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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 judgements 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 
judgement 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:   Dr Robert Cassar 
 
Student Peer Reviewer:  Mr Robert Cassar Pace 
 
QA Managers (NCFHE): Ms Fiona McCowan and Ms Viktoriia Maltseva 

1.1.2 Specific Terms of Reference and Main Lines of Inquiry 

The Malta Institute of Taxation (MIT) is licensed by NCFHE as a further and higher education provider and 
currently has two accredited awards. 
 
The terms of reference of the Panel were to identify, understand and assess the readiness of the Institute in 
fulfilling its internal quality assurance requirements in terms of the NCFHE National Quality Assurance 
Framework, in particular, the eleven (11) Internal Quality Assurance Standards, as well as to recognise 
strengths and provide recommendations for enhancement. 
 
Subsequent to the internal meetings between the Panel and the NCFHE QA Unit Officers, the scoping visit 
held at the provider's premises on 4th February 2020 and pursuant to the documentation received from the 
MIT, the Panel sought to follow the main lines of inquiry as indicated below: 
 
a) Does the Institute have the capacity and resources to design, develop and deliver its own accredited 

courses and realise the student support services? 
b) Does the Institute deliver to its students quality teaching, learning and assessment? 
c) Are the policies, procedures and regulations in place, supported by a Quality Management System, fit for 

purpose? 
 

1.2 Section B: Key Findings, Judgements and Recommendations 

1.2.1 Standard 1 - Policy for Quality Assurance 
 
Good Practice Identified 
 

 A very formal and structured organisational set-up. 
 Extensive industry expertise and an impressive network of professionals. 
 A robust set of top-level documentation. 
 A committed, passionate and professional management team and committee members. 
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Judgement 
 
Requires improvement to meet IQA Standard 1. 
 
Recommendations 
 
The Panel recommends that the MIT: 
 

KR1 Consolidates the established strategy into a strategic (written) document covering the next 3- to 
5- year period to facilitate formal, regular review at the appropriate top hierarchy of the Institute. 

KR2 Considers ways to ensure that student feedback informs the development of the MIT strategy and 
its quality assurances policies. 

KR3 Makes public, and updates as necessary with its stakeholders, the Mission Statement that builds 
on and consolidates the purpose of the Institute. 

KR4 Updates the Quality Manual and other documentation (including the organigram) to provide clear 
reference to the committees/persons accountable for quality so that it is clear as to who has the 
responsibility for the management of quality and the respective reporting structure. 

KR5 Includes references in the organigram to the Education Sub-Committee and the Examination 
Panels. 

CR6 Consolidates the set of existing quality assurance policies and procedures into one high-level, 
overarching document (Quality Policy) such that the document is more coherent and accessible 
to the general public, including prospective applicants, by June 2021. 

CR7 Demonstrates, possibly through a mapping document as an Appendix to the Manual, how the 
requirements of the NCFHE IQA Standards are mapped to the contents of the Manual by June 2021. 

KR8 Provides in the Quality Manual the specific roles and responsibilities of (a) tutors, (b) 
coordinators, and (c) examiners, clearly and succinctly. 

KR9 Includes in the Quality Manual the terms of reference of the Education Sub-Committee. 

R10 Considers whether (a) the Certificate Supplement (6 pages) and (b) Code of Conduct and Ethics 
(refer to link https://maintax.org/mit-statute/) should remain as an integral part of the MIT Quality 
Manual. 

KR11 Identifies the specific roles and responsibilities delegated by the Education Committee to the 
members of the Sub-Committee. 

KR12 Identifies and documents how the Education Committee, hence the MIT, ensures that the 
oversight, actions and decisions of the Education Sub-Committee are being communicated to and 
recorded effectively and efficiently by the Education Committee and the upper hierarchical 
structures, in order to ensure regular and effective quality management review. 

KR13 Formalises an agenda for the review of quality management in order to ensure that a scheduled, 
structured and formal approach is adhered to. 

KR14 Compiles a 'Student Code of Conduct and Ethics' that is fit for purpose for students of the MIT. 

KR15 Extends its ethical guidelines to cover student-to-student conduct, student-to-staff conduct, as 
well as its obligations of an employer towards its employees and service providers. 

https://maintax.org/mit-statute/
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1.2.2 Standard 2 - Institutional Probity 
 
Good Practice Identified 
 
Nil. 
 
Judgement 
 
Meets Standard.  
 
Recommendations 

 
R1 To prepare financial plans or budgets aligned with targets set by Council for operational and 

financial effectiveness and efficiency. 

1.2.3 Standard 3 - Design and Approval of Programmes 
 
Good Practice Identified 
 

 Course design and development process has access to industry stakeholders. 
 Appropriate rigour and internal transparency in the design and development process. 

 
Judgement 
 
Meets requirements of IQA Standard 3. 
 
Recommendations 
 
The Panel recommends that the MIT: 
 

KR1 Reviews and consolidates Quality Manual Section 8 'Course Design' and Section 18 'Course Syllabi 
and programme design' into one section to eliminate redundancy in the respective texts. 

KR2 Includes a process map (flowchart) in the Quality Manual to identify key decisions being taken and 
by whom these are taken. 

KR3 Takes stock and includes feedback from current students or alumni within the design and 
development process. 

1.2.4 Standard 4 - Student-centred Learning, Teaching and Assessment 
 
Good Practice Identified 
 

 The Coordinator set-up is key in ensuring the consolidation of teaching, learning and assessment. 

 The teaching and learning process is structured and well planned. 
 
Judgement 
 
Requires improvement to meet IQA Standard 4. 
 
Recommendations 
 
The Panel recommends that the MIT: 
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KR1 Formalises the practice of handling student complaints into a written policy. 

KR2 Identifies and implements an approach which provides for more formative assessment feedback 
within the existing assessment strategy. 

KR3 Ensures that the students have access to the corrected examination scripts that include not only 
a breakdown of the marks but also formative feedback from the assessors. 

KR4 Considers the introduction of model answers, marking schemes or grading rubrics to ensure 
fairness and consistency when grading students’ work. 

R5 Refunds the revision of paper fee in cases where the appeal is upheld and the mark increased. 

KR6 Includes a date when feedback was collated and which module the feedback refers to in the 
‘Evaluation Form’. 

KR7 Includes alternative assessment arrangements, temporary leave of absence and extension of 
studies in the Adjustment/Mitigation Policy, and standardises current ad hoc good practices. 

1.2.5 Standard 5 - Student Admission, Progression, Recognition and Certification 
 
Good Practice Identified 

 

 The application process is simplified and efficient. 
 
Judgement 
 
Meets requirements of IQA 5. 
 
Recommendations 
 
The Panel recommends that the MIT: 
 

KR1 Develops a formal, written policy for the recognition of prior learning (refer to Standard 5). 

R2 Includes a reference in course literature about the MQF 5 course award being a progression route 
to the MQF 6 course (refer to IQA 9). 

1.2.6 Standard 6 - Teaching Staff 
 
Good Practice Identified 
 

 The Institute has access to practitioners who are industry professionals. 
 
Judgement 
 
Meets requirements of IQA 6. 
 
Recommendations 
 
The Panel recommends that the MIT: 
 

R1 Establishes and documents terms of reference and standards for quality of academic delivery 
between the Institute and the contracted Tutors.  
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R2 Formalises an effective schedule for Tutor appraisal and ensure consistency in its 
implementation. 

KR3 Compiles a ‘Teaching Appraisal Policy’ that incorporates and standardises current ad hoc 
practices for teaching performance appraisals of tutoring staff, establishing clear evaluation 
criteria and performance objectives. 

1.2.7 Standard 7 - Learning Resources and Student Support 
 
Good Practice Identified 
 

 Students have access to MIT learning material that enhances course material. 
 
Judgement 
 
Meets requirements of IQA Standard 7. 
 
Recommendations 
 
The Panel recommends that: 
 

KR1 The students’ admission process policies, including terms and conditions, need to include a 
Student Agreement as per Subsidiary Legislation 324.433. 

1.2.8 Standard 8 - Information Management 
 
Good Practice Identified 
 

 Nil. 
 
Judgement 
 
Meets requirements of IQA 8. 
 
Recommendation  
 
The Panel recommends that the MIT: 
 

KR1 Further consolidates the process of periodic analysis of this (and other quality management data) 
and how this information informs the quality management review process. 

R2 Introduces revision control to ensure the correct management of (printed and saved) documented 
information.  In this way, both Students and staff would always have access to the latest, approved 
versions of documents. 

KR3 Prepares a formal procedure that identifies (a) the nature and extent of data, (b) the method and 
(c) the responsibilities of how it intends to ensure the secure archiving of data for 40 years. 

1.2.9 Standard 9 - Public Information 
 
Good Practice Identified  
 

 An up-to-date, comprehensive set of course regulations is made available online. 
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Judgement 
 
Requires improvements to meet Standard 9. 
 
Recommendations 
 
The Panel recommends that the MIT: 
 

KR1 Updates the Course Details brochures of both accredited courses as follows: 
a) Includes references to the workload (ECTS) per unit (since the units can be followed by the  

students individually), as well as the total course workload (ECTS).   
b) Adds information to explain that successful applicants can claim an award for respective units 

(should the students decide not to complete the whole programme). 
c) Includes details of entry requirements.  In the case of the Compliance Course (MQF 5), there 

are no details, however, in the case of the Tax Regulations Course (MQF 6), the entry 
requirements are included. Moreover, the Panel recommends that reference is also made to the 
MQF 5 course being a progression route to the MQF 6 course. 

d) Clearly explains that if students opt not to sit for the examination / submit an assignment, they 
will only be entitled to a Certificate of Attendance (and not a Certificate of Achievement). 

e) Provides a reference to non-refundable deposit (albeit this is included in the application form). 

KR2 Ensures that key student-centred policies, as identified under the NCFHE IQA Standard 1, are made 
available online (via the MIT website). 

1.2.10 Standard 10 - Ongoing Monitoring and Periodic Review of Programmes 
 
Good Practice Identified  
 

 Nil. 
 
Judgement 
 
Meets requirements of IQA Standard 10. 
 
Recommendation  
 
The Panel recommends that the MIT: 
 

KR1 Includes student and alumni feedback in the programme cyclical review process. 

KR2 Provides evidence of a structure and schedule for institutional review and ensures that the output 
of these reviews ultimately informs the Council. 

KR3 Makes a provision for the involvement of internal (students) and external stakeholders in the 
external review process – as required by the standard. 

