. A ‘search’ button is ideal due to large 
content of information. 

 

1.2.10 Standard 10 - On-going Monitoring and Periodic Review of Programmes 

 

Good Practice Identified  

N/A 

 
Judgment 

Does not meet standard 
 

 

 

Recommendation  

 
KR28: GIT needs to ensure that procedures are developed in order to ensure that feedback on 
programmes and institutional planning are forwarded and reviewed together with GU at least every 
five (5) years. This must be accompanied by realistic planning cycles and resources and should be 
part of the recommended strategic plan.  
KR29: GIT must develop a systematic process and action plan in order to monitor and collect 
feedback on programmes by considering students, alumni and other stakeholders’ views on the 
programmes. 
 
 KR30: GIT is to develop a policy for institutional and programme self-evaluation. 
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1.2.11 Standard 11 - Cyclical External Quality Assurance 
 
 
 

Judgment 

Meets standard 
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2. About the External Quality Audit 

2.1 Introduction 
 

The External Quality Assurance audit is a tool for both development and accountability. The QA 

audit shall ensure that the internal quality management system of the provider is:  

• Fit for purpose according to the provider’s courses and service users 

• Compliant with standards and regulations and contributing to the development of a 

national quality culture 

• Contributing  to the fulfilment of the broad goals of Malta’s Education Strategy 2014-24 

• Implemented with effectiveness, comprehensiveness and sustainability.  

 

The EQA audit of the GIT was undertaken on 20th November, 2017. This was the first EQA audit of 
the GIT. The review panel would like to express its gratitude to Dr Joseph Agius, Director of the GIT, 
and Ms Gloria McCartney together with Ms Christine Agius, who acted as Facilitators throughout 
the audit, for the organisation and hospitality offered to the panel both during the on-site visit as 
well as for their cooperation prior to visit. 
 

 

 

2.2 Reviewers 

 
 

Evaluation 

subject 
Global Institute of Theology 

Peer Panel 

Members 

 

External Peers:  
Dr Mario Caruana , Chair of the EQA Review Panel 
Dr Ruth Falzon,  Peer Reviewer 
 
 
Student Peer Reviewer:  
Ms Rebecca Scerri 
 
 
QA Audit Managers – NCFHE representatives:  
Ms Angelique Grech 
Ms Ruth Schembri 
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Timeline 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Dates 

 

24th  July 2017 
 

 

2nd  October 2017 
 

 

 
9th  October 2017 
 
 
20th  November 2017 

Milestone 

 

Panel received induction and 
preparation 
 

Panel met to determine the specific 
terms of reference, aims, objective and 
research question of the QA process 
 

Preliminary Provider meeting 
 
 
On-site audit visit 

  

 

 

2.3 Institutional Context 

 

Global Institute of Theology holding licence number: 2013-FHI-026 was licensed by the NCFHE as 
a Further and Higher education institution in March 2013. GIT’s vision is to provide biblical and 
theological education to the Pentecostal and Evangelical churches in Malta and Gozo and abroad. 
GIT wants to accomplish this by providing independent and group study opportunities to 
Evangelical and Pentecostal churches and their members. GIT encourages students to continue 
studying by keeping prices as low as possible. 
 
GIT has two home-grown courses that are accredited with the NCFHE namely:  
 

 Christian Service in the Community at MQF level 3 (31 ECTS) 
 Restoring Love in Marriage at MQF level 5 (7 ECTS)  

 
At the time of the audit, no home-grown programmes were being offered by GIT.  The basis 

of the EQA was to audit the standards by which GIT delivers courses awarded by GU namely:  
 

Christian Service in the Community (30 ECTS) Level 3 

Christian Ministry in Christian Counselling (32 ECTS) Level 5 

Undergraduate Certificate in Christian Mission (32 ECTS) Level 5 

Undergraduate Certificate in Christian Communicator (32 ECTS) Level 5 

Undergraduate Certificate: The Biblical Interpreter (32 ECTS) Level 5 

Ministerial Studies (60 ECTS) Level 5 

B.A. Inter-Cultural Studies (230 ECTS) Level 6 

B.A. Christian Education (230 ECTS) Level 6 

B.A. Bible and Theology (230 ECTS) Level 6 

  
In its Self-Assessment Report (SAR), GIT indicated that they have 37 students enrolled for courses 
offered by GU. The students are part-timers and study at their own pace. GIT reports that since its 
opening, 140 other students, apart from its present 37 students, have read units ‘for their own 
spiritual enrichment’. GIT explains that these students do not enroll in programs and do not sit for 
examinations. They are alternatively given certificates of attendance. 
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The SAR submitted by the provider states that the GU’s Board of Administration (BA) appoints the 
Global Institute of Theology-Malta Director. Therefore, the Director of GIT is ultimately accountable 
and responsible to the GU’s BA and must comply with all GU rules. 
 

 

2.4 General Terms of Reference, Aims and Objectives of the EQA 
 

Quality assurance in Malta is underpinned by six principles that determine the remit and function 

of the National Quality Assurance Framework for Further and Higher Education, and the relationship 

between internal and external quality assurance to enhance learning outcomes.  

 

i. The Framework is based on the Standards and Guidelines for Quality Assurance in the 

European Higher Education Area (ESG) and enriched by the European Quality Assurance 

Reference Framework for Vocational Education and Training (EQAVET) perspective.  

ii. The Framework contributes to a National Culture of Quality through:  

● Increased agency, satisfaction and numbers of service users,  

● An enhanced international profile and credibility of providers in Malta,  

● The promotion of Malta as a regional provider of excellence in further and higher 

education.  

iii. The Internal Quality Assurance (IQA) is fit for purpose.  

iv. The External Quality Assurance (QA audit) is a tool for both development and 

accountability. The QA audit shall ensure that the internal quality management system of 

the provider is:  

● Fit for purpose according to the provider's courses and service users,  

● Compliant with Standards and regulations and contributing to the development of 

a national quality culture,  

● Contributing to the fulfilment of the broad goals of Malta's Education Strategy  

2014-24,  

● Implemented with effectiveness, comprehensiveness and sustainability.  

v. The Quality Improvement Cycle is at the heart of the Framework. 

vi. The integrity and independence of the QA audit process is guaranteed.  

 

The QA audit provides public assurance about the Standards of further and higher education 

programmes and the quality of the learning experience of students. It presents an opportunity for 

providers to demonstrate that they adhere to the expectations of stakeholders with regard to the 

programmes of study that they offer and the achievements and capabilities of students. It also 

provides a focus for identifying good practices and for the implementation of institutional 

approaches to the continuous improvement in the quality of educational provision.  

 

NCFHE has a responsibility to ensure that a comprehensive assessment is conducted for all higher 

education providers in Malta. The QA audit provides an opportunity to assess the Standards and 

quality of higher education in Malta against the expectations and practices of provision across the 

European Higher Education Area, and internationally.  

 

The QA audit examines how providers manage their own responsibilities for the quality and 

Standards of the programmes they offer. In particular, the following issues are addressed:  
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● The fitness for purpose and effectiveness of internal quality assurance processes, including an 

examination of the systems and procedures that have been implemented and the 

documentation that supports them.  

● The compliance with the obligations of licence holders with established regulations and any 

conditions or restrictions imposed by NCFHE.  

● The governance and financial sustainability of providers, including assurances about the legal 

status of the provider, the appropriateness of corporate structures and the competence of staff 

with senior management responsibilities.  

 

The QA audit benchmarks the QA system and procedures within an institution against eleven (11) 

Standards:  

 

1. Policy for quality assurance: entities shall have a policy for quality assurance that is made public 

and forms part of their strategic management.  

2. Institutional and financial probity: entities shall ensure that they have appropriate measures 

and procedures in place to ensure institutional and financial probity.  

3. Design and approval of programmes: self-accrediting providers shall have appropriate 

processes for the design and approval of their programmes of study.  

4. Student-centred learning, teaching and assessment: entities shall ensure that programmes are 

delivered in a way that encourages students to take an active role in the learning process.  

