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Abbreviations List
ECTS

European Credit Transfer System

HOI

Head of Institution

IQA

Internal Quality Assurance

IV
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MIPP

Malta Institute of Professional Photography

MQF

Malta Qualifications Framework
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National Commission for Further and Higher Education
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National Quality Assurance Framework for Further and Higher Education
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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:
Chair of Panel: Ing Pierre Dalmas
External Peers: Ms Josephine Saliba
QA Managers (NCFHE): Ms Lorraine Vassallo and Mr Marius Mifsud

1.1.2 Specific Terms of Reference and Main Lines of Inquiry
The general terms of reference of the review panel were to review the fitness for purpose and
effectiveness of the internal quality assurance processes as implemented by the provider against
the Standards outlined in the National Quality Assurance Framework for Further and Higher
Education.
Following the preliminary meeting held with the provider on 7th November 2017 and pursuant to
the documentation received from MIPP, the panel sought to follow the main lines of inquiry as
indicated below:
a) In how far does the small team of MIPP voluntary part-time staff manage to deliver to its
students quality teaching, learning and assessment?
b) In how far does the quality system set-up function
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1.2 Section B: Key Findings, Judgements and Recommendations
1.2.1Standard 1 - Policy for Quality Assurance

Good Practice Identified


MIPP is run by professional, voluntary practitioners from within the photography industry
who consider that it is their professional responsibility to support the industry also through
the provision of training while reacting to developments in up-skilling needs of its members
and industry stakeholders.



The MIPP Committee members are committed to ensuring the best possible student
experience.

Judgment
Requires improvement to meet standard
Recommendations
R1. Key recommendation - Include policy and procedure for ‘ensuring against the intolerance of
any kind or discrimination against the students or staff’ (Standard 1, parameter f1) as part of quality
documentation.
R2. Incorporate the need to involve and obtain formal feedback from internal and external
stakeholders in the discussion and development of the Institute’s strategy, quality objectives and
policy formulation and their updating.
R3. Define terms of reference for the Student Course Review Board and also ensure that appropriate
guidelines are in place to ensure proper functioning of the Board and hence consistency in decisions
taken.
1.2.2Standard 2 - Institutional Probity

Good Practice Identified


MIPP has invested in owning its own property for ensuring long-term stability of the
institution.

1
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Judgment
Meets standard
Recommendations
R1. MIPP should develop selection criteria for the person occupying the Headship position.
1.2.3 Standard 3 - Design and Approval of Programmes

Good Practice Identified


The MIPP Course Coordinator and Secretary General have significant technical and industry
experience which they translate in curriculum design and development.

Judgment
Meets standard
Recommendations
R1. Document policy and procedure that describes the process of design, development and
approval of accredited courses (that also provides for a student feedback process).
R2. Give due consideration to the feedback from students and external stakeholders both at the
proposal and approval stages.
1.2.4 Standard 4 - Student-centred Learning, Teaching and Assessment

Good Practice Identified
N/A
Judgment
Requires improvement to meet standard
Recommendations
R1. Key recommendation - All assessment briefs must be documented when issued to the
students. The briefs need to provide a cross-reference to the learning outcomes and assessment
criteria being addressed.
R2. Key recommendation - Documented evidence of the decisions by the Internal Verifier
(signature, date etc.) is required both for the IV of the assignment brief (tasks) and assessment
decisions.
R3. Develop student feedback instruments to measure essential quality aspects of teaching,
learning, assessment and student support.
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R4. To consider revising downwards the amount of the appeal fee and whether the appeal fee
should be refundable when the Course Review Board upholds the appeal by the student.
R5. The MIPP Executive Committee should consider empowering the HoI to consider requests for
extension of assignment deadlines due to extenuating circumstances and also extending the remit
of the Student Review Board to review and decide upon any eventual student appeals
independently.
1.2.5 Standard 5 - Student Admission, Progression, Recognition and Certification

Good Practice Identified


The MIPP HoI engages in one-to-one discussion with students before admission to ensure
that the student has the required level of competence before being registered on the course.

Judgment
Meets standard
Recommendations
R1. Refunds policy should include specific reference to refunds following course cancellation.
1.2.6 Standard 6 - Teaching Staff

Good Practice Identified


The panel commends that the collective industry experience of the tutors provides MIPP
students with an active link to the world of work.

Judgment
Meets standard
Recommendations
R1. Encourage tutors for continuous professional development to up-skill their pedagogical
competences. Such CPD would ideally involve training in areas of pedagogy but also in those QA
elements necessary to implement sound assessment and verification procedures.
1.2.7Standard 7 - Learning Resources and Student Support

Good Practice Identified


The students’ access to the network of photography practitioners provided by MIPP is
7

commendable as it provides field support to the students during their studies and beyond.


The direct personal communication between the tutors and students is commendable.



The panel also notes and approves strong bonds of collegiality.



The overall support afforded by the HoI and guest tutors to the students is commendable.

Judgment
Meets standard
Recommendations
R1. The panel recommends that the Institute makes its policy regarding special student needs and
extenuating circumstances available to the public.
1.2.8 Standard 8 - Information Management
Good Practice Identified

N/A
Judgment
Meets standard
Recommendations
R1. To ensure appropriate document traceability, the Institute needs to identify and adopt a
practical policy for revision control of official academic and administrative documents under the
scope of the quality management system.
R2. The panel recommends that MIPP need to revise the way it collects and analyses student
satisfaction in a way that ensures that the information obtained from these studies informs the
decision-making process thus resulting in the enhancement of the student experience.
1.2.9 Standard 9 - Public Information
Good Practice Identified
N/A
Judgment
Meets standard
Recommendations
R1. MIPP needs to upload on its website the policy and procedure against intolerance of any kind
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or discrimination against staff or students as well as the special student needs and extenuating
circumstances ‘Reasonable adjustment policy’ (Refer also to S1, R1 and S7, R1).
1.2.10 Standard 10 - On-going Monitoring and Periodic Review of Programmes

Good Practice Identified
N/A
Judgment
Requires improvement to meet standard
Recommendations
R1. Key recommendation - Establish a structured process for monitoring and cyclical review of
locally accredited courses that also describes the resources necessary and also involves internal
and external stakeholders.
R2. Key recommendation - MIPP needs to establish and implement a structure and schedule for
institutional review and ensure that the output of these reviews informs the MIPP Main
Committee’s decisions.
1.2.11 Standard 11 - Cyclical External Quality Assurance
Good Practice Identified
N/A
Judgment
Meets standard
Recommendations
N/A

9

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.