1.2.11 Standard 11 - Cyclical External Quality Assurance 

 
Judgement 
 
Meets requirements of IQA Standard 11. 
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Recommendation  
 
The Panel recommends that: 
 

KR1 In future, the Self-Assessment Report (SAR) should be better planned and compiled by the 

Provider in line with the guidelines available to the Providers in the Manual of Procedures under 

Annex 1.  The SAR needs to provide (more) details of the provider's operations, strengths, 

weaknesses and planned improvements across all the IQA standards. 

 

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. 
 being implemented with effectiveness, comprehensiveness and sustainability.  
 

2.2 Reviewers 
 
 

Evaluation subject The Malta Institute of Taxation 
Peer Panel Members 
 

External Peers:  
 Ing Pierre Dalmas 
 Dr Robert Cassar 

 
Student Peer Reviewer:  

 Mr Robert Cassar Pace 
 
QA Managers (NCFHE): 
 

 Ms Fiona McCowan and Ms Viktoriia Maltseva 
 

Timeline 
 

Dates 
 
17th June 2019 
 
 
22nd October 2019 
 
8th January 2020 
 
 
 
4th February 2020 
 
3rd and 4th March 2020 
 

Milestone 
 
The Panel received induction and 
preparation 
 
Desk Study 
 
The Panel met to determine the specific 
terms of reference, aims, objective and 
research question  
 
Preliminary provider meeting  
 
On-site audit visit 
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2.3 Institutional Context 
 
Based on the desk research by the Panel based on various documents submitted by the Malta Institute of 
Taxation (MIT) before and during the main review, internet searches and information provided during the 
interviews conducted by the Panel with the Head of Institute (HoI) and various other Institute representatives, 
the Panel was in a position to compile the following portfolio of the institutional context of the MIT. 
 
The MIT was constituted on 15th March 1995. The founder members had felt that the time was opportune for 
the setting up of a body that would have as its main purposes the advancement of education in all matters 
relating to taxation, the creation of an informed public opinion on the subject and the development of the 
techniques of taxation. The Institute is strictly non-political and requires its members to follow a Code of 
Conduct and Standards of Practice. The MIT is dedicated to the diffusion of knowledge and equitable practice 
in the field of taxation in Malta. 
 
Since its establishment, the MIT has strived to establish itself as a professional body for advisers, 
practitioners and academics operating in the field of taxation in Malta. The Institute has always had, as its 
declared objective, the promotion of the highest standards in the tax profession, which it endeavours to 
achieve through the creation of opportunities for learning and ongoing professional education. Over the 
years, the Institute has successfully contributed towards education in taxation and the development of local 
tax policy, legislation and administrative practices. The MIT maintains a good level of dialogue with local tax 
authorities, policymakers and other institutes and associations of professionals. 

The MIT carries out its mission through: 

 Provision of educational opportunities for practitioners and legislators. 
 Publication of literature that is based on taxation-related research resources. 
 Review of, and comments on, current and proposed legislation and operational methodology. 
 Participation in European taxation forums that influence European-wide taxation issues. 
 Regular discussions with the legislative and administrative arms of the local administration with the aim 

of enhancing tax legislation and its enforcement. 

The Institute is an independent and autonomous body made up of and run by tax practitioners. It generates 
its own financial resources which are applied towards the achievement of the above mission. 

On the international stage, the MIT is a full member of the CFE Tax Advisers Europe, a Brussels-based 
association of European tax advisers. As Malta's sole representative, the Institute casts Malta's vote in this 
important forum. Representatives of the Institute take part in various CFE structures which continuously 
monitor and review developments in taxation in Europe, as well as in other parts of the world in so far as these 
may affect Europe. The CFE also makes representations to the European Commission on all matters relating 
to taxation. 
 
The Institute delivers two accredited courses, namely the Course on Taxation, leading to the award of a 
Professional Award in Taxation (Cert. Tax) and the Award in Tax Compliance. 

The Institute has taken in hand, on behalf of the Revenue Departments, the publication of the decisions 
delivered by the Court of Appeal in tax cases (Income Tax and VAT). It also publishes its own Guide to the Tax 
Cases. The Institute launched, in February 2010, the Direct Taxation Manual, the first comprehensive textbook 
on direct taxation published locally. In 2012, the Institute started publishing a regular "Update" newsletter 
that covers legislative developments in the direct and indirect field of taxation and more significantly, includes 
important insight in relevant local judicial decisions apart from those imparted from the European Court of 
Justice. 

The Institute regularly makes submissions to Government on tax matters and allied issues. Discussions are 
held regularly with the authorities: these are mostly held in conjunction with other organisations interested 
in taxation. The Institute also participates in various other committees, including those connected with money 
laundering. The MIT is given official recognition for purposes of law by its inclusion as a qualifying body in 
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Legal Notices concerning the submission of electronic returns, and the submission of Opinions in connection 
with the reduction of penalties.  

In addition to its academic courses, the Institute regularly holds seminars and workshops on tax-related issues 
throughout the year. It also holds its Annual Tax Conference, bringing together a number of leading local and 
international speakers to share their knowledge and experience on a variety of topical issues.  To further its 
commitment to the promotion of tax education and the facilitation of dialogue and exchange of ideas on key 
topical tax issues, the Institute launched a Masterclass Series in 2018 – an interactive discussion forum on 
select tax topics, led by a local or foreign expert. The Masterclass takes the format of a round-table discussion 
for a small group of specialist tax professionals and is preceded by a presentation by the moderator. 

The list of Council Members, the members who serve on the various committees and the staff members of the 
Institute are listed in the public domain via the MIT website link https://maintax.org/mit-council/ 

The Institute has designed and developed two locally accredited courses, namely: 
 

a) MIT Course on Taxation leading to the 'Professional Award in Taxation' (EQF/MQF Level 6; 16 
ECTS). 

The MIT Course on Taxation is an intensive course which covers all aspects of local and international 
taxation, which is intended for students from tax, legal and accounting backgrounds who wish to obtain a 
more comprehensive understanding of Malta's system of taxation. 
 
Successful completion of the course (and assessment) leads to the granting of an MQF Level 6 Professional 
Award in Taxation. 
 
b) MIT Course on Tax Compliance, leading to the 'Award in Tax Compliance' (EQF/MQF Level 5, 8 

ECTS). 
The MIT Course on Taxation Compliance is a specialised and comprehensive course which covers direct and 
indirect tax issues from a practical perspective. It is designed for individuals from accounting, financial or 
legal backgrounds but is also intended for clerical staff members of accountancy, audit and legal firms who 
handle tax compliance matters. 
 
Successful completion of the course (and assessment) leads to the granting of an MQF Level 5 Award in Tax 
Compliance. 
 
Licensing of the MIT 
 
The Institute is licensed as a higher education institution (Licence number 2015-014).  The NCFHE 'List of 
Programmes' (dated 9th April 2018) specifies that the MIT is licensed to deliver accredited programmes up to 
MQF Level 6.   
 
The list includes the following awards: 

 
1. Award in Tax Compliance (MQF 5, 8 ECTS) 
2. Professional Award in Taxation (MQF 6, 16 ECTS). 
 
The NCFHE ‘Special Conditions' (dated 23rd March 2018) include standard conditions of operation and 
specify that the training site is located in Pembroke. 

 
The 'General Conditions' issued by NCFHE to the provider were also seen by the Panel, with no specific 
comments to report. 
 

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.  

https://maintax.org/mit-council/
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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 are 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 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 learning and 

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

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. 
 

2.5 Specific Terms of Reference and Research Questions 
 
The terms of reference of the Panel were to identify, understand and assess the fitness for the purpose of the 
Institute in fulfilling its internal quality assurance requirements in terms of the NCFHE National Quality 
Assurance Framework, in particular the eleven (11) Internal Quality Assurance Standards, as well as to 
recognise strengths and provide recommendations for enhancement. 
 
Subsequent to the internal meetings between the Panel and the NCFHE QA Unit Officers, the scoping visit 
held at the provider's premises on the 4th February 2020 and pursuant to the documentation received from 
the MIT, the Panel sought to follow the main lines of inquiry as indicated below: 
 
1. Does the Institute have the capacity and resources to design, develop and deliver its own accredited 

courses and realise the student support services? 
2. Does the Institute deliver to its students quality teaching, learning and assessment? 
3. Are the policies, procedures and regulations in place, supported by a Quality Management System, fit for 

purpose? 
 
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 (CR) which should be implemented by a set date as indicated in the 

respective recommendation.  
 Key Recommendations (KR) which need to be implemented expediently by the Institute to address 
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weaknesses, and need to be effectively in place before the next EQA. 
 Recommendations (R) for improvement which are suggestions based on the Panel's analysis and 

observations 

In order to be able to fulfil the scope of the audit, the agenda for the main audit was discussed and agreed 
during the Scoping Meeting with the MIT HoI by the Panel and the NCFHE Audit Managers. 

The list below provides a record of the key meetings that the Panel held in person: 

 List of Meetings held between Panel and MIT representatives 

Day 1 
Meeting with Head of Institution and Facilitator at MIT Office: View of institutional leadership on 
all standards 
Meeting with Education Committee 
Meeting with Administrative staff 
Visit at lecturing venue (Pembroke) 
Meeting with Students (Levels 5 & 6 courses) 
 
Day 2 
Meeting with Head of Institution and Facilitator 
Presentation to Panel members of Online Platform  
Meeting with Tutors (Levels 5 & 6 courses)  
Meeting with Alumni Students (Level 5 & 6 courses) 
Meeting with external stakeholders of the MIT (Employers) 

 
The section below provides an overview of the key documents that were made available (online or in 
hardcopy) to the Panel throughout the course of the on-site review: 
 
List of MIT key documents made available to the Panel 
 
 NCFHE 'List of Programmes' (dated 9th April 2018)  
 NCFHE' Special Conditions' (dated 23rd March 2018)  
 NCFHE 'General Conditions' 
 MIT Statute 
 MIT Quality Manual and appendices 
 MIT Self-Assessment Report 
 Copy of the 'Application Form' available via the MIT website (refer also to IQA 5) 
 Copy of the online 'Student Evaluation Form' 
 
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 
 
Institute Strategy, Mission Statement and QA Policy 
 
The Head of Institute (HoI) explained to the Panel members that the MIT had, years back, identified and filled 
a gap in the provision of undergraduate and postgraduate accredited qualifications in the areas of tax 
implementation and advisory qualifications. The HoI also explained that the ongoing strategy of the Institute 
is to consolidate its existing accredited awards and deliver specific (non-accredited) courses as part of its 
Continuous Professional Education (CPE) provision to its members and its broader community. The HoI stated 
that the rationale of this strategy is reinforced by the industry feedback received from the stakeholders 
(employers) with respect to training needs. 
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The Panel noted that the lack of a strategic plan covering the next 3- to 5-year period does not support the top 
hierarchy in conducting a regular formal review of progress toward achieving the MIT's key strategic goals.  
 