5. Student admission, progression, recognition and certification: entities shall consistently apply 

pre-defined and published regulations covering all phases of the student 'life-cycle'.  

6. Teaching staff: entities shall assure the competence and effectiveness of their teaching staff.  

7. Learning resources and student support: entities shall have appropriate funding for their 

learning and teaching activities and sufficient learning resources to fully support the students' 

learning experiences.  

8. Information management: entities shall ensure that they collect, analyse and use relevant 

information for the effective management of their programmes and other activities.  

9. Public information: entities shall publish information about their activities which is clear, 

accurate, objective, up-to-date and readily accessible.  

10. On-going monitoring and periodic review of programmes: entities shall implement the 'Quality 

Cycle' by monitoring and periodically reviewing their programmes to ensure their continuing 

fitness for purpose.  

11. Cyclical external quality assurance: entities should undergo external quality assurance, 

approved by NCFHE, at least once every five years.  

 

Peer-review panels essentially ask providers the following question about their arrangements for 

quality management:  

'What systems and procedures are in place and what evidence is there that they are working 

effectively?'  

 

The approach to quality assurance can be encapsulated in a number of key questions which 

providers should ask themselves about their management of quality.  

● What are we trying to do?  

● Why are we trying to do it?  

● How are we trying to do it?  

● Why are we doing it that way?  
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● Is this the best way of doing it?  

● How do we know it works?  

● Could it be done better?  

 

Answers to these questions should form the basis of the provider’s critical assessment of, and 

response to, the self-evaluation questionnaire.  

 

The approach of QA audit is not simply about checking whether providers adhere to the regulations. 

It examines how providers are developing their own systems in addressing the expectations of 

sound management of educational Standards and the quality of their learning and teaching 

provision. It does not involve the routine identification and confirmation of criteria – a 'tick- box' 

approach – but a mature and reflective dialogue with providers about the ways in which they 

discharge their obligations for quality and the identification of existing good practices. 
 

 

 

2.5 Specific Terms of Reference and Research Questions 
 

During the QA process, the review team determined that all activities performed by both GIT and 
GU, as part of their integral relationship with each other, will be considered within the scope of 
the review. 
 
The initial main lines of inquiry for this QA audit were: 
 

a. How do the internal checks of GU impact GIT and its obligations towards the National 
Quality Assurance Framework for Further and Higher Education? 

b. As part of an enhancement-led approach, the panel team would issue key 

recommendations, which we feel need to be implemented expediently by the institute to 

address weaknesses and opportunities for improvement which are based on our analysis 

of documents provided and observations during the audit. 

 
The review team decided that, as part of an enhancement-led approach, it would issue 
recommendations linked to all parts of the operations of the institute. The report therefore 
distinguishes between: 
 
 

 Conditional recommendations which we feel should be implemented before the start of the 

2018-19 academic year in order for the institution’s licence to be renewed; 

 Key recommendations which we feel need to be implemented expediently by the institute 

to address weaknesses; 

 Recommendations for improvement which are merely suggestions based on our analysis 

and observations.
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3. Analysis and Findings of Panel 

3.1 Standard 1: Policy for Quality Assurance 

 
 

Policy for quality assurance: entities shall have a policy for quality assurance that is made 

public and forms part of their strategic management. 
 

 

Main findings   

 

GIT produced a quality assurance policy titled ‘Document Quality Assurance Philosophy’ which was 
submitted to NCFHE in June 2017 as part of their SAR. The QA standards were mainly addressed in 
the SAR submitted for the QA process, titled ‘Standard for Internal Quality Assurance’. This 
document was compiled for the first time in consultation with GU. The panel members appreciate 
the detailed content of this SAR but feel that the structure used was not user-friendly. The panel 
noted that the policy does not acknowledge the need for research in Further and Higher education. 
At the time of the audit the main role of GIT was to deliver courses awarded by GU. Indeed, during 
the EQA no home-grown programmes were being offered by GIT. The Director holds multiple roles, 
namely those of administrator, director and head of institution. He also represents GIT in matters 
of accreditation and all legal requirements. The Director is approved by GU’s Board of 
Administration and is accountable to GU’s Regional Coordinator and also to the Vice President of 
International Networks.  
 
Through the interviews conducted, the panel found out that locally, the new GIT Board of 
Administration (BA) are also the members of the Board of Trustees (BT), which was set up in May 
2017.  Therefore, since these two boards are comprised of the same members, they will be referred 
to as BA/BT.  From the interviews conducted, the panel members evidenced a clear lack of formality 
with regard to roles and responsibilities within these two bodies. The organogram presented does 
not include these two important arms of the institution. Thus, it does not give a real picture of the 
responsibilities of each member in the institute’s governance structure. Whilst the panel 
appreciates that GIT is mostly run on a voluntary basis and volunteers may not be easy to find, GIT 
should strive for different members forming these two important bodies of the organisation. 
  
During the on-site audit visit that panel noted that there is one student representative on the 
BA/BT. While this is generally considered as good practice, the panel noted that this student was 
encouraged by other members and was not elected by the student population. 

This lack of formal structure evidences lack of governance and impacts on implementation of QA 
policies. The outcome of interviews held lead panel members to conclude that all decisions seem to 
fall solely on GIT director in collaboration with GU. The panel concludes that through the documents 
provided, GIT does not have the formal and appropriate structures to assess its performance, in 
order to determine its strengths, weaknesses and planned improvements across each standard. 
Such structures would include the formalisation of its two boards, namely BA/BT, and the 
appropriate documentation to reflect the work of these two boards such as formal agendas and 
minutes taken.  In addition, the panel notes that the newsletter shows that there is commitment 
towards non-discrimination, however, this could not be found as a formal policy. Panel members 
suggest that GIT develops a more structured policy on this. 

GIT officials reported on a number of strategic plans for GIT, but provided no evidence of formal 
documents during on-site visits, interviews or reports submitted. The panel recommends the 
formalisation of such strategic plans. GIT officials reported that GIT actively participates in NCFHE 
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seminars and has presented relevant documents.  
 
During the on-site visit, the GIT director explained that GU’s process for approval with regard to 
course content and any issues related to academia, is based on the relationship GIT has with GU. 
Whilst the panel deems  this strong communication as very positive, since it reflects teamwork, trust 
and interest from both institutions, there is concern due to lack of a formal structure and record 
keeping. It is evident that the only documentation kept for communications and decisions at GIT are 
through emails between the GIT Director and representatives from GU, namely the president of GU 
and the Dean of the Graduate School of the Bible.  During the audit visit, GIT presented the panel 
with a report of a review conducted by GU on the internal mechanisms of GIT during their on-site 
review which took place between 4 October 2014 and 8 October 2014. This report was constructed 
in a manner whereby GU evaluated the mechanisms in the context of the National Quality Assurance 
Framework for Further and Higher Education. This shows that the foreign awarding body is aware 
that its local representative has to follow national obligations and thus it aids GIT in pursuing them.  
This verification of processes and procedures conducted by GU is an important factor in the IQA 
mechanism. The panel recommends that GIT embarks into another review conducted by GU by end 
of next year (2019). 
 

Good Practice Identified   

 
GP1: GU reviewed GIT on its internal mechanisms. This report was constructed in a manner 
whereby GU evaluated the mechanisms in the context of the National Quality Assurance Framework 
for Further and Higher Education. 
 
 

 Overall judgment for Standard  

Requires improvement to meet standard 
 
 

 Recommendations for improvement   

 

KR1: The institution is to implement better organisational structures and governance, especially in 
relation to QA, as detailed in the main findings. GIT should focus on the formalisation of structures 
to address roles and responsibilities. GIT should make an effort to compose their BA and BT with 
different people. 
 
KR2: GIT must produce a document that describes their strategic plan for the coming five (5) years 
with the involvement of all their stakeholders (such as students and other Ministries) to establish a 
more solid grounding as a Further and Higher education institution. 
 
R3: GIT should consider developing a formal written policy against intolerance and discrimination 
for the local context. 
 
CR4: Since four years have passed from the last IQA, GIT should embark onto another institutional 
review by GU by end of next year (2019).  
 