2.2 Reviewers

Evaluation
subject

Malta Institute of Professional Photography

Peer Panel

External Peers:

Members

Ing Pierre Dalmas, Chair of the EQA Review Panel
Ms Josephine Saliba, Peer Reviewer
QA Managers (NCFHE):
Ms Lorraine Vassallo, QA Manager, NCFHE Representative
Mr Marius Mifsud, QA Manager, NCFHE Representative

Timeline

Dates

Milestones

4th May

The panel received induction and preparation

25th October

The panel met to determine the specific terms of
reference, aims, objective and research question

7th November

Preliminary provider meeting

17th November

On-site audit visit
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2.3 Institutional Context
The Malta Institute of Professional Photography (MIPP) was set-up as a non-governmental
organisation in October 1996. As identified in its mission statement which is available on the MIPP
website, the Institute is committed to the ‘the furtherance and improvement of photography and
photography practitioners in all aspects’. The President of the MIPP, who also holds the role of Head
of Institution (HoI) and Course Director, explained to the panel that the Institute has, since its
inception, been run with a view of facilitating the networking of photographers, formulating
guidelines on various important issues that the working photographer faces and providing training
for upskilling of photographers. The MIPP is recognised as an official body by the government
where legislation and regulation of the local Photographic Industry are concerned.
In April 2014, the MIPP was licensed as a Further Education Institution by the National Commission
for Further and Higher Education (NCFHE).
MIPP have developed three courses that are accredited by NCFHE, namely:
i) MIPP Award in Still Photography (EQF/MQF Level 3 / 4 ECVETs)
ii) MIPP Applied Commercial Photography Award (EQF/MQF Level 4 / 12 ECVETs) and
iii) MIPP Fashion Photography Award (EQF/MQF Level 4, 12 ECVET’s).
The only course that has been delivered to date is the MIPP Award in Still Photography. The course
runs on average once per year and is aimed at participants who are interested in improving their
knowledge and competencies in photography to gain a recognised vocational award. The course is
geared towards teaching the wide range of skills and techniques necessary through technical
lectures, hands-on workshops and real-life scenarios. This Award is comprised of fifty-six (56)
contact hours, four (4) assessment hours and forty (40) self-study hours.
The other two accredited courses (at MQF 4) have not yet been launched by MIPP due to lack of
demand from the general public.
The MIPP offers various other non-accredited short courses and it also offers mentoring services to
its members to prepare for and obtain, in progressive steps, the Licentiate Level (LMIPP), the
Associate Level (AMIPP) or the Fellowship Level (FMIPP). The MIPP’s awards in photography are
internationally recognised by the Society of Wedding and Portrait Photographers (SWPP), the UK’s
largest photography association. MIPP and SWPP have a reciprocal qualification agreement.
MIPP is also strengthened through its close ties with the Master Photographer’s Association (MPA)
UK, China Photographers Association (CPA) and Circolo Fotoamatori Valle di Ledro. It is also an
active member of the Federation of European Photography (FEP), an organisation that groups
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together all the top European Photographic Associations to work more closely together.
The Institute has also been instrumental in lobbying the Government to amend the copyright laws
as well as to get more recognition for the local professional photographers. MIPP also provides
support to the Department of Information. The MIPP also holds international seminars that bring
to Malta top-level international exponents to lecture, take part in exhibitions, and collaborate with
Maltese photographers.
MIPP members have the opportunity of displaying their collection of images on the MIPP website
and can join the MIPP Facebook group for members. MIPP organises events and seminars on a
regular basis for its members, to whom it also bestows annual awards.

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 201424,

●

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.
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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:
●

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
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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?

●

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.
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2.5 Specific Terms of Reference and Research Questions
MIPP has designed and developed three locally accredited courses. The main lines of inquiry for
this EQA were to establish the fitness for purpose and effectiveness of the internal quality assurance
processes implemented by the provider, including the set-up and structure of the quality
management system, documentation and internal quality review and how these enhance the
student learning experience.
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 key recommendations which we feel need to be implemented expediently
by the institute to address weaknesses, and opportunities for improvement which are merely
suggestions based on our analysis and observations.

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
MIPP membership is open to the public older than 16 years against a membership fee. The statute
of the Institute is voted in by its members at an Annual General Meeting. Minutes of the MIPP Annual
General Meeting dating back to 2011 are available on the MIPP website. The panel commends this
practice as it demonstrates transparency in the governance of the Institute. MIPP members are
bound by a Code of Professional Conduct.
Five voluntary Executive Committee members are elected during the annual general meeting. All
members have voting powers; secret votes can be taken to elect the Executive Committee members
that run the Institute. The Executive Committee convenes once a month. The role of the President,
who is also the Head of Institution, includes amongst other tasks representation of MIPP both locally
and abroad, general overseeing of subcommittees, reciprocal agreements, newsletter coordination,
programme coordination, mentoring of programmes and updating of the statute. The SecretaryGeneral is mainly responsible for coordination of courses and the premises and has also fulfilled the
role of EQA Facilitator during the QA audit conducted by the NCFHE. The Treasurer is primarily
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responsible for liaison with banks, a collection of membership fees, running of MIPP Facebook
groups, inventory control, MIPP official Members’ database. One member of MIPP is responsible for
the updating of website content and document management.
The panel observed that the MIPP set-up is small and lean albeit it also acknowledges the dedicated
and passionate service of the MIPP members and tutors. However, it is also necessary to comment
on the dominant and key role of the President (HoI). The HoI is fulfilling multiple roles, including
but not limited to, course marketing, student pre-admission interviews, student selection, lecture
scheduling, tutor selection and recruitment, tutor academic mentoring and appraising, lecturing,
providing feedback, design of assignment briefs, liaison with internal verifier, liaison with world of
work stakeholders for organising on-site workshops, grading, design and review of programmes as
well as other tasks attributed to his role of President of MIPP. The panel observed the high level of
collegiality between the MIPP Committee members and the guest tutors. However, the panel also
notes that the load and responsibility of the training provided by MIPP should not be loaded onto
one person. The roles of the HoI need to be delegated to other members in a way that ensures the
necessary minimum redundancy for the sake of the course continuity and also for the benefit of
MIPP in general.
The Head explained to the panel that one of the reasons why MIPP decided to have their courses
accredited was to have a competitive advantage over other providers that offer courses that are not
accredited.
The MIPP has recently set-up a Student Course Review Board made up of the MIPP Treasurer and
two paid-up members. The Head of Institution (HoI) informed the panel that the current remit of
this newly set-up Board includes, handling of student complaints or representations, moderation
(if necessary) between assessor and Internal verifier and make recommendations for new
technologies. The Head also stated, in corroboration with student interviewees, that the remit of
the MIPP Student Course Review Board is therefore also to ensure good governance concerning the
right of the student to appeal decisions taken by the tutors. The HoI informed the panel that as
from 2018, the remit of the Student Courses Review Board may also include monitoring and
observing some of the course sessions to assess standards and recommend ways of improving the
teaching process.
The panel is therefore of the opinion that MIPP needs to establish the terms of reference for this
Student Course Review Board and also ensures that appropriate guidelines are in place to ensure
proper functioning of the Board and hence the necessary consistency in decisions taken. It
transpires from discussion with the HoI that the overseeing of the following matters of academic
nature is not currently included under the remit of the Student Course Review Board (or any other
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board):