The Panel noted the lack of a publicly available mission statement to guide internal and external stakeholders 
as well as potential students as to the ethos and purpose of the Institute. 
 
It was evident from the interviews that the Quality Assurance (QA) policy of the MIT is influenced by the 
various interactions of the internal and external stakeholders. This occurs through the involvement of various 
part-time trainers who are all industry professionals as well as, in some cases, the employers of the (same) 
students registered with the MIT. Additionally, the part-time trainers are (also) alumni of the MIT.  This 'triple' 
representation provides a direct feedback loop to the MIT, which (feedback) influences decisions being taken 
by the MIT regarding the QA policy.   
 
Hence, the Panel is satisfied that the requirement for the engagement of internal and external stakeholders in 
the development and implementation of the QA policy. However, the Panel could not objectively confirm how 
the QA policy feeds into the strategic planning process, mainly due to the fact that the strategic plan was not 
documented. 
 
Throughout the meetings with the students, the Panel observed that they (students) had very clear 
expectations on the quality of the teaching, learning and assessment processes.  However, some of the students 
admitted that their concerns were not always communicated to the MIT management. In fact, the Panel 
considered it appropriate to explain to the students that it is their role to provide effective and ongoing 
feedback to the Management. The Panel did not see evidence of formal, regular meetings organised by the MIT 
to facilitate student feedback and how this (feedback) informs the strategic direction by the MIT and the QA 
policies. 
 
Objectives of the Malta Institute of Taxation 
 
Throughout the meeting with the Institute Management, the Panel observed that the MIT is fulfilling a 
number of objectives that are directly and indirectly related to its remit as an accredited training institution. 
The Panel identified the following objectives, in particular:  
 
a) The enhancement of public education in and promotion of the study of the principles, administration and 

practice of taxation through its accredited courses.  
b) Facilitation and exchange of information and views on taxation, and the creation of an informed public 

opinion on the subject through its public seminars, annual conference and CPD sessions.  
c) Acquire and disseminate useful information concerning taxation in Malta, the Member States of the 

European Union and other countries.  
d) Create a membership base of competent and qualified individuals and grant certificates accordingly.  
e) Encourage and assist, through its promotional campaigns, suitable persons to join the profession 

concerned with the administration and practice of taxation. 
f) Co-operate with government ministries, agencies and other professional bodies concerned with allied 

disciplines.  
g) Affiliate with international institutions or other groupings concerned with taxation. 
 
Institute Management 
 
The Panel observed, from the MIT Statute, that the Institute is an independent and autonomous body made 
up of and run by professional tax practitioners. The Institute generates its own financial resources which are 
applied towards the achievement of its mission. 
 
The Council of the Institute is the ultimate decision-making body. Council selects members who sit on each 
Committee and selects the CEO and the CTO. Each Committee Chairperson periodically updates Council as to 
the tasks carried out within the respective Committee. 
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The organigram of the Institute is shown in Figure 1 below: 

It was possible for the Panel to identify, through the discussions with the various representatives of the 
Institute, the accountable persons having direct responsibility for quality. However, the organigram presented 
to the Panel and included above, does not identify and illustrate the accountable persons and committees that 
have specific roles for managing quality at the Institute. 

The Panel notes that that the Institute's Quality Manual (and other documentation, including the organigram) 
do not provide a clear reference to: 

a) the committees, namely the Education Sub-Committee and Examination Panels, and  

b) persons accountable for quality so that it is clear as to who has the responsibility for the management of 
quality and the reporting structure. 

 
Legal Representation  
 
The legal and judicial representation of the Institute is vested in the President of the Council. 

The appointment of the legal representative, and the persons who occupy headship positions, such as the CEO, 
is the responsibility of the Council. In this way, it is ensured that such important positions are filled by 
responsible and competent personnel. The HoI explained that the President of the Council is required to 
ultimately ensure that the persons occupying a headship position and the legal representative are fit for 
purpose. The Panel confirms from the interviews carried out during the review process, including the scoping 
visit, that the representatives of the Institute holding headship positions came across as professionals who 
were willing to openly and competently discuss with the Panel the requirements of the IQA both in terms of 
technical and andragogic expectations. 
 
Officers of the Council 
 
The Panel notes from the MIT statute that the Officers of the Council are the President, the Vice-President, the 
Secretary and the Treasurer. The President is ex-officio Chairman of the Institute, the Council and any 
Committee of which he is a member. The President presides at all meetings thereof and shall be responsible 
for the orderly dispatch of business.  

According to the MIT Statute, Council Members are selected annually during the AGM. Each member of the 
Institute is eligible to stand for the election, held during the AGM, to be appointed a Council Member. Council 
Members are not remunerated for their services. 
 
Appointment of Committees 
 
The Panel notes that the MIT Statute provides for the Council to appoint Committees, whether on a permanent 
or ad hoc basis. The MIT Statute allows for discretion to each Committee Chairperson to select the members 
who are to serve on his/her Committee. The members of the Committees are members of the MIT with at least 
three years' experience in the area of interest of the particular Committee. The Council may also from time to 
time appoint as members external experts in fields pertinent to the particular Committee. 
 

Proceedings of any such Committee are regulated as closely as possible in a manner similar to proceedings of 
the Council. Committees shall report to and be responsible solely to the Council.  
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The Panel was informed that the MIT Council appointed the following committees: 

a) The Publications Committee which is responsible for the publication of any relevant textbook. 

b) The Ethics and Disciplinary Committee ensures the observance of disciplinary procedures as laid out 
in the Statute and to come out with new recommendation as and when required. 

c) The Finance Committee oversees financial matters to ensure long-term viability of the Institute. 

d) The Technical Committee provides counsel on matters of direct and indirect taxation. 

e) The Education Committee oversees the proper functioning of the entire suite of educational courses 
being provided by the Institute.  The delivery of seminars and workshops is also under the remit of the 
Education Committee. 
 

Permanent MIT Salaried Positions and non-Salaried Positions 
 
The Institute has the following salaried employees: 
 The CEO who oversees day-to-day management (acted as Facilitator of the EQA Audit), 
 The CTO who is responsible for technical merits related to matters of taxation, and 

 Secretariat staff. 

The non-salaried positions include: 
 Tutors and examiners (on a module-by-module basis). 

 Module Coordinators (appointed on a module-by-module basis).  
 

Quality Policy 
 
The Panel established from the discussions with the Education Committee members (and also the documentation 
provided by the Institute) that the Education Committee sets the policy for quality assurance and is therefore 
responsible for the following processes: 
 
a) design of new courses and the review of existing ones. 
b) ensuring that examination scripts are graded correctly.  
c) detecting and combating academic fraud. 
d) revision of examination scripts and assignments.  
e) examination resit procedures.  
f) ensuring the quality of reading material and academic support to students.  
g) ensuring discipline in class.  
h) the selection of tutors, based on their area of technical expertise in particular tax legislation matters. 
i) the evaluation of tutor performance; and the student selection criteria.  

 

The HoI also explained that the Education Committee Chairperson reports to Council at least twice a year. 
Council members are responsible for approving the design of any new courses or any amendments to the 
syllabi of existing courses. 
 
The IQA Standard 1 specifies that 'Educational institutions shall have a policy for quality assurance that is 
made public and forms part of their strategic management’. Internal stakeholders shall develop and 
implement this policy through appropriate structures and processes while involving external stakeholders. 
 
The Panel, however, concludes that the MIT does not have in place a consolidated QA Policy that provides 
coherence and can be made accessible to the general public. 
 
Quality Management System 
 
Throughout the discussions with the HoI, the Panel observed that it was very evident that the MIT is committed 
to a quality management system that is compliant to the requirements of the NCFHE IQA Standards.  
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Quality Manual 
 
The Panel notes that the overall elements of the MIT Quality Management System are described in the MIT 
Internal Quality Assurance Manual. The MIT Quality Manual that was made available to the Panel includes the 
following sections: 

1. Objectives of the Institute 
2. Officers of the Council 
3. Legal representation 
4. Appointment of Committees 
5. Employees and Providers of Services 
6. Financial Statements 
7. Appointment of Auditor 
8. Course Design 
9. Modes of Assessment 
10. Policy to desist academic fraud 
11. Revision of examination scripts 
12. Resit policy 
13. Reading material and support to students 
14. Discipline 
15. Selection and support of tutors 
16. Support of Administrative staff 
17. Evaluation of performance 
18. Course syllabi and programme design 
19. Student progression 
20. The student selection criteria 
21. Gathering, recording and use of information 
22. Publicly available information 
23. The role of external stakeholders 
24. Comparable standard to similar courses offered by other providers in Malta 
25. The role of the Secretariat of the Institute 
26. Good governance 

The Quality Manual also includes the following additional sections: 

1. Appendix 1: Organigram of the MIT 
2. Appendix 2: Assessment Policy 
3. Appendix 3 (Pg. 23 – 28): Certificate Supplement (sample) 
4. Appendix 4 (Pg. 29 – 40): Code of Conduct and Ethics (For MIT Members) 

 
The structure of the MIT Quality Manual does not follow the NCFHE list of IQA standards. It is also to be noted 
that Section 8 'Course Design' and Section 18 'Course Syllabi and programme design' overlap in content. 
 
The Panel notes that the Quality Manual of a licensed provider needs to constitute an effective repository of 
all policies and procedures that are required to support the management of the quality system in place at 
the Institute as stipulated by the NCFHE IQA standards, in particular IQA 1. 
 