 

 

3.2 Standard 2: Institutional Probity 
 

 

Institutional and financial probity: entities shall ensure that they have appropriate measures and 

procedures in place to ensure institutional and financial probity. 
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 Main findings   

 

As outlined in the External Quality Audit Manual of Procedures, the NCFHE sought external 
expertise to evaluate and give judgment on Standard 2. 
 
GIT is a small institution, and as per External Quality Assurance Manual of Procedures, the 
institution presented a very basic documentation on its financial accounts.  
 
It was noted that the institute is not a non-governmental organisation (NGO), even though most of 
its roles offer their services free of charge. In fact, the head of institution, the treasurer and the tutor 
work on a voluntary basis. The panel were informed that some of the equipment, the learning 
premises and offices were allowed to be used by the institute. Student admission/registration fees 
are used to pay non-personnel administrative overheads such as office supplies, printing costs, 
some office equipment and accreditation/licensing costs. Student fees are also used to pay GU’s 
tuition rates, which are also substantially subsidised towards maintaining the minimum costs to 
students.  
 
Overall, the institute has a good bank balance and no overdraft. It was also noted that in the year 
2015 the institute had registered a profit. However, in 2016 the institute suffered a loss mainly due 
to the fact that there was a decrease in income from Study Guides and a decrease in income from 
Exam and Tuition grading and the initial cost for the audit. 
 
The SAR submitted by the provider states that the GU’s Board of Administration (BA) appoints the 
Global Institute of Theology-Malta Director. Therefore, the Director of GIT is ultimately accountable 
and responsible to the GU’s BA and must comply with all GU rules. 
 
In the Statutes & Guideline for Office and Board, submitted by the provider as evidence within the 
SAR, it is stated that the Director will have a Board of Trustees (BT) which is made up of four to six 
individuals. One ex officio member of the board will be a representative from the Southern 
European Assemblies of God World Missions office (AGWMI). One ex officio member will be a 
representative from GU international Office in Springfield, Missouri, USA. Up to four additional 
members will be Maltese pastors or other Maltese leaders nominated and appointed by the Director 
for a period of three years, unless the person resigns or – after consultation with the AGWM and GU 
representatives - the person is asked to resign from his or her responsibilities. The GIT Director can 
re-appoint any of the board members in good standing to serve additional terms. During the scoping 
visit the panel asked whether it would be possible to hold a meeting with this Board. However, it 
was brought to our attention that the current board (BT) is currently not set up as stipulated within 
the statute and basically the same members are in both the BA and BT.  The GIT Director said that 
the reason of this happening was because the institution is still relatively new and small in number. 
It is recommended that there is more alignment between the documents of the Statutes & 
Guidelines for Offices and Board and the document outlining the responsibilities of the Head of 
institutions (General guidelines for Global University’s National Director in Malta), so that GIT 
board members are appointed according to existing guidelines.  
 
During the on-site audit visit, the NCFHE representative on the panel asked the provider to describe 
the procedure for the collection of fees during the admission processes. It was noted that the 
provider is quite lenient on the collection of fees, and there were cases where students failed to 
actually pay the due fees thus the institute was suffering some losses in this area.  It is highly advised 
that the institution establishes a more rigid policy in the administrative aspect of students’ 
admission, especially with regards to payments prior to enrolment.  
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Good Practice Identified   

N/A  
 

 

 Overall judgment for Standard  

Meets standard. 
 

 Recommendations for improvement   

 
KR5: The institution must establish a more rigid policy in the administrative aspect of students’ 
admission, especially with regards to payments prior to enrolment. 
  
R6: There should be more alignment between the documents of the: Statutes and Guidelines for 
Offices and Board and the document outlining the responsibilities of the Head of institutions 
(General guidelines for Global University’s National Director in Malta). 

 

 

 

3.3 Standard 3: Design and Approval of Programmes 
 

 

Design and approval of programmes: self-accrediting providers shall have appropriate processes 

for the design and approval of their programmes of study. 

 

 
 Main findings   
 

GIT represents GU locally and offers some of the course offered by GU and home-grown courses. 
GIT is not a self-accrediting entity, therefore in the case of internally developed programmes, GIT 
follows the NCFHE programme accreditation process and procedures. In the case of the GU 
International Programmes, GIT submits these to the NCFHE for recognition and mapping to the 
Malta Qualifications Framework. The programme documentation made available to the panel 
clearly portrays the expected student workload in terms of ECTS and learning outcomes.  

Both the desk-based analysis and the audit visit revealed that GIT follows no formal internal 
structure in the design and approval of their programmes. During the interviews, the GIT director 
stated that in the design of new programmes GIT informally consults with the relevant stakeholders 
including the local academic colleagues within their own institution and GU academic staff.  The 
panel is aware that GIT director attempts to involve other ministries and that the number of pastors 
available in Malta is limited. Furthermore, GIT discusses new study units within its BA/BT. Through 
the interviews conducted with students, the panel noted that students are not aware of this process 
and have never been directly consulted or involved in the design of the programmes.. This means 
that the student representative on the BA does not formally communicate with students any 
processes happening within BA/BT.  

 

During the on-site audit visit, the Director at GIT confirmed that the design of new programmes 
and/or modules is undertaken in collaboration with the GU. More specifically, GU approves the 
programme application prior to it being submitted at the NCFHE. It is recommended that this 
process is formalised by both parties.  
 
GIT modules also include placements, which would be hands-on projects within religious 
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communities. Such placements are not clearly explained in the course descriptions and this should 
be addressed. During the interviews, the review panel could observe that some students expressed 
the wish not to sit for placements, whilst others enjoyed this experience. 
 

 

 

 Good practice identified   

N/A 
 

 

 Overall judgment for Standard  

Meets standard 
 

 

 Recommendations for improvement   

 

KR7: As part of the overall quality enhancement cycle, GIT must develop a formalised structured 
process for the design and development of their home-grown programmes. In order to ensure that 
the process developed is effective, students and tutors involved in the programme are to be engaged 
at the design stage before submitting to NCFHE for programme accreditation.  

 

KR8 The placements aspects within the course content are to be explained more clearly and be 
readily available to students. 

R9: GIT should develop an action plan for future programme reviews. 

 

 

3.4 Standard 4: Student-centred Learning, Teaching and Assessment 
 

 

Student-centred learning, teaching and assessment: entities shall ensure that programmes are 

delivered in a way that encourages students to take an active role in the learning process. 
 

 
 Main findings   

 

GIT delivers its courses by using various pedagogical and andragogic methods, including videos and 
interaction in small study group/individual that facilitates students’ learning experience. The 
continuous mentoring process offered to each student was highly praised by alumni and current 
students during interviews held.  The GIT director explained that he ensures that each student is 
mentored regularly. This statement was confirmed and supported during interviews with students. 
The panel suggests that this continuous mentoring should be formalised in GIT’s procedures. 
 
During the interviews with teaching staff, it was noted that they have pride in their student-centred 
and student-care approach. This is commendable. The fact that lecturers teach on a voluntary basis 
emphasise an intrinsic motivation and genuine care towards students.  
 
Whilst the fact that staff regards their role as a mission and do not get paid for their lecturing is 
commendable from a caring point of view, there is concern that this may also be a detriment with 
regard to academic standards and appropriate level of knowledge and pedagogy for university 
learning. GIT staff needs to be trained pedagogically to become more sensitive towards language 
usage, cultural contexts and literacy accessibility. 
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During the desk-based analysis the panel noted that students have six months to complete the class 
and, for a small fee, an extension can be granted for an additional six months. During interviews, 
GIT officials stressed that GIT offers the opportunity for students to read for their programmes at 
their own pace where they also have the possibility to postpone their studies for personal reasons. 
On the day of the audit, the GIT Director indicated that students may also opt to cease their studies 
without having their fees refunded. Whilst studying at one’s own pace is a positive concept, GIT 
should strive for formal procedures for extensions and suspensions to be implemented rigorously.  
 
Student fees are reasonable and are inclusive of reading material. GIT is also flexible towards 
staggered and delayed payments.  
 