Periodic institutional and course/programme reviews;



Ratification (approval) of decisions for the issue of certificates to participants who have
satisfied the conditions for awards;



Consideration of student requests for claims of extenuating circumstances, handling of
complaints, appeals and cases of student misconduct;



Approval of academic policies and regulations and changes therein.

Throughout the audit proceedings, the panel observed that the President and Secretary General
collaborated very closely and were both very knowledgeable and in control of the operational and
academic aspect of the institution. It would, therefore, be correct to state that the educational
functions of the institution depend almost entirely on these two voluntary officers, both elected on
a voluntary basis. The panel recommends that the MIPP should, however, identify contingencies to
ensure continuity should one (or more) of these two officers decide not to continue to volunteer
their time and energy to the Institute.
The panel observes that a policy and procedure for ‘ensuring against the intolerance of any kind or
discrimination against the students or staff’ (Standard 1, parameter f2) is not in place.
The HoI presented two key documents to the panel during the scoping visit namely the ‘MIPP Award
in Still Photography – Further Regulations’ and the ‘MIPP Qualifications – Rules and Regulations’.
The ‘MIPP Award in Still Photography – Further Regulations’ document includes the course
regulations for the MIPP accredited course and mainly covers: attendance requirements, payment
fee and structure, pre-admission preliminary interview, procedure for revision of assessment
(appeal), procedure for reporting complaints and misconduct by staff/students, procedure for
referral, equipment required, method of assessment, grading parameters and certification.
It was not evident in the document, and hence to the panel, whether this was the final version, and
if so, the approval authority and date. The HoI explained to the panel that all decisions are put to
and approved by the Executive Committee. Nevertheless, the panel noted that the approval decision
is not documented in the AGM meeting minutes. The ‘MIPP Qualifications – Rules and Regulations’
document explains the application procedure for the MIPP Licentiate (LMIPP), MIPP Associate
(AMIPP) and the MIPP Fellow (FMIPP).
The panel observes that a number of quality assurance processes that were described by the MIPP
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personnel are still in their formative stage. The panel, therefore, considers that together with the
input of the internal and external stakeholders, comprehensive MIPP policies still need to be further
developed and consolidated .
The above is being recommended on the basis of the IQA standard that requires that the internal
processes are ‘defined and understood’ by the MIPP personnel, prospective and registered students.
The policies, as identified and needed in Standard 1, need to be transposed to an explicit and
comprehensive set of IQA documents that will eventually constitute the MIPP quality management
system. This will ensure the efficient and consistent implementation of the quality management
system processes by MIPP personnel as well as provide opportunities for improvement.
The committee members work very closely and hence the quality management system can be
owned and understood by all. In the opinion of the panel, this is also due to aforementioned
transparency of governance which is in place and practiced by the Executive Committee which also
publishes the minutes of its general meetings on the official website.

Good Practice Identified


MIPP is run by professional, voluntary practitioners from within the photography industry
who consider that it is their professional responsibility to support the industry also through
the provision of training while reacting to developments in up-skilling needs of its members
and industry stakeholders.



The MIPP Committee members are committed to ensuring the best possible student
experience.

Overall judgment for Standard
Requires improvement to meet standard
Recommendations
R1 Key recommendation - Include policy and procedure for ‘ensuring against the intolerance of
any kind or discrimination against the students or staff’ (Standard 1, parameter f3) as part of quality
documentation.
R2. Incorporate the need to involve and obtain formal feedback from internal and external
stakeholders in the discussion and development of the Institute’s strategy, quality objectives and

3
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policy formulation and their updating.
R3. Define terms of reference for the Student Course Review Board and also ensure that appropriate
guidelines are in place to ensure proper functioning of the Board and hence consistency in decisions
taken.

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.

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.
MIPP is a voluntary and autonomous institution, registered as a Non-Profit Organization (NGO). As
stated in the Statute of the institution, no part of the organization’s income, capital or property is
available directly or indirectly to any promoter, member, administrator, donor or other private
interest. In case MIPP is dissolved, any assets remaining after settling liabilities shall be disposed of
in favour of another organization/s with similar aims or as determined by a General Meeting by
two-thirds majority voting.
The Institute has a good Net Asset base with no liabilities. During 2016, the Institute acquired
property of a fixed asset nature. The panel learned that this property is located in Paola and is
intended to be used by MIPP for lecturing purposes. MIPP has been delivering its courses in a hotel
but wishes to start using its own premises to provide this service.
MIPP has mechanisms in place for finance and audits. Every year, the Hon. Treasurer of MIPP draws
up a statement of accounts for that financial year which is presented to the MIPP Committee for
approval by majority vote. The accounts are signed by two Committee members and are then also
presented during the Annual General Meeting for approval. Annual accounts of MIPP are audited
yearly by a certified professional external accountant.
The institution is governed by an Executive Committee composed of a President who is also the
Head of the Institution, a Secretary General, a Treasurer and two other members of MIPP. All
members of the Committee must be full members of MIPP. The Committee is elected yearly during
the Annual General Meeting; processes for voting and elections are in place. However, it has no
selection criteria for the person occupying the headship position. It is thus recommended that MIPP
19

develops the selection criteria for the person occupying the role of Head of the Institution. The
board members are deemed to be fit-for-purpose.
Good Practice Identified


MIPP has invested in owning its own property for ensuring long-term stability of the
institution.

Overall judgment for Standard
Meets standard
Recommendations
R1. MIPP develops selection criteria for the person occupying the Headship position.