The Panel notes the following observations regarding the MIT Quality Manual: 
 
a) Whereas the structure and layout of the MIT Quality Manual is the prerogative of the Institute, the 

Institute needs to demonstrate, possibly through a mapping document as an Appendix to the Manual, how 
the requirements of (all) the NCFHE IQA Standards are mapped to the contents of the Manual. In this way, 
it will be possible for the provider (and any other stakeholder) to ensure that all of the IQA standards are 
being appropriately addressed in the Quality Manual. Currently, it is not readily possible. 
 

b) Whereas the key processes of teaching, learning and assessment are covered across the Quality Manual, 
there is a need to describe clearly and succinctly the specific roles and responsibilities of (a) tutors, (b) 
coordinators, (c) examiners. 
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c) The terms of reference of the Education Sub-Committee (that are distinct from those of the Education 
Committee) are not documented in the Quality Manual. 
 

d) The organigram (included in the Quality Manual) does not make reference to the Education Sub-
Committee and the Examination Panels. 
 

e) The Institute is invited to consider whether (a) the Certificate Supplement (6 pages) and (b) Code of 
Conduct and Ethics (11 pages) should be, for practical purposes, an integral part of the MIT Quality 
Manual. 

The Panel commends the HoI who proactively stated the need to develop, over time, further supporting 
policies and procedures that are currently not part of the MIT QA documentation set.  
 
Role of CEO 
 
The Panel was informed that the CEO is required to propose academic and quality initiatives to the Council 
and to the Management Committee for their consideration. The CEO attends meetings of the Education 
Committee, the Finance Committee, the Technical Direct and Indirect Tax Committee and the Professional 
and Public Affairs Committee. The CEO also oversees the workings of the administrative staff employed at 
the Institute. Furthermore, the CEO is involved in the marketing of all courses, seminars and workshops and 
in the proper functioning of the Office. 
 
The Panel was also informed that the CEO has various day-to-day academic and administrative roles and is 
supported by the Committees and administrative staff. 
 
Role of Education Committee and Sub-Committee 
 
The HoI explained to the Panel that the Education Committee is autonomous on all matters relating 
implementation and reporting to the Council, on issues relating to:  
the accredited courses. 
the various seminars offered on tax-related subjects. 
 
The role of the Education Committee and Education Sub-Committee are described in the Quality Manual, 
Section 4 (e) wherein it is stated that 'The Education Sub-Committee is responsible for the quality assurance 
of all the Institution.  No other different stakeholders participate in this'.  
 
The Quality Manual (Section 8) also specifies that the 'Education Committee shall be responsible for the design 
of new courses or review of extant ones'. The QA role of the Education Committee is also described in other 
key sections of the QA Manual.  
 
Whereas the Panel does understand the need for establishing sub-committees in 'small' provider Institutions 
to ensure continuity of provision, the Panel considers that the Quality Manual does not adequately describe 
and clarify: 
 
a) The delineation of roles and responsibilities between the Education Committee and the Education Sub-

Committee(s). 
b) The specific roles and responsibilities delegated by the Education Committee to the members of the Sub-

Committee. 
c) How the Education Committee, hence the MIT, ensures that the oversight, actions and decisions of the 

Education Sub-Committee are being communicated and recorded effectively and efficiently with the 
Education Committee and to the upper hierarchical structures in order to ensure regular and effective 
quality management review. 

 
Management Responsibility and Management Review 
 
The Panel was informed that the MIT President chairs the MIT Council meetings and the MIT Management 
Committee meetings. The Chairperson of the Education Committee seeks approval from the Council on 
matters related to the design of new courses and amendments thereto. The President keeps constant contact 
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with the CEO in matters related to the running of the Institute. 
 
The Institute is encouraged to formalise a process for the review of quality management in order to ensure 
that a scheduled, structured and formal approach is adhered to. 
 
Module Coordinator role 
 
MIT Courses are divided into a number of modules.  During the interviews by the Panel, it was noted that the 
Module Coordinators are appointed for each course to ensure that the modules are being delivered by the 
tutors as per accreditation requirements. They also coordinate the setting up of the examination paper and its 
approval by the Education Committee. 

The Course Coordinator does not have any contact with the students. The Coordinator is responsible for 
coordinating the various tutors teaching within that module. 
 
The Education Committee is responsible for overseeing the work of the Coordinators. 
 
Code of Conduct and Ethics 
 
The Quality Manual includes under Appendix 4 the 'MIT Code of Conduct and Ethics'. The Panel notes that this 
document is mainly referring to a code of conduct and ethics for accounting professionals - and not students 
registered on MIT accredited courses. 
 
Hence, the Panel, therefore, invites the Institute to compile a 'Student Code of Conduct and Ethics' that is fit 
for purpose for students of the MIT. 
 
Additionally, the Institute needs to extend its ethical guidelines to cover student-to-student conduct, student-
to-staff conduct, as well as its obligations of an employer towards its employees and service providers. 
 
Succession Planning 
 
The Panel commends the wealth of experience and qualified salaried and non-salaried personnel that support 
the Institute and also the advantages of a coordinated community of tax professionals. On the basis of the 
meetings held by the Panel with Council, Committee and Sub-Committee members, the Panel is of the opinion 
that the Institute has various valid options when considering succession planning of key positions. 
 
Good Practice Identified  
 

 A very formal and structured organisational set-up. 
 Extensive industry expertise and an impressive network of professionals. 
 A robust set of top-level documentation. 
 A committed, passionate and professional management team and committee members. 

 
Overall Judgement for Standard 
 
Requires improvement to meet Standard. 
 
Recommendations for improvement 
 
The Panel recommends that the MIT: 
 

KR1 Consolidates the established strategy into a strategic (written) document covering the next 3- to 5- 
year period to facilitate formal, regular review at the appropriate top hierarchy of the Institute. 

KR2 Considers ways to ensure that student feedback informs the development of the MIT strategy and 
its quality assurance policies. 
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KR3 Makes public, and updates as necessary with its stakeholders, the Mission Statement that builds on 
and consolidates the purpose of the Institute. 

KR4 Updates the Quality Manual and other documentation (including the organigram) to provide clear 
reference to the committees/persons accountable for quality so that it is clear as to who has the 
responsibility for the management of quality and the respective reporting structure. 

KR5 Includes references in the organigram to the Education Sub-Committee and the Examination Panels. 

CR6 Consolidates the set of existing quality assurance policies and procedures into one high-level, 
overarching document (Quality Policy) such that the document is more coherent and accessible to 
the general public, including prospective applicants, by June 2021. 

CR7 Demonstrates, possibly through a mapping document as an Appendix to the Manual, how the 
requirements of the NCFHE IQA Standards are mapped to the contents of the Manual by June 2021. 

KR8 Provides in the Quality Manual the specific roles and responsibilities of (a) tutors, (b) coordinators, 
and (c) examiners, clearly and succinctly. 

KR9 Includes in the Quality Manual the terms of reference of the Education Sub-Committee. 

R10 Considers whether (a) the Certificate Supplement (6 pages) and (b) Code of Conduct and Ethics 
(refer to link https://maintax.org/mit-statute/) should remain as an integral part of the MIT Quality 
Manual. 

KR11 Identifies the specific roles and responsibilities delegated by the Education Committee to the 
members of the Sub-Committee. 

KR12 Identifies and documents how the Education Committee, hence the MIT, ensures that the oversight, 
actions and decisions of the Education Sub-Committee are being communicated to and recorded 
effectively and efficiently by the Education Committee and the upper hierarchical structures, in 
order to ensure regular and effective quality management review. 

KR13 Formalises an agenda for the review of quality management in order to ensure that a scheduled, 
structured and formal approach is adhered to. 

KR14 Compiles a 'Student Code of Conduct and Ethics' that is fit for purpose for students of the MIT. 

KR15 Extends its ethical guidelines to cover student-to-student conduct, student-to-staff conduct, as well 
as its obligations of an employer towards its employees and service providers. 

 

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   
 
The Malta Institute of Taxation is the long-established institute whose membership consists of tax 
professionals emanating mostly from the accountancy and the legal professions. It promotes the interest of its 
members as an association and is an important stakeholder in the area of specialization of taxation, be it direct 
or indirect taxation. It is managed by a Council which is formed by highly reputable professionals. In addition, 
it has various committees dealing with various aspects such as publications, ethics and disciplinary, finance, 
Technical, Professional and Public Affairs and the Educational Committee – which are formed by members 
and operate in line with guidelines and direction of the Council. The Education Committee oversees the proper 

https://maintax.org/mit-statute/
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functioning of the entire suite of educational courses provided by the Institute. These consist currently of two 
MQF rated courses, the Foundation Course in Taxation (Level 5) and the Professional Certificate in Taxation 
(Level 6) in addition to various other short courses, seminars and workshops. The Education Committee is 
chaired by Dr Rachel Zarb Cousin, a Senior Manager within the International Tax Department of one of the big 
four accountancy firms in Malta. Thus, as a training provider, the Institute is clearly ensuring that its officials 
and staff occupying key positions are fit for purpose, and this has been done by carefully selecting personnel 
for the respective crucial regulatory and academic roles. It was noted that the Institute has clearly outlined 
the duties and responsibilities of the main roles within its structure, however, it does not have in place any 
written procedure relating to the engagement and selection for the headship positions as at present the 
Institute’s modus operandi is for the Educational Committee to guide and direct and the CEO of the Institute 
to implement its decisions.  
 
As can be seen from the above, the Institute is therefore properly structured and in recent years, it has 
appointed a part-time Chief Executive Officer with the aim of taking it forward. The Institute is also registered 
with the Register of Legal Persons, having registration number LPA-66, and is clearly adhering to fiscal, 
FSS/NIC and employment regulations.  The Institute’s accounts are audited by a professional external auditor, 
who gave it a clean report in the last audit presented to us, namely that covering the year 2017. It also keeps 
management accounts and the ones covering the year 2018 were duly presented for evaluation. 
 

From the evaluation of the financial data and statements presented to us, we can state that the Institute is 
properly capitalised given that its accumulated funds amounted to €239k at year-end 2018 and, in addition, 
it has reported positive net current assets positions in 2018 and 2017 amounting to €104k and €132k 
respectively. At year-end 2018, the Institute had almost €170k at the bank which, given its wage bill and 
general overheads spent to conduct its operations, provide an adequate cash reserve to deal reasonably with 
unpredicted circumstances and renders it able to continue in operation and implement its plans. We also 
noticed that, for various reasons, mainly related to substantial increases in administrative salaries, the 
institute registered a loss in 2018, which was unprecedented, however, we were given assurance that with the 
suite of courses, workshops, seminars and other money-raising activities planned for 2019 and 2020, the 
Institute was on course to reverse this one-off dip in its surplus generation. No financial plans or budgets were 
presented to us and we therefore suggest that the Institute regularly prepares financial budgets and thus sets 
targets against which to monitor actual performance. 
 
Good Practice Identified   
 

 Nil. 
 
 Overall Judgement for Standard  
 
Meets Standard.  
 