Throughout the interviews conducted with the students, the panel could verify that there is a very 
strong feeling of mutual respect and care between the students and teaching staff. Additionally, by 
offering a flexible range of admissions options, GU offers a pathway into Higher Education for 
students who may otherwise not have the opportunity. This is commendable and in the spirit of 
lifelong learning. 
  
Staff and students that the panel met during the audit visit provided evidence that members of the 
teaching staff attempt to present learning that is student-centred mainly through the use of 
discussion and resources available. Resources, mainly the study guides, are detailed enough that 
students have the option to study independently and online independent learners are then given 
the option to attend the discussion meeting.  
 
Whilst modules may assess students by examination or assignments, staff and students during the 
audit visit confirmed that all examinations are Multiple Choice Questions (MCQ). One concern raised 
by students is that it can take weeks for feedback to be given by tutors on the MCQ and assignments. 
It is therefore important that students are given early feedback on both the examinations and 
assignments. Concerning the latter, if local expertise on corrections of the module is not available, 
it is important to liaise with GU in a timely manner. On the other hand, students are informed of the 
criteria and methods of assessment for each course well in advance as these are published on the 
GIT website.  Courses are designed to include a choice of study material which allows students to 
prepare well for their assessment. 
 
With regards to GU courses offered by GIT, the panel notes that there is a comprehensive set of 
regulations and procedures in place for ensuring the consistency, fairness and appropriateness of 
assessment. One area of concern noted during the interviews was that active students at GIT acted 
as proctors (invigilators) during student’s examinations. The panel agrees that this should not be 
allowed. 
 
Staff noted that there are resources available in several languages, but not in Maltese. The panel 
expressed concern, given the profile of students present during the audit visit and their low level of 
English during the interviews, GIT Director did note one case-study where he even allowed the 
student to complete an assignment in Maltese. It is to be noted that most of the lecturers at GIT are 
not Maltese conversant which raises concerns with regard to levels of understanding and it is 
recommended that resources are also prepared in Maltese.  

With regard to the assessment of GIT home-grown programmes, GIT uses assignments as its 
method of assessment. Official examination dates are not set in the academic calendar and students 
may take their examination whenever they want or are ready to do so. Staff reported that 
examinations would have a number of versions and one exam would randomly be chosen on the 
exam day. This flexibility with regard to date of examination is commendable as it allows for more 
opportunities of success due to pace of learning for part-time study. 
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From the interviews the panel could see that GIT places great importance on one-to-one contact 
with students. These are necessary to get students onto the right track and to establish personal 
relationship with students right from the start. GIT keeps a detailed spreadsheet with all the 
necessary student information.  

The review panel can confirm that GIT staff offer a one-to-one support for those students who are 
finding it difficult to cope with the course content. The panel members appreciated the close 
relationship created between the students and the teaching staff.  Students commented that this led 
to a more fulfilling learning experience. 

Both the students and the academic staff commented that the relationship with GIT’s management 
is very good. They also commented on the fast response rates in answering any queries brought 
forward. 

 

 Good practice identified   

 

GP3: The continuous mentoring process offered to each student at GIT is a valuable experience for 
the students. 

GP4: Students at GIT can schedule their own examinations. 

 

 Overall judgment for Standard  

Meets standard 
 

 Recommendations for improvement   

 

CR10: It is important that students cannot themselves act as proctors (invigilators) 

R11: Considering the multi-language resources currently available, it is recommended that GIT 
have resources in Maltese. Entry requirements state that students must be able to read English. In 
view of the students’ profile interviewed, GIT must provide students with the option of following 
the modules in Maltese, including the possibility of sitting for MCQ in Maltese. 
 
R12: CPD training of staff for inclusive pedagogical strategies and techniques, particularly towards 
handling language and literacy challenges is recommended 
 
R13: GIT should work on more diverse methods of examination assessment. It is recommended that 
assignment markings are moderated with GU. 
 

R14: GIT should ensure that engaged staff are able to separate their academic persona from their 
religious one when imparting information, particularly about other religions. This needs to be 
addressed from an academic perspective, particularly for degree courses and higher (MQF 6 and 
higher).   

 

 

3.5 Standard 5: Student Admission, Progression, Recognition and 

Certification 
 

 

Student admission, progression, recognition and certification: entities shall consistently apply 
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pre- defined and published regulations covering all phases of the student ‘life-cycle’. 

 
 Main findings   

 

As directed by GU, GIT governs open admission policies. Entry requirements are clearly defined for 
each programme. Students who are able to perform at established academic thresholds are allowed 
to continue to matriculation and graduation. All prospective applicants who contact the institute 
are directed towards setting up a meeting with the GIT director. The purpose of this meeting is to 
try to understand what the prospective applicants want to achieve and to offer guidance 
accordingly, as well as explain what GIT is, its relationship with GU, and provide further details of 
the desired programme. Fees, terms of payment and arrangements are also explained. The SAR 
points out that the system of student admission has radically improved in the last four years. Details 
of student progression are collected by the awarding body, that is, GU. 

To date, all GIT students enrolled in the first cohort of the undergraduate certificates in the Biblical 
Interpreter program successfully passed and obtained a qualification. On the contrary, all of the 
first cohort of the Christian Service program stopped in the middle of the first module. When the 
panel independently asked GIT director, tutors and students why this happened, it seemed that the 
main reason was a shortcoming from the local Christian service not wanting to contribute to the 
course, resulting in students abruptly ceasing their studies.  

Attendance is not officially documented and monitored as students have the option to study 
independently online. Appropriate certification is given to students at the end of their programme. 

 

 Good practice identified   

 
GP5: The opportunity of one-to-one sessions to prospective students before commencing a course 
at GIT is commendable. 
 
 

 Overall judgment for Standard  

Meets standard 
 

Recommendations for improvement   

 
KR15: GIT must have processes and tools to collect, monitor and manage information on student 
progression. 
 
KR16: Attendance must be officially documented and monitored for all students pursuing studies 
with GIT. 
 
R17: Recognition of prior learning needs to be defined and definitively assessed. The panel 
recommends that clearly defined criteria should be established to ensure consistency and fairness. 

 

 

 

3.6 Standard 6: Teaching Staff 
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Teaching staff: entities shall assure the competence and effectiveness of their teaching staff. 

 
 Main findings   
 

The GIT team, including both teaching and administrative staff, are all volunteers. The policy of the 
institution is to encourage students to learn about, work and reflect on the Bible. Members of staff 
with an appropriate GU degree are therefore engaged and are encouraged to teach once they 
complete a level – for example, students who finish an undergraduate degree are encouraged to 
teach at undergraduate level. CPD courses addressing various pedagogical methods and robust 
comparative analysis should be offered to the teaching staff. Since GIT does not have enough 
instructors with MQF levels higher than the one they are teaching, an agreement was reached 
between the NCFHE and GIT that allows teaching staff with a particular MQF level to teach in the 
same MQF level on condition that they are supervised by either someone with a higher MQF level 
or have years of experience in teaching.  

The recruitment process does not involve a public call for applications but staff members are 
usually missionaries linked with GU who opt to come to live in Malta. There is no indication of an 
academic structure or system of promotions as is usual practice in educational institutions. 
Moreover, there is a dearth with regards to research activities at the institution. During the audit, 
no evidence of CPD was found. GIT asserts that “since GIT’s teaching staff are ministers and 
ordained, they are in continuous development”! Nevertheless, the GIT director agreed that CPD 
should be compulsory for GIT teaching staff and this is highly recommended.  
 
Overall the institution relies on the advanced technology available for students for online learning 
and resources. The teaching staff at the institution are available to supplement the knowledge 
acquired from independent learning and discussing practical scenarios with students. 
 

 

 Good practice identified   

N/A 
 

 

 Overall judgment for Standard  

Requires improvement to meet standard 
 
 

 Recommendations for improvement   

 

KR18: There is a need for a formal recruitment process including the selection criteria in relation 
to modules to be taught. 

R19:  GIT should formally establish some basic research projects at the level of individual members 
of staff, or as team research. 