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
MIPP has the in-house capacity for the design and development of the technical content of its locally
accredited courses and therefore does not need to outsource the design and development to an
industry expert. MIPP have in fact designed, developed and approved three accredited part-time
courses (refer to Standard 1 for titles of courses): one (1) course at MQF level 3 and two (2) courses
at MQF level 4. However, only the MQF 3 ‘MIPP Award in Still Photography’ course has been
delivered to date and hence was the sole focus of the audit.
The process of identifying the need for a new course, the design, development and approval are
under the responsibility of the MIPP Executive committee. The HoI explained that a feasibility study
is first carried out by MIPP. This study includes a review to identify the availability of resources
required to develop and deliver the course. The MIPP HoI explained that he keeps up to date in this
sector through regular contact with local and foreign industry professionals and networks.
However, he also consults extensively during the design and development process with members
of his committee to discuss both level, content and workload of the programmes. The HOI explained
that he has regular contact with the DOI and media houses in particular to recommend services of
photographers.
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The HOI confirmed that in developing their courses, the consultation with external stakeholders
was informal and occurs through his contacts. He, however, confirmed that formal feedback from
students was not sought at the time when the courses were being developed.
The HOI explained that, apart from the professional qualifications and industry experience, he also
had the curriculum design and development experience that he obtained while working for a local
vocational educational institution with foreign awarding bodies as well as while working as a
subject expert in the design of local qualifications for a vocational context.
From the discussions held with the HoI, it is clear that the Institute has followed key process
milestones in the design, development and approval of its accredited courses. However, the tacit
knowledge gained as a result of this course development process has yet to be formalised and
externalised. The panel, therefore, recommends that a process map/document that describes the
processes, responsibilities of process owners and the need for stakeholder feedback is compiled.
This will facilitate the continuous improvement of the future design, development and approval
process of locally accredited courses.
The panel recommends that MIPP should consider giving due consideration to the feedback from
students at the proposal and approval stages.
Good practice identified


The MIPP Course Coordinator and Secretary General have significant technical and industry
experience which they translate in curriculum design and development.

Overall judgment for Standard
Meets standard
Recommendations
R1. Document policy and procedure that describes the process of design, development and
approval of accredited courses (that also provides for a student feedback process).
R2. Give due consideration to the feedback from students and external both at the proposal and
approval stages.

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.
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Main findings
The programme specification and unit description template compiled by MIPP (as part of the
NCFHE programme accreditation process) contribute to the quality assurance for teaching and
learning as it determines the objectives, learning outcomes, related content, delivery and
assessment method.
Lectures are delivered by the HoI and other guest tutors. The guest tutor prepares the lesson plan
and teaching material on the basis of the schedule and mentoring provided to them by the HoI.
When presented with the final course description approved by the NCFHE, the tutors indicated that
they were not familiar with it. The panel, therefore, recommends that the guest lecturers should
also be familiar with the course application form approved by the NCFHE as this provides the tutors
with the full details of the learning outcomes, assessment criteria and assessment methods.
The HoI explained that this course delivers and assesses the basic tenets/ principles of
photography. The tutor encourages the students to find their own solutions but provides them with
interim and ongoing verbal feedback and guidance when the techniques are used incorrectly.
The students interviewed by the panel confirmed that various pedagogical tools are used during the
delivery of the course, including the use of videos, URL links to help students in their research and
self-study, group discussions and student presentations. The students stated that the lectures
commonly include an introductory presentation followed by a workshop that includes hands-on
exercises. Tasks are given after each session for students to practice what they would have learnt.
The students were provided with lesson notes after the sessions. Classroom lectures are also
complimented with extensive use of on-site student workshops. The students explained to the panel
that the tutor explains before the on-site workshop the assigned tasks that normally require the
students to take on-site photographs using techniques taught during the lecture. Apart from
repeating the task instruction during the fieldwork, the tutor provides real-time feedback to the
student. The HoI said that the Institute organises, where possible, half / full day placements for its
students at work locations. One of the venues is the Public Broadcasting Services studios whereby
students are exposed to real-life scenarios.
The panel was informed that the students are not issued with formal, documented assignment
briefs since the tasks are explained verbally by the tutors during the lecture.