 Recommendations for improvement   
 
The Panel recommends that the MIT: 
 

R1 Prepares financial plans or budgets aligned with targets set by Council for operational and financial 
effectiveness and efficiency. 

 

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   
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Course Design 
 
The Panel had various discussions with the representatives of the Institute regarding the design, development 
and approval of programmes. 

The HoI explained to the Panel that the Institute had no immediate plans to design and develop further 
accredited awards, mainly because the industry's requirements are already fulfilled with the current awards 
that are complimented with the (non-accredited) CPE sessions that are organised from time to time. 

As such, the Panel could only have a retrospective view of the design, development and approval processes 
based on the previously accredited units. 

From the interviews with the HoI and Education Committee representatives, it is evident that the Education 
Committee is mainly responsible for the design and development of new accredited awards. 

The Committee is responsible for consolidating internal and external stakeholder feedback regarding the 
proposal for new qualifications.  The Education Committee makes its recommendation to the MIT 
Management Committee, which may include a proposal to approve the selection of an expert, or experts, to 
review or design the course in question. The Management Committee is required to seek approval of the 
Council.  

Upon approval, the Education Committee prepares and submits the brief and specifications for the required 
work. The Education Committee ensures that these specifications are in line with NCFHE course accreditation 
requirements as also prescribed in the NCFHE Programme Accreditation Application Form for accreditation 
of units/courses. The Education Committee seeks experts on the basis of their proven expertise and 
experience in the field relevant to the course in question. 

The Committee provides iterative technical feedback until the new design is ready for the consideration of the 
Management Committee. Due to the composition of the Management Committee, this effectively constitutes 
stakeholder industry feedback, which is taken into consideration in the final amendments to the proposed 
course review or design. 

Once these final amendments are approved by the Management Committee as recommended by the Education 
Committee, the CEO submits the proposed course review or new design to the NCFHE for accreditation.  

The Education Committee processes the subsequent cycles of NCFHE feedback and course revision, with the 
assistance of the expert/s as necessary. 

The Panel considers that the use of the NCFHE Programme Accreditation Application Form enhances the 
course development process by the Institute and hence the overall quality of the course content. 

However, on the basis of the documentation submitted by the MIT, the Panel could not clearly identify who 
is making the key design and development decisions. The Panel noted that Quality Manual Section 8 'Course 
Design' and Section 18 'Course Syllabi and programme design' overlap in content.  The Panel considers that 
this overlap needs to be reviewed and consolidated into one section to eliminate the redundancy of the 
respective texts and hence provide a clear narrative of the design and development process at the MIT.   
 
Feedback from Students 
 
The HoI explained to the Panel that feedback from students might be taken into consideration when designing 
a programme.  The HoI also explained that tax law is a highly technical subject and it has to be the tax 
specialists, who are very knowledgeable on tax law-related matters, which ultimately give recommendations 
to the Education Committee and the Council.  
 
The Panel maintained with the Institute representatives that, whereas it is not disputed that the content is 
highly technical and necessitates experienced, knowledgeable practitioners, the MIT need to build in within 
their design and development process feedback from current students or alumni. 
 
Feedback from External Stakeholders 
 
The Panel observed throughout the discussions that the Council Members, Education Sub-Committee 
Members and tutors are employed with a broad range of accounting, audit and legal firms in Malta. The Panel 
was also informed by the HoI that the MIT liaises closely with the Inland Revenue Department. Senior tax 
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officials from the Inland Revenue Department deliver seminars to the MIT members.  Consultations are also 
held with the Ministry of Finance. 

The Panel, therefore, recognises that the contribution by these various professionals results in effective 
(stakeholder) feedback of the teaching, learning and assessment process. 
 
Meeting with External Stakeholders 
 
The Panel held a meeting with two representatives of the external industry stakeholders (employers). It is to 
be noted that one of the two representatives present for the meeting was an alumnus of the MIT, attends MIT 
seminars, was involved in Education Committee and fulfilled at some stage the roles of Coordinator, tutor, 
examiner and assessor for the Level 6 programme. 
 
The representative stated that there are other service providers that offer a similar course, but the MIT is 
perceived as the main local provider. In fact, the representative stated that his firm solicits the MIT course also 
for employees with first-degree qualifications. The employer stated that the courses provide a holistic view of 
the disciplines both for applicants who start in compliance (MQF level 5 programme) and then move onto 
advisory (MQF Level 6 programme). 
 
Good practice identified   
 

 Course design and development process has access to industry stakeholders 
 Appropriate rigour and internal transparency in the design and development process 

 
Overall Judgement for Standard  
 
Meets Standard. 
 
Recommendations for improvement   
 
The Panel recommends that the MIT: 
 

KR1 Reviews and consolidates Quality Manual Section 8 'Course Design' and Section 18 'Course Syllabi 
and programme design' into one section to eliminate redundancy in the respective texts. 

KR2 Includes a process map (flowchart) in the Quality Manual to identify key decisions being taken and 
by whom these are taken. 

KR3 Builds in within their design and development process feedback from current students or alumni. 

 

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   
 
Teaching methods 
 
Throughout the discussions with the tutors and students, it was evident that the andragogical approach is 
teacher-led ("chalk & talk"). The Panel emphasised the need for students to create their own learning 
experience, hence the student-centred approach with the tutor facilitating learning rather than imparting 
knowledge.  The Panel explained that the Institute is to encourage the Tutors to explore different ways of 
teaching so that it can be a direct part of the process. 
 
The Panel also observed from the documentation provided by the Education Committee, a diverse number of 
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tutors are required on every module. This makes the andragogic challenge even bigger as the tutors do not 
have the comfort of building the tutor-student relationship from lecture to lecture. 
 
Formative assessment and feedback to students 
 
The Panel observed from the interviews with the Tutors and students that all the assessments (MQF 6 Course 
on Taxation) are end-loaded (at the end of the module), time-constrained, summative examinations.  The 
students are issued with a grade but are not issued with formative feedback. It was also confirmed that 
students do not have access to their corrected scripts of the assessments. The Panel was informed that 
formative (verbal) feedback on the end-of-unit examinations (MQF 6 Course on Taxation) and the end of the 
course home-based assignment (MQF 5 Compliance Course) is provided by the assessors to the students upon 
request by the students. 
 
In the case of the MQF 5 course, the HoI explained that it is time-consuming to provide written or verbal 
feedback to the students, for the home-based end of course assignments, over and above the final mark/grade. 
The Panel explained to the HoI that the Institute needs to ensure that the students have regular access to the 
corrected examination scripts that include not only a breakdown of the marks but also formative feedback 
from the assessors. 
 
In terms of indirect formative feedback, the Institute makes available to the students the past papers from 
previous cohort sessions. 
 
The Panel was informed from the interviews with the tutors and students that formative, verbal feedback is 
also provided during the course of the lectures through question and answer as well as on-the-spot testing of 
knowledge and skills. However, the Panel also observed that the assessment strategy is entirely based on a 
summative, end-of-module approach. The summative approach can lead to “teaching to the test” which can 
take away from curriculum content. This approach can be demotivating to the student and does not provide a 
‘remedy’. 
 
This sentiment was also shared with the Panel by students.  One particular student stated that written 
feedback was expected by the student in order to understand whether the grade ‘D’ received was a low or high 
‘D’. Another student, however, explained to the Panel that written feedback was received (once) in their 3rd 
module.  
 
The MIT needs to explore a varied, consistent assessment strategy that also includes an ongoing assessment 
with formative, written feedback. 
 
Internal Verification of Assessment Brief and Assessment Decisions 
 
The Panel was informed that the Education Committee selects a pool of four examiners who set the assignment 
titles and the final examination papers. The final examination papers are approved by the Chairperson of the 
Education Committee and the President of the Institute and retained securely by the MIT Secretariat until 
dissemination during the examination proper. Examiners are bound by strict confidentiality with respect to 
the contents of the assignment titles and final examination papers.  
 
Security of Examinations 
 
The Panel was informed that the examination venue is at the 3rd party training campus in Pembroke where 
the lectures are delivered.  The premises provide a secure location that is supervised by the MIT Secretariat 
staff. 

Students are issued, via email, index numbers for their examination sessions. The identity of participants of 
MIT accredited course examinations is confirmed by cross-checking the participant with his/her ID 
card/passport, prior to the examination session. 

A reconciliation of scripts issued and received after examinations is conducted by the Institute. Two copies of 
the scripts are prepared, one for each of the two examiners (module coordinator & assessor).  The original is 
retained at the office. 
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The examiners are given a target date for the completion of the marking of the scripts. The results are 
communicated to the Education Committee.  Once the results are confirmed, the final mark is forwarded to 
the student via email. 
 
Due process in marking and appeals 
 
The Panel was informed that the pool of four examiners (who prepared the assignment/ examination brief) 
are also appointed as assessors. The Course Coordinator explained that the examiners are guided and 
encouraged to discuss the marking strategy prior to attempting the marking. Each student, therefore, has his 
or her examination script graded by two different examiners. The examiners mark the papers independently 
and without conferring or communicating between them. The average mark is then worked out, and this 
would be the final mark awarded to the student. In the case of a discrepancy of more than 10% between the 
two grades awarded, a third examiner from the examiners' pool would also be asked to grade an examination 
script. 
 
Despite this, the Panel notes that the Institute should also consider introducing model answers, marking 
scheme or a grading rubric to ensure fairness and consistency when grading students work. 
 
Academic Integrity 
 
The Panel considers that Section 10 of the MIT Quality Manual provides appropriate guidelines on what 
constitutes cheating during examinations and academic fraud (plagiarism) in the case of home-based 
assignments. 

The provisions against cheating and academic fraud are also adequately described in the 'Course Regulations' 
that are uploaded online (refer also to IQA 9).  The regulations essentially explain that students who, whether 
negligently or willfully, have committed a gross misdemeanour related to any matter connected with the 
course, will be liable to such disciplinary action as the Education Committee deems fit, including expulsion 
from the course. 

In the case of expulsion from the Course, students will have the right to appeal in accordance with the 
Disciplinary Rules as described in the MIT's Code of Conduct and Standards of Practice. 
 
Academic Appeal 
 
The Panel was informed that a student could appeal an assessment result via a request for a revision of paper 
against a non-refundable payment of €150 per appeal. Appeals are submitted via email from the aggrieved 
student to the Institute.  