R20: GIT should explore the possibility of funding to be specifically used for CPD - this will ensure 
that all members of staff are academically and technically prepared. 
 

 

 

3.7 Standard 7: Learning Resources and Student Support 
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Learning resources and student support: entities shall have appropriate funding for their 

learning and teaching activities and sufficient learning resources to fully support the students’ 

learning experiences. 

 Main findings   

 

GIT’s mode of delivery is mainly through distance learning via reading, research, writing, and 
interacting with members of staff. From the SAR and interviews it was indicated that extra classes 
are available to students in addition to the regular availability of mentors to guide the students in 
their studies. The institution’s library has a variety of electronic collections for students such as 
CREDO Reference and EBSCO Journal Databases, as well as print collections. Online help is available 
during GU opening hours by contacting the librarian live chat support, or by email which is located 
on the library page. A local library is available at both the Qormi and the Trinitarian Evangelical 
Church in Santa Venera. At the latter, students can locate a book they need online and then they can 
pick it up by appointment. The online layout (which includes course content and videos) for each 
module is very user-friendly for the student. The current portal system takes into consideration the 
needs of all types of students, including mature, part-time, work-based and people with special 
needs. As an example, the institution has helped visually impaired students by providing a system 
of screen readers to have access to audible curriculum content. Various curriculum components are 
available in more than 180 languages on GU’s online portal. Maltese is not one of these languages.  
 
There is no dedicated room with Information Technology (IT) facilities students can use during 
their programme of study. Students need to bring their own laptops to conduct their exams. The 
panel noted that the library in Qormi is not accessible to persons with mobility challenges. With 
regard to IT management, volunteers at GIT are responsible to update and maintain the equipment.  
 

 

 Good practice identified   

N/A  
 

 

 Overall judgment for Standard  

Meets standard 
 
 

 Recommendations for improvement   

 
R21: A plan to include resources in Maltese is advisable, especially to support local students. 
 
R22: A student-accessible room with IT equipment should be allocated and should be accessible to 
all students. 
 
 

 

3.8 Standard 8: Information Management 
 

 

Information management: entities shall ensure that they collect, analyse and use relevant 

information for the effective management of their programmes and other activities. 

 

 

 Main findings   
 

Since 2011, network switches and a couple of workstation computers for staff members have been 
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replaced and upgraded. Network servers have been virtualized including a disaster recovery system 
(data backup). At GIT, admission records are kept on file and a copy is sent to GU who formally 
registers and enrolls students, and keeps an official record of students enrolled. In addition to this 
procedure student details (including personal information, pictures, passport etc.) are recorded in 
a Microsoft Excel program which is referred to as the ‘Student Information System’ (SIS). The SIS 
has filter features for the purpose of profiling nationalities, programs, study groups and awards, but 
does not include specific profiles on vulnerable groups. GU produces quarterly and annual reports. 
These include student retention and success rates at both the course and programme level. Such 
databases reports can be generated instantly even at GIT in Malta. Student satisfaction surveys are 
offered at three points in each student’s progress. The data from these satisfaction surveys is compiled 
and analysed annually. The reports produced by these compilations are used to revise programmes and 
individual modules. However, there was no specific time-frame on how the information collected is 
analysed and periodically evaluated internally by the Board of Administration at GIT. No specific 
evidence could be found by the panel members that staff are involved in providing and analysing 
information and planning follow-up activities. Additionally, no reference to ‘Data Protection’ was found. 
 

 

Good Practice identified   

N/A 
 
 

 Overall judgment for Standard  

Meets standard 
 
 

 Recommendations for improvement   

 
KR23: GIT must adopt a clear data-protection policy which specifies who has access to which 
student data under which conditions. It should also include guidelines on secure storage and 
encryption of the same data. 
 
KR24: GIT is to consider writing a formal policy and procedure on data collection, analyses and 
monitoring. The data analysed should periodically be evaluated within administration and related 
to QA. 
 
 

3.9 Standard 9: Public Information 
 

 

Public information: entities shall publish information about their activities which is clear, 

accurate, objective, up-to-date and readily accessible. 
 

 
 Main findings   

 

The media used to promote GIT include its own website [http://www.git.edu.mt], brochures and 
leaflets. Social media promotion is through Facebook in relation to GU 
[https://www.facebook.com/globaluniversity/] and through the GIT director who uses a 
personal GIT facebook [https://www.facebook.com/GIT.edu.mt].  
 
From the interviews it was clear that information about the GIT courses is mainly disseminated by 
word of mouth. No participation in TV or radio programmes to create awareness about the 

https://www.facebook.com/globaluniversity/
https://www.facebook.com/GIT.edu.mt
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institute was mentioned during the audit or within the SAR. At present, it seems that the GIT 
director is responsible for the: (a) overall concept, design and content of the website and (b) 
marketing.  
The information on how students can apply for a course with GIT is concisely described on the 
website together with the eligibility criteria and requirements for each course. The GIT website 
[http://programinfo.git.edu.mt/] provides a list of module titles, MQF level of programmes 
provided, ECTS value of relevant programmes and assessment procedures. Moreover, information 
on student progression and achievement and further learning opportunities is also found on the 
website.  
 
During the audit, the Director commented that GIT needs to address the issue that students are 
finding it difficult to understand the multiple services offered by GIT, such as, an institution that 
delivers academic courses, a Church helping individuals in their spiritual learning and an 
organisation attracting individuals to follow their religion. This needs to be addressed. 
Whilst the information on the website is informative, the layout of the website should be more 
clear and organised better from a visual perspective. A ‘search’ button is ideal due to large content 
of information. Although student feedback on the website was generally positive, there was no 
evidence of a formal process on how students are consulted about the usefulness of the 
information provided. 
 
  
 
Good practice identified  

N/A 
 

 

 

 Overall judgment for Standard  

Meets standard 
 

 

 

Recommendations for improvement   
 

R25: GIT should address the issue that students are finding it difficult to understand the multiple 
services offered by GIT, such as (a) an institution that delivers academic courses, (b) a Church 
helping individuals in their spiritual learning and (c) an organisation attracting individuals to follow 
their religion. These services should be marketed distinctly in order to provide clarity to interested 
individuals. 
 
R26: The institution should identify a clear structure for public information, and establish 
processes to ensure the publication and updating of such information. 
 
R27: The institution website should be better organised. A ‘search’ button is ideal due to large 
content of information. 

 
 

 

 

 

3.10 Standard 10: On-going Monitoring and Periodic Review of 

Programmes 
 

Ongoing monitoring and periodic review of programmes: entities shall implement the ‘Quality 
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Cycle’ by monitoring and periodically reviewing their programmes to ensure their continuing 

fitness for purpose. 
 

Main findings   

 
Both the SAR and audit show clearly that there is no on-going monitoring and review of 
programmes happening at GIT to ensure they are meeting the set objectives and expectations. The 
GU courses are continuously monitored and reviewed by the awarding body. However GIT is not  
systematically  involved in the review process. The panel noted that the institution does collect 
student evaluation questionnaires but there is no formal procedures showing that they are used to 
inform or improve content. Furthermore, no evidence was provided on whether this information is 
forwarded by GIT to GU as part of their review process.   
 
As stated in the aforementioned standards, due to the fact that there is a lack of an administrative 
and academic structure at GIT, the panel finds it impossible to state whether academic activities at 
GIT are subject to an appropriate system of QA or that the quality cycle is currently taking place. 
The panel found no evidence of key performance indicators or metrics to evaluate impact or 
progress on a periodic basis. For instance, the institution does not have in place measures to ensure 
that the views of all stakeholders are fully taken into consideration as part of this process and 
identify recommendations for improvement and further development of institutional progress and 
programmes. Monitoring and review should consider input, process and outcome standards. 
Moreover, information collected from stakeholders should be made available to GU in order for the 
awarding body to be able to better support GIT.  
 