The panel

recommends that all the assignment briefs should be circulated in hard (or soft copy) to the
students. The documented briefs also need to indicate to the students the respective learning
outcomes/assessment criteria that are being addressed by the task. This document is necessary for
the student to ensure clarity of what is expected by the student to present as evidence and the
applicable assessment criteria per task. The cross-referencing is also necessary for the Course
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Coordinator (and internal verifier) to ensure that all the course Learning Outcomes and assessment
criteria have been addressed throughout the course. This quality record (assignment brief) is also
necessary for internal and external programme reviews, handling of appeals and to facilitate
opportunities for continuous improvement.
The students are assigned a number of interim, ongoing graded assignments throughout the course.
These include a number of on-location photography sessions (as described above), a presentation
by the student of their work to the peers and tutors and the preparation of a reflective journal. The
students can opt to submit their reflective journal either in the form of a digital copy or as a hard
copy, depending on their IT competence level.
The HoI informed the panel that the assignment tasks are communicated verbally to the students.
The HoI also confirmed that the tasks remain the same for the various (successive) cohorts. The
panel recognises and commends the relevance, depth and flow of verbal feedback throughout the
course delivery (as corroborated by tutors and students during the interviews). Whilst this quality
of verbal feedback enhances the student experience, the panel reiterates the need for assignment
briefs to be documented so that a record of assessment is kept for the successive course intakes.
The panel was provided with a sample of a reflective journal compiled by a student on the ‘MIPP
Still Image Photography Award’. The entries on this particular journal spanned over a six-month
period. The panel observed the high standard achieved in the student’s 45-page journal both with
respect to the logging of the student’s ‘personal learning voyage – a diary of self-learning’, the very
reflective and personal narrative and also the level of achievement of the work (images) presented.
It was evident to the panel that the reflective journal helped the student to formulate new opinions
and perspectives. The content demonstrates that the student used the journal as a risk-free
working space to explore, think, and practice skills learned in class. The content of the 45-page
journal (seen by the panel) also provides a very good indication that the self-study hours that are
typically expected of an EQF/MQF 3 course workload have been fulfilled by the student. The panel
recognises the importance and value of the reflective journal as it helps the assessor determine
whether the student has gone through and recorded the key milestones required in completing the
evidence for the assignments. The reflective journal also helps the assessor to gauge the originality
of the student’s submitted work.
The Secretary-General is assigned the role of course Internal Verifier. The panel is informed that
the verifier discusses the assignment briefs of all the assessments with the HoI and reviews whether
the tasks are commensurate with the learning outcomes and assessment criteria. However, records
of the internal verification actions and decisions are not kept. The panel, therefore, recommends
that documented evidence is to be held, as a minimum, of the output decisions of the assignment
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brief internal verification process.
Regular feedback to students mainly occurs verbally in the form of discussions between the tutors
and the students. Ongoing feedback on work uploaded by the students is also provided (to the
students) via the Facebook page. As evidenced during the student interviews, the panel observed
that the Facebook group also facilitates the strong ethos of collegiality among the students
especially since the students can follow and learn from each other's strengths and weaknesses.
The panel saw a sample of a result sheet for the entire cohort that included a breakdown of the
results by the student for each of the interim assessment. The resulting sheet was signed-off by the
HoI and Internal Verifier.
The HoI decides the final student course grade following consultation with the guest tutors and the
internal verifier regarding the performance of the student throughout the course. The HoI also
compiles in liaison with the guest tutors written, end of course individual, summative feedback
covering the students’ performance during the course. The feedback is however mainly limited to
the individual power point presentation and the reflective journal. The panel was informed that
this written feedback is however not forwarded to the students. It was therefore evident that
written feedback is not issued after every assessed assignment but only for the student presentation
and the reflective journal (as explained above).
During the interviews with the alumni, it was very evident to the panel that the alumni had a very
high opinion concerning the timeliness and quality of personal, verbal and also group feedback
provided by the tutors. Nevertheless, the panel recognises the need for MIPP to provide the students
with individual formal documented feedback on an interim basis (after every assignment/group of
assignments). The panel recognises that the institution should (also) take cognisance of the fact that
(some) students may consider written feedback as a more efficient method for post-assignment
reflection and future reference. The panel also recommends that the documented end of course
feedback (that is already being compiled by MIPP) is communicated to the students. The institute
needs to recognise that, apart from its academic value, the dissemination of documented interim
and final feedback to the students will also ensure that they (students) have recourse to the
necessary records in case they decided to lodge a formal appeal or complaint. This will also
facilitate and ensure that the Course Review Board has access to objective evidence when reviewing
the merits of a student appeal or grievance.
The panel confirmed that the Internal Verifier performs verification of the end of course feedback
and final grade. However, in the absence of documented interim feedback, the internal verifier is
not currently in a position to conduct verification of the assessment decisions and quality of
feedback of the interim assignments. The panel encourages MIPP to come-up with a feedback
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system that is not necessarily paper-based but could use online solutions (e.g. social media) for the
dissemination of individual, interim feedback. The panel also recommends that documented
evidence is kept of the output of the internal verification throughout all the stages of the assignment
feedback. The evidence needs to include as a minimum the signature of the verifier and assessor
and the date verified.
Those students who fail an assignment can resubmit their work but can however only achieve a
‘Pass’ if successful from the resubmission.
The panel was also informed that students that request an extension of the assignment submission
deadline are given a limited extension of the deadline but will however only achieve a ‘Pass’.
Whereas the panel agrees that this is a correct approach, the institute is encouraged to consider the
possibility of allowing an extension to a submission deadline without the penalty of a threshold
grade (pass) in cases where the request for extension is due to genuine, extenuating circumstances.
The MIPP Executive Committee should consider empowering the HoI to consider such claims and
also extending the remit of the Student Review Board to review and decide upon any future student
appeals independently.
The panel expressed its concern with the HoI regarding the appropriateness or otherwise of the 50
Euro non-refundable appeal fee. The panel asked the HoI whether the Institute considers the
monetary value of the appeal fee to serve as a detractor for students when considering whether to
register or not a formal appeal. The panel also noted that discouraging students from registering
appeals might as a consequence deny the Institution of the opportunity to identify opportunities for
improvement, arising from possible upheld appeal decisions. Following a discussion with the panel,
the HOI committed to revisiting the monetary value of the appeal fee and whether the policy can be
revised in such a way that the appeal fee is refunded in cases when the student appeal is upheld.
The HoI explained that the tutors are expected to verify the originality of work submitted. In the
cases where the work is deemed not to be original, the assignment is forwarded for vetting by the
Review Board. Disciplinary action is taken if the work is found to be plagiarised.
The sample of students interviewed by the panel did not experience and hence formally report
circumstances that necessitated a formal resolution of an appeal or a complaint. This was
confirmed by the HoI.
During the interviews with the panel, students noted that they never had the need to make an
official complaint and always felt at liberty to communicate and make suggestions directly to their
tutors. One of the examples cited by the student during the interview was feedback to the HoI
regarding their preference for more detail on one of the topics covered (editing) and for the
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introduction of additional, specialised courses on each of the particular subjects tackled during this
course.
The panel acknowledges the effort by the MIPP tutors to solicit informal and direct feedback by the
students to the Institute. Nevertheless, the panel emphasises the importance of formal feedback
instruments that are well designed to ensure that the data gathered is used for its intended purpose,
that is, of enhancing the quality of the student experience. The information from these feedback
instruments should allow the Institute to derive meaningful indications as to where specific needs
for enhancement lie. The panel also recommends that a formal reference or statement of
commitment on the use of student feedback instruments to measure essential quality aspects of
teaching, learning, assessment and student support is included in the MIPP QA Manual.
It was observed during the student interviews conducted by the panel that, in general, all students
had the disposition to direct personal feedback to the tutors and MIPP HoI. The panel also observed
that it is not the practice at MIPP to have class representatives. These appears to be due to the lack
of interest in this type of representation by the students and also since the majority of the students
are adult learners and consider the HoI and tutors to be very approachable and receptive.
The students commented to the panel that their overall course experience was very good. The
students also said that it was however essential that course attendance is regular and notes are
taken to get the most out of the lectures. The students were also satisfied with the extent of detail
that is covered during the lectures and the variety of pedagogical methods and assessment methods
that were applied as well as the extent and frequency of ongoing verbal feedback. Particular
mention was made by one of the students on peer review whereby students are allowed to give
feedback to one another in the presence of the tutor.
Good practice identified
N/A
Overall judgment for Standard
Requires improvement to meet standard
Recommendations
R1. Key recommendation - All assessment briefs must be documented when issued to the
students. The briefs need to provide a cross-reference to the learning outcomes and assessment
criteria being addressed.
R2. Key recommendation - Documented evidence of the decisions by the Internal Verifier
(signature, date etc.) is required both for the IV of the assignment brief (tasks) and assessment
decisions.
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R3. Develop student feedback instruments to measure essential quality aspects of teaching,
learning, assessment and student support.
R4. To consider revising downwards the amount of the appeal fee and whether the appeal fee
should be refundable when the Course Review Board upholds the appeal by the student.
R5. The MIPP Executive Committee should consider empowering the HoI to consider requests for
extension of assignment deadlines due to extenuating circumstances and also extending the remit
of the Student Review Board to review and decide upon any eventual student appeals
independently.