The Panel was informed that the appellant's examination script is graded by the other two examiners (who 
form part of the examiners' pool of four). The examiners conducting the revision of paper shall re-mark papers 
independently and without conferring or communicating between or with the original examiners. If the two 
marks are close, the average is taken. If the difference between the marks is large, the examiners can consult 
with one another.  The Institute also allows for a 3rd marker. The new mark is the final mark assigned.  The 
Panel commended the use of the double-blind marking.   
 
The appeal decision by the Education Committee is submitted to the aggrieved student via email and may 
either confirm the mark originally awarded, increase that mark or decrease it, depending on the review which 
will be final. 

 
The Panel invites the MIT to consider the possibility that the revision of paper fee is refunded in those cases 
where the appeal is upheld and the mark increased.  The rationale is that appealing student should not be 
expected to fund the cost of grading that was, in the first place, unfair and inconsistent. 
 
Complaints 
 
The Quality Manual, Appendix 4 'Code of Conduct and Ethics, Section 17 'Disciplinary Procedure' describes 
the complaint procedure against a member of the Institute.  As already explained under IQA 1, the Panel notes 
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that this document is mainly referring to a code of conduct and ethics for accounting professionals - and not 
students registered on the MIT accredited courses.  The Panel observes that MIT does not have in place a 
written policy that formalises the practice of handling student complaints.  
 
During the interviews with the Panel, the Course participants noted that they never needed to make an 
official written complaint since they prefer to communicate any issues verbally with the Tutors, Education 
Committee members, Secretariat or if need be with the HoI. 
 
The Panel commends the effort made by the Institute representatives to maintain direct communication with 
the participants.  The Panel did not find evidence to contradict the benefits of such a personalised problem-
solving approach. Nevertheless, the Panel feels that the requirements of the standard, and hence the interests 
of the participants, would be better served if a complaints procedure is available and also records of appeals 
and complaints retained, especially records on the nature of the complaint, together with the dates and 
decisions taken. 
 
Resit Policy 
 
The Panel is informed that students failing to secure a satisfactory mark will be entitled to re-sit the 
examination once, at the next edition of the Course, provided that such an edition is in fact organised by the 
MIT and an examination held. Resit days are also held for students that were sick on the examination day. 
 

Evaluation of Performance 
 
The Panel was informed that the students are invited to provide feedback at the end of each module via a (hard 
copy) questionnaire.  This was corroborated by the students during the interviews with the Panel. The Panel 
was provided with a copy of the 'Evaluation Form' (questionnaire).  The Form includes the following criteria: 

 Content covered, and knowledge gained 
 The overall quality of lectures 
 The overall quality of presentations and visual aids 
 Quality of lecture halls and facilities 
 Most interesting lecture (within the module) 
 
The Form also includes space for further comments.  However, the Panel observes that the 'Evaluation Form' 
sample does not include a date when feedback was collated and to which module the feedback refers. 

The HoI explained to the Panel that the feedback of the students is evaluated and acted upon. Any general 
negative comment by students, whether verbal or received in writing and/or in course feedback, would be 
forwarded to the particular tutor for any remedial action to be taken.  The tutor is expected to report back 
what changes have been made to address the issue/s raised.  

An official log of examples of these instances was not readily available to the Panel. 

 
Student Diversity, Adjustment/Mitigation circumstances 
 
The Panel was informed that the Institute caters for students of diverse backgrounds. The HoI explained that 
the tutors are expected to respect and attend to the diversity of students and their needs. Lectures are held in 
English, thus allowing foreign students to be able to comprehend what is being said. 
 
During the interviews by the Panel with tutors, students and alumni, it was confirmed that tutors actively 
promote mutual respect within the learner-teacher relationship.   
 
The Quality Manual Appendix 2 ‘Assessment Policy' describes the provisions in place for mitigating 
circumstances, in particular, additional time to complete examinations due to specific student conditions.  

The Adjustment/Mitigation Policy concerning student access for teaching, learning and assessment does not 
address and include alternative assessment arrangements, temporary leave of absence and extension of 
studies. 
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Meeting with Representatives of the Education Committee 
 
The Panel met with three representatives of the Education Committee. The representative explained that the 
Education Committee has four pillars: a course on taxation, a course on tax compliance, advanced courses, 
other seminars, including the organisation of the Annual Tax Conference. The members of the Committee are 
assigned to the various pillars to support the Chair. 
 
The Committee representative informed the Panel that there are plans to include more reading material to 
support students.   
 
The Committee representative confirmed to the Panel that it is evident from student feedback that they 
(students) prefer a smaller number of tutors, especially since this allows students to have more time to get 
used to the teaching style and hence interact more (with the tutor).   
 
The representative also explained that the course coordinator is expected to assign and communicate the 
content to be covered by the various tutors according to their schedule of delivery.   
 
The assessments are set up by the two-course coordinators, contents of which are not normally discussed with 
the tutors, especially since there are several tutors covering the modules. The Coordinator explained that they 
have access to the tutor's teaching material, and hence can ensure that material assessed has been covered 
during the lectures. 
 
A number of the coordinators are past students and practitioners and hence provide input from different 
perspectives.  The Coordinators also have contact with past students who give their feedback regarding 
enhancement to the course. 
 
The Institute recently changed the marking from percentage score to a grade.   The Panel observes that a 
grading rubric is not in use to explain the level of achievement required for each particular grade. 
 
The Panel observed that there was no reference during the discussions with the Committee representatives 
to the programme specification document accredited by NCFHE. 
 
Meeting with Students (Levels 5 & 6 courses) and Alumni 
 
The Panel members held group sessions with current students and also alumni.  The Panel obtained significant 
feedback from these sessions. Reference to this feedback is included in the various sections of this report. 
 
Meeting with Alumni 
 
The Panel was informed that the MIT does not have an alumni association but remains in contact with its 
graduates informally through their professional work and personal contacts. 
 
Meeting with Tutors (Levels 5 & 6 courses) 
 
The Panel held meetings with a number of Tutors from the MQF 5 and MQF 6 courses. The Panel obtained 
significant feedback from these sessions.  Reference to this feedback is included in the various sections of 
this report. 
 
Involvement of External Stakeholders 
 
The Panel held a meeting with two representatives of the external industry stakeholders (employers).  
 
The representative stated that as an employer and professional, he has regular contact with the MIT with 
respect to needs analysis, CPD for staff and overall feedback on the ongoing courses.  The representative stated 
that the MIT is perceived by his company (and others) as the reference authority with respect to the training 
needs of the profession. 
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In the opinion of the stakeholder representative, the quality of the taught component is ensured through the 
internal controls by the coordinators, whereby they ensure that the material being disseminated is of the right 
standard.  The Panel was also informed by the representative that the examiners that set the papers, as well 
as the assessors, consult with tutors to make sure material is covered.  The representative stated that a number 
of meetings are held during the academic year to ensure that assessment matched teaching.  It was also stated 
by the representative that the double-blind marking by the examiner and assessor is a form of internal 
verification where grades are compared. 
 
Good practice identified 
 

 The Coordinator set-up is key in ensuring the consolidation of teaching, learning and assessment 

 The teaching and learning process is structured and well planned 
 
 Overall Judgement for Standard 
 
Requires improvement to meet Standard. 
 
 Recommendations for improvement   
 
The Panel recommends that the MIT: 
 

KR1 Formalises into a written policy, the practice of handling student complaints. 

KR2 Identifies and implements within the existing assessment strategy, an approach which provides 
for more formative assessment feedback. 

KR3 Ensures that the Students have access to the corrected examination scripts that include not only 
a breakdown of the marks but also formative feedback from the assessors. 

KR4 Considers the introduction of model answers, marking scheme or a grading rubric to ensure 
fairness and consistency when grading students work. 

R5 Refunds the revision of paper fee in cases where the appeal is upheld and the mark increased. 

KR6 Includes in the ‘Evaluation Form’ a date when feedback was collated and to which module the 
feedback refers. 

KR7 Includes alternative assessment arrangements, temporary leave of absence and extension of 
studies in the Adjustment/Mitigation Policy, and standardises current ad hoc good practices. 

 

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   
 
Entry Requirements 
 
The Panel notes that the Entry requirements for prospective applicants for each of the two accredited courses 
are provided on the MIT website (refer also to IQA 9), via the (online) course brochures. The Panel noted that 
the admission processes and entry selection criteria are appropriately described in the online Course 
Brochures (refer also to IQA 9). 
 
From the interviews with the students, the Panel could deduce that appropriate academic guidance is made 
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available to students prior to registering. Queries are either answered by the HoI or, if very technical in nature, 
may even be passed on to the Chairperson of the Education Committee for further comment. 
 
Registration of Prospective Applicants 
 
The Panel notes that prospective applicants on the MIT accredited courses are required to print the form 
available online (MIT website), fill it in, scan it and then send by email on the email address provided (on the 
Form). The prospective applicant is also required to attach the scanned copies of the required certificates with 
the Form. Prospective students are invited to state in the application form any special needs.  
 
The application also includes a declaration that needs to be acknowledged by the applicant as regards a non-
refundable processing fee of Euro 100 in the event the application is withdrawn. 
 
The Panel was informed that the applications received are vetted (first) by the Executive Secretary of the 
Institute followed by the senior person within the Education Committee, who vets the application once again. 
 
During the meeting with the students, the Panel confirmed that the pre-registration course information 
available on the Institute website was found to be useful. 
 
Recognition of Prior Learning 
 
The Panel observed from the interviews with alumni and students that most of the prospective applicants 
would already be in employment, usually with audit, accountancy or law firms.  Relevant work experience is 
therefore considered in lieu of minimum entry requirements.  In fact, as per Regulation 4 of the Regulations 
governing the Professional Award in Taxation, an individual, wishing to follow the course leading to the 
Professional Award in Taxation, should hold a relevant University degree or an equivalent qualification. In 
cases where the prospective applicant is not the holder of a University degree or equivalent qualifications, 
relevant work experience is taken into account. The Panel was informed by the Institute representative that 
since the number of places is limited, the allocation will be on a first-come basis. 
 
Whereas the Panel noted that there is a process in place, the MIT does not have a formal, written policy for 
the recognition of prior learning (Refer also to Standard 5). 
 
Induction to Course 
 
The Panel was informed through its interviews with the students (and HoI) that the first lecture of each course 
intake includes an induction component that introduces students to the MIT, its aims, objectives, structure 
and services by a key member of the Institute. This induction also gives an overview of the course itself 
including mode of assessment, course parameters, assessment and expected student conduct and student 
support available. 