GIT will need to ensure that the process of review and self-evaluation, both at programme level and 
at institutional level, are based on robust, reliable and accessible evidence and reflect the collective 
views of staff. GIT needs to develop procedures on on-going review of programmes; these 
procedures should include systematic feedback from students, alumni and other stakeholders. The 
procedures should take into account that the feedback collected is analysed by GIT and forwarded 
to GU. Effective self-evaluation should evaluate strengths and areas for improvement which will 
ultimately lead to an action plan. This plan should be monitored against clear targets resulting in an 
enhancement of the quality of student’s education. 
 

 

Good practice identified  

N/A 
 

 

 Overall judgment for Standard  

Does not meet standard 
 
 
Recommendations for improvement   

 
KR28: GIT needs to ensure that procedures are developed in order to ensure that feedback on 
programmes and institutional planning are forwarded and reviewed together with GU at least every 
five (5) years. This must be accompanied by realistic planning cycles and resources and should be 
part of the recommended strategic plan. 
 
KR29: GIT must develop a systematic process and action plan in order to monitor and collect 
feedback on programmes by considering students, alumni and other stakeholders’ views on the 
programmes. 
 
KR30: GIT is to consider developing a policy for institutional and programme self-evaluation. 
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3.11 Standard 11: Cyclical External Quality Assurance 
 

 

Entities should undergo external quality assurance by, or with the approval of, the NCFHE on a 

cyclical basis, according to NCFHE guidelines, once every five years. 
 

 

 

 Main findings   
 

GIT has fulfilled this standard by virtue of hosting the EQA referred to in this report. This is the first 
EQA of GIT. The review team note that GIT took a constructive approach to the review, allowing the 
review team full, unhindered access to their operations, and discussing possibilities for 
improvement openly with the panel. In addition, GIT has experienced an external review by GU (see 
standard 1, CR4) and also actively participates in quality enhancement activities organised by the 
NCFHE including training courses, conferences, round-table meetings as well as individual 
consultations. 
 

 

 Overall judgment for Standard  

Meets standard 
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4. Response by the Provider 
 

 

1. Preamble 

 
Global Institute of Theology would like to thank the NCHFE and the Peer Review Panel (PRP) for 
their time and expertise in our first EQA. This was a learning experience for us and we thank them 
for the opportunity to scrutinize more thoroughly our operations. The writing of the SAR in 
preparation to the audit was in itself was a self-examination process which revealed our strengths 
and weaknesses.  Several of the students that were interviewed also stated that the audit was an 
“eye opener” for them. They recognised the work being done by GIT so that they can have 
accredited certifications.  
 
As a follow up to the External Quality Audit, GIT has also embarked on a reflective process on the 
basis of observations and recommendations made by the peer review panel. In particular, GIT 
acknowledges the fact that the Internal Quality structure of the institution needs to be 
strengthened. Indeed, this statement is also being made in the perspective of a true quality culture 
also advocated by ENQA and NCFHE on quality assurance frameworks. To this end, GIT will be 
undergoing a process of developing further its internal quality assurance structure, policy, 
procedures and processes. Needless to state, GIT will be communicating in due course with NCFHE 
following the publication of this report to update and ensure adherence to compliance and 
regulatory issues.  
 
GIT has also observed that for standards 6, 7, 8, 9 and 10, the panel has not identified any good 
practice. In addition, the pastoral care of our lecturing team members, although not necessarily 
documented, is indeed part of our values and principles as GIT. This is also described in our 
philosophy of education document.  
 
With regards to the QA report, GIT feels that it needs to make some clarifications. Nevertheless, at 
GIT we are very much satisfied for the standards that were met and the several “Good practices 
identified.”   
 
The PRP identified several issues that need improvement and those we acknowledge and humbly 
recognize. We also had already identified some of these issues in the SAR. These are listed in the 
weaknesses some of which were identified by the PRP.  The NCFHE will find that GIT already took 
steps to regularize before we presented this report.  To facilitate our observations to the reviewers 
of this report. 
 
GIT is run on a non-for profit basis and relies on the free services of staff, free use of most 
equipment, including office space. However, we feel that this audit has improved our 
understanding of quality assurance. The NCFHE staff were always willing to help us in all queries 
that we had during our preparations for this QA audit. Therefore, we are encouraged to keep 
progressing in making quality assurance visible and available to our students. 
 
 
 
2. Response to comments and proposals made by the Peer Review Panel in connection 

with Standards where the judgment was “Standard met or surpassed”.  

 

Standard 2 

 

GIT accepts the comments of the PRP. Regarding the recommendations for improvement KR5 
we began to implement the administration procedure which was in place but not being 
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implemented (http://iqa-2017.git.edu.mt/students-procedures.htm).   
 
Regarding R6 GIT with GU is working to make the recommended alignment and a clear outline of 
responsibilities.  
 

Standard 3 

 

GIT agrees with KR7 and has begun working on it. We are already preparing guidelines for 

researching new programs. This includes Maltese ministers, students and alumni in conjunction 

with GU. In fact, GU is willing to change specific history courses in the Ministerial Studies Program, 

so that students will study Maltese Evangelical and Pentecostal church history instead of US 

church history. See bottom in page of http://iqa.git.edu.mt/reaserch-education.htm 

In regards KR8 we are not certain what the panel meant regarding the use of “placement” both in 

the report body and the KR. Our courses do not require placements. The closest we can think of is 

the reference was the practical requirement in the course. We call it “student learning 

requirements,” or “Pass it on” activity. It requires the students to apply something they learned 

during the study. Usually this is a ministry activity. Normally this takes place in the students’ local 

church and is assessed by a qualified person.  

However, we are now concerned about this requirement. Therefore, we began this active as a trial 

with one BA student. We sent the student to a church in Gozo to help and work with our pastor 

there while doing his studies. http://iqa.git.edu.mt/student-placements-internship.htm 

Standard 4 

 

Clarification needs to be made regarding CR10 and its reference in the report. The exam 
supervisors are those listed in IQA website: http://iqa.git.edu.mt/exam-procedures.htm There is 
only one student that acts as proctor, but he is a level six B.A. program, and he only supervises 
level 5 or below. Level 6 are proctored by the director or others that form part of the staff and are 
not students.  
 
Regarding recommendation R11, GIT welcomes the recommendation. However, to translate so 
many courses into Maltese will make it impossible at this time.  
 
GIT welcomes R12. In fact, GU is already developing faculty training materials in the area of ESL 
education, including guidelines for tutoring students and grading student assignments for 
students who use English as a “second language.” This material will be provided to all faculty and 
will also serve as content for CPD workshops. GU is now using Turnitin and preparing training 
tools for faculty and students. Turnitin provides a powerful tool to students to help them with 
avoiding plagiarism and improve English grammar and writing skills. 
 
Concerning R13 we believe that this is already happening, at least to some extent. The fact that 
assignment grading rubrics are provided by GU and the assignment grades are forwarded to and 
recorded by GU, means that GU is involved in, and aware of, the grading practices and standards. 
R14 This recommendation is beyond the scope of a theological school training and disciplining 
leaders and laity. The philosophy of our teacher-learner experience is based on pastoral rapport 
in the sense of what a disciple means. However, course content at level 6 and above, does present 
multiple views on religious subjects, training students to be familiar with both compatible and 
opposing beliefs, and opinions. This is integral to critical thinking. GIT is a theological school, 
which by its very nature maintains a prescribed and expressed worldview related to religion, 
philosophy and personal spirituality. 

http://iqa-2017.git.edu.mt/STUDENTS-PROCEDURES.htm
http://iqa.git.edu.mt/reaserch-education.htm
http://iqa.git.edu.mt/STUDENT-PLACEMENTS-INTERNSHIPS.htm
http://iqa.git.edu.mt/exam-procedures.htm
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Standard 5 
 

We do have a process recording tool as KR15 is requiring. Students are monitored during the 
lectures or independent meetings with instructors. Progress of courses is recorded on the SIS. We 
follow up students that deem to be lacking and offer them assistance if they need it.  
If the future LMS (now in development) GU is developing for Maltese students and LMS which will 
track student progress in terms of percent of course completed, both by a reading metric and an 
assignment metric. 
 