3.5 Standard 5: Student Admission, Progression, Recognition and
Certification
Student admission, progression, recognition and certification: entities shall consistently apply
pre- defined and published regulations covering all phases of the student ‘life-cycle’.

Main findings
The email contacts, MIPP Rules and Regulations, entry requirements and application form are all
available on the MIPP website. The HoI explained that during the pre-admission interview the
applicants are asked to state their expectations of the course and also to submit twenty images.
These images provide the HoI with an opportunity to assess the prospective applicant’s skills and
aptitude although this assessment does not lead to a refusal of the application. The HoI records
details of any special student requirements at this stage. If admitted, the student is then informed
of the course start date. The panel noted that the application form does not request the student to
identify any special requirements or conditions.
At the start of the the course, the students are given an overview of what will be happening
throughout the course. The panel asked the students to confirm whether they were informed of the
course specification. Although the students interviewed were not entirely familiar with the full
version of the official course specification that is available on the MIPP website, the students
confirmed that the information communicated to them during the introductory session was
sufficiently informative.
The Panel noted to the HoI that the MIPP Rule and Regulations does not specify that the 200 euro
course deposit is refundable when the course is not launched. The HoI agreed and confirmed that
the refund needs to be updated accordingly although this practice (refund) was already in effect.
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The HoI explained to the panel that attendance is monitored on a regular basis. In cases where
students are absent for more than 20% of the contact hours, the HoI requests the Course Review
Board to review whether the extenuating circumstances would justify that the student joins the
next cohort, free of charge. Otherwise, the student is terminated from the course. The panel saw
on the attendance sheets evidence of such cases.
The panel observed that, in general, the students’ objective for following the course was to enhance
their photography skills and techniques as hobbyists.
Successful students are issued with an MIPP achievement certificate that also includes the
EQF/MQF level of the course, workload (ECVET), final grade achieved, date of issue, the name of
‘Course Director and Tutor’ and name of ‘Course Verifier’. The HoI informed the panel that a
transcript would be given to successful students form the next cohort.
Good practice identified


The MIPP HoI engages in one-to-one discussion with students before admission to ensure
that the student has the required level of competence before being registered on the course.

Overall judgment for Standard
Meets standard
Recommendations
R1. Refunds policy should include specific reference to refunds following course cancellation.

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

Main findings
The MIPP Executive Committee is responsible for selection and recruitment of part-time tutors;
part-time tutors are selected on a session by session basis. MIPP does not employ full-time tutors.
Tutors are selected during formal interviews against a number of criteria, namely, related
qualifications/subject expertise, industry practice and possibly previous training experience.
The HoI explained that there is locally a very limited pool of tutors who hold professional
qualifications and have experience that can be considered as eligible to deliver lectures as guest
speakers. The HoI also explained to the panel that he regularly encourages qualified members
through mentoring to take up tutoring. The HoI also urges members to take up further CPD courses.
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The level of professional competency of the tutors was corroborated by all the students who were
interviewed. The students spoke highly of the tutors’ skills and experience.
The current compliment of MIPP tutors includes the HoI, the Treasurer who are both full-time
professionals and guest tutors who are part-time professional photographers.
The HoI conducts ‘walk-in’ appraisal of tutors during their lectures. The appraisals are followed up
by verbal feedback from the appraiser to the tutor being appraised. The HoI explained that is not
customary for records to be kept of the outcome of the appraisal process. The panel acknowledges
the benefit of the ‘walk-in’ appraisals. Nevertheless, the panel recommends that a formal appraisal
process needs to be set-up at MIPP. The appraisal process needs to establish basic appraisal criteria
and include documented feedback by the appraiser to the appraisee. This will also facilitate the
follow-up of the appraiser on points for improvement by the appraisee thus resulting in a
continuous improvement cycle.
The HoI informed the panel that it is the intention of MIPP to develop in-house train the trainer
sessions for current tutors and members (including alumni) who are interested in tutoring with
MIPP.
Good practice identified


The panel commends that the collective industry experience of the tutors provides MIPP
students with an active link to the world of work.

Overall judgment for Standard
Meets standard
Recommendations
R1. Encourage tutors for continuous professional development to up-skill their pedagogical
competences. Such CPD would ideally involve training in areas of pedagogy but also in those QA
elements necessary to implement sound assessment and verification procedures.

3.7 Standard 7: Learning Resources and Student Support
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
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The students informed the panel that they have contact through their MIPP course registration and
membership with a local circle of experienced peers having similar interests and also the possibility
of sharing advice on skills and techniques. They also consider the membership as a pathway to
internationally recognised qualifications with the help of the six-month mentoring programme
against payment. The students also have the possibility of participating in various photographic
events, competitions and exhibitions that are organised by MIPP. MIPP also provides students with
the opportunity to upload their work on the MIPP website thus gaining exposure and networking
with fellow photographers. The MIPP also organises social events and offers subsidised renting of
studio equipment to the student members.

The MIPP has also facilitated the featuring of

photographic work of the students on a local TV programme.
The HoI explained to the panel that in the past, the Institute used to receive considerable
sponsorships from importers of photographic equipment and materials to organise MIPP
photographic conventions. However, with the advent of digital photography, these conventions
have not taken place anymore as the use of film photography and the associated services have since
considerably diminished.
The Institute has available essential learning resources that include indoor and outdoor studio
equipment that is required by the tutor and the student during the practical sessions (workshops).
The students confirmed that the guest tutors also at times bring their equipment during the lectures
for demonstration purposes. Although an in-house library is not available, the tutors provide the
students with eBooks or links to useful websites of established photographers and studios. These
links to the photo galleries of established and renowned professionals in the industry are useful for
the MIPP students as sources of further research, reflection and internalisation.
The MIPP is also exploring funding possibilities to invest in hardware (e.g. SLR cameras) and
software that can be used by students who would like to enrol but have not yet purchased the
necessary, mandatory equipment.
The HoI informed the panel that the MIPP personnel remain available for feedback even after the
students have completed their course. As witnessed by the panel during the audit, the MIPP
Facebook (cohort) group remains available after the course sessions end. The panel considers such
use of social media as evidence of ongoing tutor-peer support and peer learning.
The HoI was asked by the panel whether concessions, such as extra time for completion of
assignments, are provided for students with special needs. The HoI stated that to-date there were
no such requests but these would be considered accordingly. The panel recommends that the
Institute formalises its intention within its policies and procedures.
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Good practice identified


The students’ access to the network of photography practitioners provided by MIPP is
commendable as it provides field support to the students during their studies and beyond.