 
Attendance 
 
The Panel had a meeting with the MIT Secretariat staff.  The staff are required to collect the filled-in and signed 
attendance sheets from the tutors. The Administration staff also follow up students who have low attendance 
or have stopped attending. Students who do not reach the minimum attendance are afforded the opportunity 
to re-attend the unit within five years. 
 
Progression 
 
The nature of the courses offered by the MIT is such that the individual units are developed for stand-alone 
delivery.  
 
In the case of the Tax Regulations Course (MQF 6), the entry requirements are included. However, no 
reference is also made to the MQF 5 course award being a progression route to the MQF 6 course (refer also 
to IQA 9). 
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Graduation, Certification and Exemptions 
 
The Panel was informed that successful students are invited for a formal graduation ceremony that is followed 
by a social gathering. 
 
Certificate Supplement  
 
On graduation, students are also given a Certificate Supplement, which is based on the model developed by 
the European Commission.  
 
Exemptions 
 
The Panel was informed that the Malta Accountancy Board, constituted under the Accountancy Act, recognises, 
with provisions, the Professional Award in Taxation qualification as a suitable alternative to the reading 
successfully for the Maltese Taxation syllabus at the professional B.Accty. (Hons) of the University of Malta. 
 
Good practice identified   
 

 The application process is simplified and efficient 
 
Overall Judgement for Standard  
 
Meets Standard. 
 
Recommendations for improvement   
 
The Panel recommends that the MIT: 
 

KR1 Develops a formal, written policy for the recognition of prior learning (also refer to Standard 5). 

R2 Includes reference in course literature that the MQF 5 course award being a progression route to 
the MQF 6 course (also refer to IQA 9). 

 

3.6 Standard 6: Teaching Staff 
 

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

 
 Main findings   
 
Selection Procedure of Tutors 
 
The HoI explained that the Council is empowered to employ or engage the services of any person or company 
whose work, service or expertise are required by the Institute for the attainment of its educational and 
operational objectives. The Panel was also informed that the minimum eligibility criteria for teaching staff is 
determined by the Education Committee and reviewed by the Council. 

The Quality Manual, Section 15 ‘Selection and support of Tutors’ sets out the general minimum eligibility 
criteria for the tutors. Tutors are expected to have a Master’s Degree or equivalent and at least three years' 
work experience. 

During the meetings with the students, the Panel took note of criticism of some of the tutors lecturing styles. 
Whereas it is also evident from these interviews that the MIT acted on student feedback regarding poor 
performance by a tutor, the technical expertise of the tutors could ideally be supported by training or 
monitoring and appraisal, especially of the ones newly recruited. 
 
The Panel also observed that the requirement, as described in the SAR Section 15, that specifies that the Course 
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Coordinator is expected to have an MQF Level 8 qualification, is overstated. The Panel invited the Institute to 
refer and adhere to the NCFHE guidelines (Communication to Further and Higher Education Institutions, 
dated 15th October 2014 ‘Qualification Level for Tutors’) regarding the minimum level of qualifications. 
 
The Panel was informed that the Education Committee vets each proposed tutor to ensure suitability and that 
this person has the technical expertise to lecture on the selected topic.  Tutors are selected from accounting, 
audit and legal firms in Malta. Applicants are interviewed by the Committee. 

The HoI explained to the Panel that a contract of service is not drawn up between each tutor and the Institute 
as the lectures are usually a one-off. 
 
The terms of reference and standards for quality of academic delivery between the Institute and the contracted 
Tutors are not documented.  
 
The Panel commends the mix of tutors and their respective qualifications as noted on the list provided by the 
MIT. However, from the meeting with the students, the students commented that there is not enough time for 
the tutors to build a relationship with students during the 2-hour  weekly sessions, especially since most tutors 
deliver one or only a few modules.   
 
The same aspect was discussed by the Panel with the Tutors who stated that there are advantages and 
disadvantages for having multiple tutors and the challenge for the MIT Education Committee is to make a 
'cohesive whole'  
 
The MIT is expected to look into this aspect when selecting and scheduling tutors in order to ensure the correct 
andragogical environment during the teaching, learning and assessment process. 
 
Tutor appraisal 
 
The members of the Education Committee informed the Panel that the Tutors are all industry practitioners, 
some of which delivery CPD seminars. The Institute representative also stated that the community of 
professional tax practitioners is relatively small, and hence the pool of potential tutors available is limited. 
 
The Education Committee relies on the Evaluation Forms which students complete to gauge the performance 
of tutors. However, one-to-one appraisals are not conducted. 

The Panel, moreover, notes that an effective schedule for Tutor appraisal that ensures consistency in its 
implementation is not available.  The process of Tutor appraisal needs to be explained in the internal 
documentation, including the frequency of appraisal and how the output of this process would be 
communicated to the Tutors. 
 
The Panel thus observed that a written Teaching Appraisal Policy that incorporates and standardises current 
ad hoc practices for teaching performance appraisal of tutoring staff, establishing clear evaluation criteria 
and performance objectives is not in place.  
 
Continuous Professional Education 
 
The professional development of each tutor is ongoing by way of their practice and their personal study and 
research.  Various selected tutors also lecture at the University of Malta during law and accountancy credits 
related to taxation issues.  The Tutors are also invited to attend CPE sessions organised by the MIT. 

 

Good practice identified 
 

 The Institute has access to practitioners who are industry professionals. 
 
Overall Judgement for Standard 
 
Meets Standard. 



34 
 

 

 
Recommendations for improvement 
 
The Panel recommends that the MIT: 
 

R1 Establishes and documents terms of reference and standards for quality of academic delivery 
between the Institute and the contracted Tutors.  

R2 Formalises an effective schedule for Tutor appraisal and ensure consistency in its 
implementation. 

KR3 Compiles a ‘Teaching Appraisal Policy’ that incorporates and standardises current ad hoc 
practices for teaching performance appraisal of tutoring staff establishing clear evaluation 
criteria and performance objectives. 

 

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   
 
Administrative Support 
 
The Panel had a meeting with the Secretariat Staff who are effectively the first line of contact with the 
students. The two members of staff assist in the running of the accredited (and CPD) courses by providing an 
effective line of communication with students at all time. 
 
The Panel was informed that the Secretariat staff provides the following support directly to students: 
 Receiving and forwarding online applications (Refer also to IQA 5) 
 Answering general questions by students  
 Receiving requests for revision of paper/dissemination of decisions 
 Uploading teaching material on the MIT website, or sending it by email to students. 
 
Teaching and Learning Material  

Students enrolled on the course leading to the Professional Award in Taxation (MQF 6) are given 
complimentary MIT membership and hence have access to the ‘MIT Member Login'. The Panel was given an 
overview of the contents in the Members’ login area.   
 
The site includes: 
 Membership details. 
 Student resources: lecture notes, presentations.  
 Regulations. 
 Model assignments (no longer in use). 
 Past papers from courses dated back to 2016. 
 Sample assignments of high scoring past students since 2016. 
 MIT Archive 

o Articles relating to the Malta Tax Law Updates. 
o Archives of an in-house newsletter called ‘The Tax Adviser’. 

 Summaries of relevant court decisions delivered by the Administrative Review Tribunal. 
 Court of Appeal tax decisions. 
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 Position papers and reports. 
 MITAX: An online resource of academic articles, legislation reviews and reviews of court decisions. 
 Archives of MIT Weekly – tax news and updates. 
 
During the interviews with the students, they confirmed that the course was comprehensive and 
professionally structured. Some of the students commented that, in some of the modules, there were not 
enough case studies and worked examples in the student notes. It was also stated that, in general, the lecture 
notes arrive immediately before the lecture or after. Moreover, occasionally, the material provided was not 
the final version. 
 
Access to Research Material 
 
Pursuant to an agreement with the University of Malta, tax-related dissertations of law students since 1984 
are made available online in the Members Area. Any student or Member may also view a hard copy of such 
thesis at the MIT Office library space. This library is available to registered students and MIT members who 
wish to undertake research in a particular tax subject. 

The HoI explained that student members received the MIT in-house quarterly publication, 'Tax Advisor', that 
is in the process of being revamped. Its main purpose is to provide members with an overview of the 
educational activities organised. This publication also covered topical tax-related issues. 
 
Course Venue 
 
The MIT has an arrangement with STC Higher Education to hold courses at their premises. The Panel visited 
the premises of STC Higher Education, Block D in Giorgio Mitrovich Street, Pembroke. The Panel noted that 
the premises cater for students with special needs and that the venue provides for an appropriate learning 
environment with ample space and services for students. 
 
Findings of NCFHE Questionnaire 
 
The Panel had access to the results of the pre-audit student questionnaire, which is administered by the 

Provider on behalf of NCFHE. 

The Panel observes that a total of forty-one (41) respondents participated in the questionnaire of which thirty-

seven (90 %) were from Malta. 

The Panel analysed the scores and the comments entered by the respondents and how these relate to the 

findings of the Panel during the review. 

Whereas the questionnaire results show that the respondents were overall very positive about the content, 

relevance and enthusiasm of the teaching staff (4.01 out of a maximum of 5), the Panel observes a relatively 

low mark (3.08 out of a maximum of 5) with regards to: 

a) Assessment criteria being known in advance. 

b) Promptness of feedback 

c) Feedback and comments on assessed work that help the student to understand what can be improved. 

 

The Institute also received favourable scores in the areas of pre-admission (4.68 out of a maximum of 5) and 

ongoing support (3.93 out of a maximum of 5). 

Other (qualitative) comments entered by the respondents of the NCFHE questionnaire administered via the 

MIT refer to: 

 Use of chairs for tutors instead of tables. 
 Audio issues during lectures in a large hall. 
 Lack of feedback/model answers for submitted assignments. 
 Delay in issue of some assignments/results. 
 Detail and depth of course.  
 A comprehensive overview of the subject matter  



36 
 

 

 Issues in the administrative organization relating to assignment schedules. 
 Need for detailed course notes, as well as more guidance pertaining to how to approach 

examinations/assignments: 
 The Institute is very professional, and the course is challenging but at the same time extremely 

gratifying. 
 
Learning Agreement 
 
The Panel requested a clarification from the HoI regarding the statement in the MIT SAR regarding the position 
of the MIT on learning agreements. The SAR states that ‘since the non-EU nationals are all practising 
professionals in their own country, and hence acquired a visa to reside in Malta without any intervention by the 
Institute, the MIT is thus not responsible for their stay in Malta or for their accommodation. It was therefore 
deemed that the requirement to enter into a Student Agreement, referred to in Regulation 26 of SL 327.433, with 
the prospective student, does not apply’. 