K16 is a welcomed recommendation. It is already made a requirement to all students.  
Regarding R17, this policy is already in place since it is GU Registrar that views applications and 
reviews certificates and original transcripts sent to GU by the student’s awarding body. Above this, 
when students apply to enroll, and have no academic certificates, we ask them, to write a pro-
efficiency essay. Each student at level 5 and above receives a degree audit upon application to the 
programme. This degree audit identifies all prior learning, transfer of credit and experience-based 
credit and also prescribes specific requirements to successfully complete the desired programme. 
 
 GU has a well-defined procedure for applying for experienced-based credit, accompanied by 
appropriate criteria. Experience-based credit is only awarded at levels 5 and 6. Students must 
assemble a portfolio documenting the extent and quality of the experience for which they request 
academic credit. This portfolio is assessed by GU academic officers according to established 
criteria, and, when merited, credit is awarded. 
 

Standard 7 
 
It was stated in R11 the present situation of translating the courses into Maltese. It would be a 
great support for the students who struggle with English as a second language. Nevertheless, to 
meet R21, we are planning to provide Maltese translations during the lectures (This was already 
a practice when it was rarely required). Pentecostal and Evangelical churches use this practice 
during their services. Some use simultaneous translating using a transmitter and headphones, 
others prefer a phrase by phrase translation.  
 
Regarding R22, although GIT does not have a dedicated room, we use the accessible hall or one of 
the four rooms above the hall. We are using four laptops which students can use. In regard to the 
library in Qormi, we are already researching the possibility of having the library online like the 
one at St. Venera. However, we would deliver the textbooks to those who for eligible reasons 
cannot check them out.  
 

Standard 8 
 
GIT always had a scrupulous approach towards data protection. It reflects our integrity and trust. 
As the panel could notice, the GIT office is kept under lock and key and no one has access to the 
documents except the director and his wife that does the necessary secretarial work. Every locker 
has a key which is only available to the director. Files that have personal information are secured 
with a password. The password is known only by the director and a GU representative. However, 
to meet KR23, a GDPR policy is being written to reflect the recommendation 
(http://www.git.edu.mt/gdpr.htm).  
Concerning KR24, the information collected by GIT is passed on to GU. The experts at GU analyse 
this information as required by their accreditation body. These are the official surveys. However, 
GIT does have its own surveys. According to these surveys, there was never anything that actually 
needed special attention. Furthermore, since there is a strong rapport between students, 
instructors and Staff, students are free to address with the instructor their concern.  
The SAR in Standard 3K strength and weaknesses addressed this matter and in fact did collect data 
from Alumni. GIT does not have an academic year because this does not fit the purpose for distance 

http://www.git.edu.mt/gdpr.htm
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learning and self-paced schools. However, after alumni complete the programme, they do fill a GIT 
(besides a GU) satisfaction survey.  
This data is analysed annually by GU staff. Thus, various metrics depending on this data are 
produced relevant to each calendar year to evaluate progress in several student performance and 
satisfaction dimensions. If the need arises, any data can be provided by GU within moments a 
request is made. 
 
Standard 9 
 
Concerning R25, we need to bring to attention that the church (Word of Life) houses the school 
(GIT), but is a distinct organization. These are not services offered by GIT, as the report indicates, 
but a collaborative partnership between Word of Life and other Evangelical churches and GIT. 
Therefore, the difficult understanding is produced by trying to perceive one organization offering 
multiple services. Instead, GIT and Word of Life should be seen as distinct organizations each with 
its own mission, but collaborating to share resources.  
Out of the three points indicated by the panel, only (a) is relevant to GIT’s mission, that of an 
institution that delivers academic courses. With regards to R26 , the few Evangelical and 
Pentecostal churches on the Island are well-aware of our programmes. They are the target people 
group we want the school to reach, especially their leadership. Therefore, using media, leaflets and 
posters, we do pass on the message when programs and other GIT activities are taking place. 
Having said that, we also understand our administrative limitations and we cannot aim for a much 
larger student population at this time.  
GIT has already taken steps to make the website more user friendly with a more eye-catching 
design and mobile friendly which includes the search button recommend by the panel in R27. 
 

 

 

3. Response to comments and proposals made by the Peer Review Panel in connection 

with Standards for which the Peer Review Panel decided “improvement is required”.  

 

Standard 1 
 
Regarding KR1, we understand that formal roles are important and necessary in organization. 
However, because of the nature, size and availability of staff, and with the mind set of teamwork 
roles interchanging according to the needs, flexebiliity and multiple roles are necessary. The main 
goal is for the students to receive the service. Both in the pre-audit and the audit day, we explained 
the organogram was designed with the future in mind. It does not fit the purpose to have a number 
of offices for such a small school. However, it is part of the vision.  
The informality was the partial result of newly appointed individuals to these bodies. Since the 
EQA was conducted, one of these individuals has left Malta and an other is also leaving the Island. 
In addition, continued attention is directed to the governance of our small school, both to 
maximize available human resources and to prepare structures and policies for future growth and 
development.   
In the final stage of boards’ formation, the boards will be reformed to eliminate members serving 
dual roles. This will need transition time, however plans are discussed and actions taken. The BoT 
will be comprised of the Director, a GU representative, and two representatives from the European 
missions’ personnel of the AGWM. The Board of Directors BoD will be comprised of Chairperson, 
a secretary, treasurer, and two or Maltese church/education leaders likely to be major 
stakeholders in Malta that have influence. Members of each board will be instructed about their 
relative roles and responsibilities. However, in this initial transition the chairperson and treasurer 
will be the same of the BoT. Please see this link: http://iqa.git.edu.mt/administration-bod.htm 
This will be reflected in a revised statues and guidelines where roles are described. 

http://iqa.git.edu.mt/ADMINISTRATION-BOD.htm
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GIT already been meeting with key stakeholders as recommended by the panel as 
recommendation KR2. We do understand, and will be planning, to develop a more comprehensive 
plan in the coming six months. This is the record of the meeting and initial strategy. 
Regarding R3, this is available in GU’s academic catalogue as stated in the SAR and as evidence see 
link on standard 1-H. The SAR lists a number of reasons why GIT cannot discriminate, and these 
are based on the Bible and fundamental to our faith. This information is also listed on our IQA 
website.  http://iqa.git.edu.mt/admission-maltese.htm evidence, one of our 2018 graduates in the 
Christian Counselling certificate was a Roman Catholic.  
Conditional recommendation CR4 is also implemented. The IQA was revised in 2017. We provided 
the document, was available for the audit is available and downloadable from the GIT’s IQA 
website. 
 
Standard 6 
 
The nature of theological education requires that faculty recruitment be acutely selective. The 
recommendation of KR18 does not fit the purpose for GIT. Theology is by its very nature 
inherently sectarian. Public recruitment of staff and faculty would produce confusion and conflict 
among applicants.  
 
GIT/GU believes in research in teaching and has already worked on policies regarding this area as 
stated in R19. http://iqa.git.edu.mt/reaserch-education.htm. At the time of this response, an 
analytical study on Maltese Evangelical and Pentecostal theology and history is taking place. 
 
CPD is an important aspect in education and GIT supports R20. We will certainly explore the 
possibility for funding CPD to ensure that all members of staff are well prepared. GIT will be asking 
GU for free tuition to courses regarding education that are already available in its curriculum. In 
the undergraduate level 6 (5 ECT/MQF Credits) these will include the following: 
 

 EDU 3103 Principles of Teaching 
 EDU 3113 Competency and Proficiency in Teaching 
 EDU 3213 Foundations of Educational Psychology 
 EDU 3613 Instructional Media 
 EDU 4133 Christian Adult Education in Cultural Context 

 
Maybe it is relevant to mention that some of the instructors are students themselves. One of 
them is a doctoral candidate. 
 
 
 
4. Response to comments and proposals made by the Peer Review Panel in connection 

with Standards for which the Peer Review Panel decided “Does not meet Standard”.  