The direct personal communication between the tutors and students is commendable.



The panel also notes and approves strong bonds of collegiality.



The overall support afforded by the HoI and guest tutors to the students is commendable.

Overall judgment for Standard
Meets standard
Recommendations
R1. The panel recommends that the Institute makes its policy regarding special student needs and
extenuating circumstances available to the public.

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
The student and assessment records are kept in a combination of computer records or hard copies.
Computer data is backed-up on two separate drives. The data includes summative student final
feedback, attendance and assessment records of final marks obtained.
The MIPP does not have a formal system in place to manage student feedback although the HoI
stated that they are committed to implementing such a system. As corroborated by the panel during
the student interviews, informal feedback is solicited from the students on a regular basis. The HoI
also stated that they monitor student feedback via the online social media and the website.
However, the panel considers that MIPP needs to have in place more systematic, structured
methods of gathering student feedback. It is also necessary for the provider to ensure that the data
gathered is used for its intended purpose of enhancing the student experience. Closure of feedback
loops is also essential.
The Institute maintains a record of students who have not completed the course. The panel has
seen samples of these result sheets. The result sheets include reasons why the students did not
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complete the course.
The panel observes that the necessary information required by the students (regulations, policies
etc.) is available and accessible on the MIPP website. However, the panel also remarks that on
various occasions between the desk study and the main audit, it was not always possible for the
panel to ascertain that the printed documents used by the panel were in fact the current, approved
revision. The panel, therefore, recommends that the MIPP documentation system needs to be
referenced adequately and revision controlled to ensure reliable information management such
that both students and staff always have at hand access to current and approved versions of
documents.
The Institute has available a data protection policy that is made available on the MIPP website.
Good Practice identified
N/A
Overall judgment for Standard
Meets standard
Recommendations
R1. To ensure appropriate document traceability, the Institute needs to identify and adopt a
practical policy for revision control of official academic and administrative documents under the
scope of the quality management system.
R2. The panel recommends that MIPP need to revise the way it collects and analyses student
satisfaction in a way that ensures that the information obtained from these studies informs the
decision-making process thus resulting in the enhancement of the student experience.

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 MIPP website is the primary source of publically available information that includes details of
the accredited courses on offer by MIPP. The Institute also makes available on the MIPP website
course regulations that explain the procedures and obligations of the students.
The course entry requirements, the course specification, course application form and the MIPP rules
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and regulations are all available on the MIPP website. The panel confirms that, in general, the
students were familiar with the information available on the MIPP website.
Statistics on pass rates for all the past cohorts of the EQF/MQF 3 course are also published on the
MIPP website.
The students confirmed that they were adequately informed from the one-to-one meetings with the
HoI as regards admission, programme objectives, assessment and certification.
MIPP also publishes an online monthly newsletter via their website.
One of the MIPP Committee members is assigned responsibility for updating website content.
Good practice identified
N/A
Overall judgment for Standard
Meets standard
Recommendations
R1. MIPP needs to upload on its website the policy and procedure against intolerance of any kind
or discrimination against staff or students as well as the special student needs and extenuating
circumstances ‘Reasonable adjustment policy’ (Refer also to S1, R1 and S7, R1).

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

Main findings
MIPP has recently set up the Courses Review Board with its terms of reference being the review of
existing courses and to make recommendations for new courses. The review of the existing courses
is mainly carried out on the observations of the tutors and feedback during the lectures and
workshops from the students.
It is also the intention of the HoI to seek formal student feedback. The HoI confirmed interest in
developing a formalised Student Questionnaire and distribute this regularly to various student
cohorts in order to obtain such feedback.
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It transpires that the HoI has assumed the responsibility to review the course on an ad hoc basis.
The HoI explained to the panel that the course reviews are based on informal feedback from
students on successive cohorts and also on changes/trends in industry practices. However, the
panel notes that a formal set-up for structured and scheduled cyclical review of locally accredited
courses is not in place. Student and employer feedback need to be included in this process and they
also ought to receive feedback about actions taken to improve the programme. Furthermore, a
documented process that describes the monitoring and review of locally accredited courses is not
available as part of the MIPP quality management system.
The panel is cognisant of the fact and appreciates that the MIPP quality management system is
recent and still developing. It was evident that the HoI has a very good overall understanding of the
operational and academic processes at the institutional level. However, the IQA standard requires
that the provider ensures an internal structured review process that includes systematic feedback
from the tutors, students, alumni and other stakeholders. The input of this process needs to be
based on systematically recorded data. The outputs of this internal monitoring and review process
will identify strengths as well as areas for improvement. The resulting corrective, verification and
prevention actions need to be monitored to ensure that the effectiveness of their implementation
will result in an enhancement of the student experience.
Good practice identified
N/A
Overall judgment for Standard
Requires improvement to meet standard
Recommendations
R1. Key recommendation - Establish a structured process for monitoring and cyclical review of
locally accredited courses that also describes the resources necessary and also involves internal
and external stakeholders.
R2. Key recommendation - MIPP needs to establish and implement a structure and schedule for
institutional review and ensure that the output of these reviews informs the MIPP Main
Committee’s decisions.

3.11 Standard 11: Cyclical External Quality Assurance
Entities should undergo external quality assurance by, or with the approval of, the NCFHE on a
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cyclical basis, according to NCFHE guidelines, once every five years.

Main findings
MIPP fulfils this standard by hosting the external quality audit documented in this report.
Good Practice Identified
N/A
Overall judgment for Standard
Meets standard
Recommendations
N/A
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4. Response by the Provider
4.1 Preamble
We have read with interest the findings of our audit and feel that this exercise will help us to
improve our accredited NCFHE courses. During the audit, we rigorously noted the comments and
proposals discussed by the audit board and we started immediately started work on implementing
most of these right away.
Here we would like to outline two main facts on the MIPP courses. As noted by the audit board we
have limited resources and sometimes cannot really implement a few of the recommended
changes. One main issue is that we cannot cater for persons with special needs as this would
require specialised staff which we do not have due to lack of financial resources. Employing such
staff would make our courses difficult to finance without raising our fees and putting ourselves in
a position where we cannot keep delivering our specialised courses. Thus, information to this
effect will be inserted in our regulations so that such persons will be advised about this.
Secondly, we do agree that a lot of work and responsibility is put on the HOI who is also the
President. We would dearly love to be able to spread the work wider but again, we have our
limitations as due to being an NGO, few members can be found who are ready to dedicate the large
amount of time needed and, at the same time, possess the relative expertise and qualifications.
Yet, we are in the process of giving more responsibilities to the guest tutors as well as the Internal
Verifier. This, although limited, will improve the overall knowledge of the running of the course
for all involved.
Another important change which will be effected in forthcoming courses is to lift the age of
participants to 18 and over. Although we would have wished to keep offering these courses to
under-age learners, it will stretch our resources much further in order to do this. So it has been
decided to unfortunately effect this change as from 2019.

4.2 Response to comments and proposals made by the Peer Review Panel in connection
with Standards “Standard met”
We agree to the findings of the Review Panel wherever Standards have been met.
Standard 2 - Institutional Probity
R1. MIPP criteria for the person occupying the Headship position will be laid out as follows:
The person needs to be of at least 1st Degree Level in Photography; (higher degrees relevant to
Photography/art would be preferable).
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Have a minimum of 5 years professional experience in photography.
Have a clean police conduct and good moral judgment.
Managerial & administrative skills & experience are necessary. GCE certificates in English and
Maltese language. Working knowledge of Word, Excel, Windows.
All these criteria are to be reviewed and assessed by the MIPP Executive committee and approved
by the MRCB.
Standard 3 – Design and Approval of Programmes
R1. The process of design, development and approval of accredited courses will be discussed in a
yearly meeting of the MRCB, the Executive Committee and guest students. Feedback from the
Questionnaires will be reviewed and, when found beneficial, taken on board during forthcoming
courses. This meeting (which will be officially recorded) must be done at least once a year or
before a new course is being prepared.
R2. The Independent MIPP Courses Review Board will be entrusted to give feedback and
suggestions on the improvement of courses. Student Questionnaires will be sent out, evaluated
and implemented when possible and feasible.
Standard 5 – Student Admission, Progression, Recognition and Certification
R1. Future refund policies will include specific reference to refunds following course cancellation.
Standard 6 – Teaching Staff
R1. To encourage tutors for continuous professional development they will be given the
opportunity to attend courses such as the “Train the Trainer” and regular instructional meetings
to gauge tutor problems and to find solutions will be convened. Furthermore, we are regularly in
touch with governmental departments that at times provide training. These opportunities are
closely monitored and tutors are made aware and encouraged to attend.
Standard 7 – Learning Resources and Student Support
R1. Regretfully this cannot really be implemented by the MIPP as it cannot financially bear the
costs and organisational skills needed. Prospective students are always interviewed prior to their
enlistment in order to gauge their ability to follow the course and will thus be guided accordingly.
Standard 8 – Information Management
R1. This has been adopted and all documents are now inluding the acronym of the course (e.g. SIA
or ACPA; document title; year; version number.
R2. This is being implemented through the course Questionnaire and its findings – these will be

37

made available to all stakeholders in order to better formulate and improve future courses.
Standard 9 – Public Information
R1. This has been prepared and will be uploaded on the MIPP website. Intolerance of any kind has
never been permitted at MIPP and the Committee will continue to be vigilant on such issues.

4.3 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 – Policy for Quality Assurance
R1. Key recommendation - The MIPP will introduce a policy and procedure against
discrimination of any kind. All future Learners, tutors etc will be provided with this document and
it will be made available on MIPP online portals.
R2. Formal feedback from internal stakeholders will be obtained, recorded and examined through
the regular meetings under the auspices of the MIPP COURSES REVIEW BOARD (MRCB) and the
Committee. Due to the minimal amount and nature of the courses being run by MIPP, involving
external stakeholders is not directly feasible, yet the MRCB will be able to call in such external
stakeholders in the photographic Industry, if they feel that it can be beneficial for the improvement
of the courses. However regular feedback is taken from experienced professional MIPP members
and tutors who are in the industry.
R3. This is being implemented and a document outlining the Terms of Reference Independent
MIPP Courses Review Board is being prepared and will be issued.
Standard 4 – Student-centred Learning, Teaching and Assessment
R1. Key recommendation – This is being implemented for all forthcoming accredited courses.
R2. Key recommendation – As with immediate effect, (2018) documented evidence of the
decisions by the Internal Verifier (signature, date etc.) is being implemented and recorded both
for the assignment brief (tasks) and assessment decisions.
R3. Two Questionnaires have been developed in order to meet this recommendation and will be
sent to all students and participating tutors.
R4. It has already been decided to downsize the appeal fees. New rates and information will be
issued to participants.
R5. Same reply as R4.
Standard 10 – On-going Monitoring and Periodic Review of Programmes
R1. Key recommendation – This will be implemented and has been placed under the
38

responsibility of the MRCB.
R2. Key recommendation – This will be implemented and has been placed under the
responsibility of the MRCB. Institutional review will be conducted regularly and the output of
these reviews will inform the MIPP Main Committee’s decisions.
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Annex: Review Panel Bio Notes
In the setting up of the review panel for Malta Institute of Professional Photography, 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, on 17th November 2017.
Head of Review Panel/External Peer: Ing. Pierre Dalmas
Ing. Pierre Dalmas is Director, Quality Assurance at the Malta College of Arts Science and
Technology. His responsibilities primarily include the updating of the quality management system,
process review and improvement, handling of complaints and student appeals, internal auditing
and ensuring compliance of the quality system to the internal and external regulatory
requirements. He holds a Masters in Business Administration (Grenoble Graduate School of
Business) and a first degree in Mechanical Engineering (University of Malta). Throughout his
career, he held various management positions within the insurance surveying, M&E contracting
and manufacturing industries and for the last seven years in the vocational further and higher
education sector. He was responsible for the setting up of Quality, Environment and Food Safety
Management Systems. He also delivers training courses on Quality Management Systems and
Quality Improvement Tools to various participant groups within both industry and in the
Vocational Education and Training Environment.
Peer Reviewer: Ms Josephine Saliba
Josephine Saliba BA, PGCE (Malta), Msc Educational Leadership (Leicester), MA Education Studies
(Sheffield) is a Senior Lecturer at the Malta College for Arts, Science and Technology. Following
her initial teaching engagement within the Ministry for Education and as Programme Co-ordinator
within the Foundation for Educational Services, in 2004 she moved to the MCAST Learning
Support Unit (LSU), part of the Curriculum and Quality Assurance Department. She specialises in
teaching English, Communication Studies and Work Based Learning within the Foundation,
Technical and University Colleges and follows individual students in their academic and vocational
studies, providing support programmes and assessment. Previously having spent two years as
Co-ordinator of the LSU and lecturer within the Vocational Teacher Training Unit, she now fulfils
various roles in programme development, assessment and verification, in the team design of Initial
Assessment Tests, academic and vocational Embedded and Integrated assignments as well as
assessment verification and quality assurance.
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