 
Standard 10 
 
We feel that there must be a significant misunderstanding regarding the ongoing monitoring of 
programme. We will therefore, respond comprehensively to the recommendations listed by the 
panel.  
Global University maintains a systematic program assessment process, which includes collecting 
data from student performance indicators, surveys, and curriculum analyses. This data is analyzed 
regularly and used to modify programs accordingly to maximize student learning, educational 
outcomes, and stakeholder satisfaction. 
 
It should be noted that GIT’s programs are GU’s programs. Clearly, GU’s programme assessment 
efforts are applied to the benefit of GIT-Malta. The data GU uses in assessing programs includes all 

https://1drv.ms/w/s!AvrAoJu5HS8vgv4d5LFOpbGRlvsEpw
http://iqa.git.edu.mt/ADMISSION-MALTESE.htm
http://iqa.git.edu.mt/reaserch-education.htm
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information gathered from Maltese stakeholders via all data collection mechanisms. Therefore, 
GIT’s programs are being assessed and its stakeholders represented in this process.  
 
In addition to the ongoing systematic program assessment, GIT and GU collaborate to assess 
programs specifically as they impact Maltese stakeholders when this is indicated by stakeholders. 
An excellent example of GIT initiating a program assessment in collaboration with GU is provided 
by the counseling certificate. GU’s discontinued this certificate in the recent past as part of its 
program review process. However, Maltese students made known to the GIT director their desire 
and vocational need for this program. The director initiated consultation with GU representatives 
regarding this stakeholder need. GU then initiated tasks to reactivate this program, including 
coordinating with GU’s USA regional accreditation body.  
 
Students that completed the Christian Counselling certificate suggested that more modules 
covering other areas of Christian counselling would be added to the certificate but keeping the 
same number of credits. This was done in to the satisfaction of the students. Although we cannot 
provide all the necessary documents, the needs and requests of the students are being met.  
 
This event reflects an informal, simple program review process. Yet it is proportionally 
sophisticated to the size of GIT’s operation in Malta. In other words, the system is proportional in 
complexity and sophistication to that of the school. As the school increases in numbers of students 
and other stakeholders, the systems will increase proportionally in sophistication and complexity. 
At this time, the excellent results demonstrate that the current approach to program assessment 
and quality assurance is effective and dependable.  
 
It is difficult to understand this recommendation KR28. GIT courses’ surveys are forwarded to GU 
automatically with the online exam results. GU conducts graduation and five-year follow up 
surveys directly with students. Consequently, already GU has data of GIT’s students. GIT does not 
need to provide this data, since both on the on the Scranton sheet (if exam is taken by pencil and 
paper), or online in the evaluation made by student after each module are collected by GU. This 
information can be easily produced. GU conducts regular, systematised programme reviews using 
student survey data. This data includes both the course satisfaction surveys, programme 
completion (graduation) surveys, and the five-year follow up surveys.  
 
All of this data contributes to programme reviews. In addition, at levels 5 and 6, the pre- and post-
test data contributes significant insight in programme effectiveness, especially in terms of learning 
outcomes. Furthermore, although GIT is not required by GU to do its own surveying, GIT did an 
exhaustive student satisfaction survey for each lesson of each course in the undergraduate 
certificate of the Christian counselling certificate. As stated by the panel in the report, these 
surveys were available in the audit. The surveys showed nothing that was alarming and believe 
that overall the students were well satisfied with program as the post survey demonstrates.  
Therefore, the comment “For instance, the institution does not have in place measures to ensure 
that the views of all stakeholders are fully taken into consideration as part of this process” is not 
correct.   
 
Please see SAR Standard 4.c 
It is our understanding that KR29 and KR30 are stating the same thing. However, we believe that 
the fact is that we have an SAR that is quite open with GIT weaknesses. It is by addressing these 
weaknesses that we can monitor feedback on the overall operation of GIT. Furthermore, GU is also 
monitoring GIT’s operation and students’ feedback as stated above. 
 
 
 
Conclusion 
 
As stated in our preamble, GIT has not only taken note of all the observations and recommendations 
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of this External Quality Audit, but is also committing itself to strengthen the IQA system. As a matter 
of fact, GIT has already started discussions relation to Quality Assurance with experts within the field 
in order to develop further. To this end, GIT will be committing itself to develop, implement and 
evaluate a 3 year internal quality assurance plan. This will ensure that all the quality standards are not 
only met, but GIT will strive to exceed quality expectations as defined by the European Standards 
Guidelines by the end of the IQA action plan.  
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Annex: Review Panel Bio Notes 
 

In the setting up of the review panel for Global Institute of Theology, the NCFHE sought to 

maintain a high degree of diligence in the process of selection of the members of Peer Review 

Panel. The Panel sought to be composed of specialists in quality assurance to act as External Peers, 

professionals and practitioners of quality assurance frameworks, as well as students who, prior to 

the audits, attended professional Training Seminars organised by the NCFHE.  

 

The following bio notes present the profiles of the members of Peer Review Panel. The bio notes 

are correct as at the time of when the QA audit was carried out 20th November 2017.  

 

Head of Review Panel/External Peer: Dr Mario Caruana 

 

Dr Caruana currently holds the position of research support officer at the University of Malta and 

works as a clinical dietitian at Mater Dei Hospital. Dr Caruana is actively involved to deliver 

lectures at different departments at the University of Malta where he is involved in the supervision 

of Masters Dissertations and course material development. As a dietitian, Dr Caruana, has the 

experience of various dietary interventions involving medical conditions. Dr Caruana has a PhD in 

Physiology and Biochemistry and owns a number of publications in his field 

 

Peer Reviewer: Dr Ruth Falzon 

 
Dr Ruth Falzon is a lecturer within the Department of Counselling, Faculty for Social Wellbeing at 
the University of Malta.  She first trained as a teacher and then specialised in Learning Disabilities 
in Chicago, Illinois, USA. On her return to Malta, she started working at her University and, apart 
from teaching on learning and dyslexia, was also asked to co-ordinate and develop programmes 
on Personal and Social Development (PSD), a statutory subject in Malta. She used this opportunity 
to advocate for the importance of soft skills for all children and for children with dys- profiles in 
particular.  She designed, lectures in, and coordinates, PSD teacher-training programmes and PSD 
modules at her University. She presently coordinates the Master Access to Education (SpLD) 
programme and the dissertations and research aspect of the two Master's programme for trainee 
counsellors. Her areas of expertise and research interest include PSD and Learning 
Disabilities/Specific Learning Difficulties; in particular, how soft skills, drama, performance 
ethnography and counselling support  affect self-worth, self-esteem and quality of life of persons 
with dys- profiles in the short and the long term. 
 
Dr Falzon is an Executive Council member of the International Association for Counselling; the 
Malta Association for the Counselling Profession; the Malta PSD Association and the Malta 
Dyslexia Association. She is also a Board Director of the European Dyslexia Association. 
Her publications and research interests include studies on PSD, Emotional Literacy, dyslexia and 
quality of life, and counselling skills and dyslexia. She advocates for alternative access and modes 
to learning, examinations, presentations and expression in all fora of education, having also 
managed to present to parliament a petition signed by all members of the Maltese parliament to 
address these issues. 
 
Dr Falzon believes that, inasmuch as literacy is essential to coping in today’s civilisation with a 
direct effect on poverty, technology has advanced so much that persons for whom literacy is 
challenging can use technology to access literacy and present work in literate form. 
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Student Peer Reviewer: Ms Rebecca Scerri   

 
Ms Rebecca Scerri is a third year university student currently reading for a B.A. (hons.) in 
Philosophy with Classics (Ancient and West Slavic languages in particular) at the University of 
Malta. Rebecca Scerri attended the NCFHE EQA audit student reviewer course in September 2016. 
She works at Degymnastic Club Mosta, where she has been teaching artistic gymnastics to children 
and youth since 2012, and also at Freestyle Dance Studio Qormi since March. Rebecca Scerri is a 
member of the weightlifting team of the University of Malta, and is currently preparing to lead an 
adult fitness class aimed at helping adults leading a sedentary life find well-being in sport. In the 
future, she also plans on applying similar practices within the elderly community in government 
residences. 
 
 
 