The Panel informed the HoI that the above-stated position is an incorrect interpretation of the subsidiary 
legislation since Article 26 of SL 324.433 applies to all students enrolled in further and higher education. The only 
provision in Article 26 which relates to foreign students is subsection (6), which states that the licensee shall 
“advise intending overseas students of their duty to furnish the licensee with any change in their contact details, 
which include their residential address and telephone number in Malta as well as a contact address overseas, 
following the completion of their studies”. 

The students’ admission process policies, including terms and conditions, therefore need to include the need 
for a Student Agreement.  

 
Good practice identified   
 

 Students have access to MIT learning material that enhances course material. 
 
Overall Judgement for Standard  
 
Meets Standard. 
 
Recommendations for improvement  
 
The Panel recommends that: 
 

KR1 The students’ admission process policies, including terms and conditions, need to include a Student 
Agreement as per Subsidiary Legislation 324.433. 

 

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   
 
Gathering, recording and use of information 
 
Throughout the course of the review, the Panel observed that the administrative staff and management at the 
MIT have access to the following information: 

 student contact, application and fee processing information. 
 student attendance and course retention. 
 student marks and pass rates. 
 feedback from student Evaluation Forms after each module. 
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 records of stakeholder feedback  

It was also observed by the Panel that the MIT uses this data for the following purposes: 

 For administrative purposes related to all the phases of admission, course provision, assessment and 
certification. 

 By the Education Committee, in its QA function, to access information regarding student attendance, 
retention and marks. 

 To review student and stakeholder feedback on satisfaction and fitness for the purpose related to all 
aspects of provision. 

 To provide statistical information required from time to time by the NCFHE. 

Due to the professional nature of courses provided by the MIT, the Panel considers that data on the 
participation of vulnerable groups is not pertinent or applicable. 
 
Analysis of Student Feedback  
 
Students are invited to provide feedback after each Module. For this purpose, they are asked to forward an 
Evaluation Form to the Institute. The comments of the students are evaluated and acted upon. The feedback 
is thus taken into consideration by the MIT the students’ completed Evaluation Forms are processed (refer 
also to IQA 4). 
 
The HoI explained to the Panel that feedback received from the students following the Professional Award in 
Taxation during the academic year 2018-2019, showed that 74 % of students were very satisfied with the 
overall quality of delivery of lectures, with another 23% of students being satisfied with the overall quality of 
delivery of lectures. 
 
The Panel did not see evidence of periodic analysis of data and how this analysis informs the quality 
management review process. 
 
Tracer studies 
 
The HoI informed the Panel that it is part of the mission of the Institute to foster a community of tax 
professionals through its CPD activities, communication with members and also through its courses. The HoI 
explained that prospective students are typically already practitioners when they join the Institute.  
Additionally, the MIT has a very wide and structured network of contacts with tax practitioners through its 
council and committee members, some of which are themselves employers.  

As such, the Institute does not have any specific plans to conduct tracer studies. 
 
Document Management 
 
The set of documentation comprising the Institute’s quality management system is currently very limited. 
The Institute’s documentation system does not include a revision control process that ensures the correct 
management of (printed) documents. In this way,  both students and staff always have access to the latest, 
approved versions of documents. 
 
Security and Storage of Data 
 
The Panel was informed that for the purposes of data protection legislation, the CEO (HoI) is the on-site Data 
Protection Officer. Access to student contact, application and fee processing information is limited to the MIT 
CEO and MIT administration and is used strictly as allowed by relevant legislation.  

The Panel was also informed that individual course grades and aggregate data are retained for 40 years as 
electronic data at the MIT, with back-ups as required. The Panel, however, considers that the Institute lacks a 
formal procedure that identifies (a) the nature and extent of data, (b) the method and (c) the responsibilities 
of how it intends to ensure the secure archiving of data for 40 years. 
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Good practice identified   
 

 Nil. 
 
Overall Judgement for Standard  
 
Meets Standard. 
 
Recommendations for improvement   
 
The Panel recommends that the MIT: 
 

KR1 Further consolidates the process of periodic analysis of this (and other quality management data) 
and how this information informs the quality management review process. 

R2 Introduces revision control to ensure the correct management of (printed and saved) documented 
information.  In this way, both Students and staff would always have access to the latest, approved 
versions of documents. 

KR3 Prepares a formal procedure that identifies (a) the nature and extent of data, (b) the method and 
(c) the responsibilities of how it intends to ensure the secure archiving of data for 40 years. 

 

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   
 
Public Information 
 
The necessary information regarding the Institute and its accredited courses is made available to prospective 
and current students, academic and support staff and the public at large through the various links on the MIT 
website. The HoI explained to the Panel that the Institute had implemented an upgrade a short while before 
the audit.  The revamped website includes a student log-in area (for students registered on the MQF 6 level 
course). 

 
The MIT website is available via link http://maintax.org/ includes the following general information under 
various pages and links 
 
 Profiles of Council Members. 
 MIT Statute and Code of Ethics. 
 Upcoming events. 
 Tax news and updates. 
 Membership application. 
 Publications. 
 Educational Courses (see also below). 
 
Prospective applicants have access to the following information and links related to the Educational Courses 
offered by the Institute: 
 
 A general introductory section: This section provides prospective applicants with information on: 

o Title of Award. 
o List of modules. 

http://maintax.org/
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o Course objective, the path it leads to. 
o CPE entitlement. 
o MQF level. 
o Eligibility to ‘Get Qualified Scheme’. 

 
 Application Form: The prospective applicant is expected to print the form, fill it in, scan and send the 

Form by email. The Form also includes the declaration regarding the non-refundable deposit and 
reference to special needs (refer also to IQA 5). 
 

 Course details: The document included with the link provides information on: 
o Course Outline. 
o List of modules. 
o Assessment strategy (a reference to optional assessment/examination). 
o Course duration. 
o Course fee and payment structure. 
o Equivalence of course in terms of Continuous Professional Education hours. 
o Eligibility to ‘Get Qualified Scheme’. 
o Membership entitlement. 
o Course schedule (date of lectures and examination sessions)/duration of course. 
o MQF level. 

 
The Course Detail brochures (for both accredited awards) are not compliant with the minimum requirements 
of the NCFHE IQA Standard 9.  The amendments necessary are summarised below: 

 
a) To include a reference to the workload (ECTS) per unit (since the units can be followed by the students 

individually) as well as the total course workload (ECTS).   
b) To add information to explain that successful applicants can claim an award for individual units (should 

the students decide not to complete the whole programme). 
c) To include details of entry requirements. In the case of the Compliance Course (MQF 5) there are no 

details, however, in the case of the Tax Regulations Course (MQF 6), the entry requirements are included. 
However, the Panel recommends that reference is also made to the MQF 5 course being a progression 
route to the MQF 6 course. 

d) To clearly explain that if students opt not to sit for the examination/submit an assignment, they will 
only be entitled to a Certificate of Attendance (and not a Certificate of Achievement). 

e) To provide a reference to non-refundable deposit (albeit this is included in the application form). 
 
The Course Regulations, available online, include the following sections: 
 Course language. 
 MQF Level. 
 Venue of lectures. 
 Certification. 
 Eligibility requirements/recognition of prior learning. 
 Application procedure. 
 Payment structure. 
 No refund policy. 
 Extenuating circumstances in cases of non-completion of course. 
 Attendance policy including medical certificates covering absence. 
 Use of title following successful completion of course. 
 Classification of Awards. 
 Graduation ceremony. 
 Pass rates. 
 Student discipline and conduct during examinations (including academic integrity). 
 Assessment strategy. 
 Grading system and use of the compensatory pass. 
 Re-sit Policy. 
 Appeal process via the request for revision of paper administration fee. 
 GDPR. 
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 Changes in the lecture schedule 
 Complaints/communication with the Education Committee 
 
The key student-centred policies, as identified under the NCFHE IQA Standard 1, are not available online (via 
the MIT website), but are available on the course regulations.  
 
The Panel was informed by the HoI that the Institute does not advertise its courses via social media or through 
direct emailing. The Panel was also informed that the CEO is responsible for ensuring that all publicly available 
information is accurate and updated as necessary.  
 
Good practice identified  
 

 An up-to-date, comprehensive set of course regulations is made available online. 
 
Overall Judgement for Standard  
 
Requires Improvement to Meet Standard. 
 
Recommendations for improvement   
 
The Panel recommends that the MIT: 
 

KR1 Updates the Course Details brochures of both accredited courses as follows: 
a) To include reference to the workload (ECTS) per unit (since the units can be followed by 

the students individually) as well as the total course workload (ECTS).   
b) To add information to explain that successful applicants can claim an award for respective 

units (should the students decide not to complete the whole programme). 
c) To include details of entry requirements.  In the case of the Compliance Course (MQF 5) 

there are no details, however, in the case of the Tax Regulations Course (MQF 6), the entry 
requirements are included. However, the Panel recommends that reference is also made to 
the MQF 5 course being a progression route to the MQF 6 course. 

d) To clearly explain that if students opt not to sit for the examination/submit an assignment, 
they will only be entitled to a Certificate of Attendance (and not a Certificate of 
Achievement). 

e) To provide a reference to non-refundable deposit (albeit this is included in the application 
form). 

 
KR2 Ensures that key student-centred policies, as identified under the NCFHE IQA Standard 1, are made 

available online (via the MIT website). 

3.10 Standard 10: Ongoing 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   
 
Ongoing Programme Review 
 
The HoI explained to the Panel that the Institute enjoys an excellent relationship with the big four audit firms, 
and other significant audit and legal firms, with tax experts from these firms often sitting on the educational, 
technical or other committees. This network and contacts provide the Institute with up-to-date and relevant 
feedback on the requirements of the various sectors within the industry, and hence provides insight into the 
sustained relevance of the learning outcomes of the course. The representative also stated that the topics are 
updated from year to year due to changes in the local and EU legislation. 
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Through the meetings with the Education Committee, the Panel was informed that a member of this 
Committee is selected to carry out a review of the accredited courses to ensure that it reflects industry 
expectations and, where necessary, draw up recommendations for changes in the syllabus to be applied in the 
forthcoming academic year.  
 
To further aid this review process, the administrative staff would have collated any comments which may have 
been received from students as to what changes they themselves would wish to see in the syllabus. 

Once these final amendments are approved by the Management Committee, as recommended by the 

Education Committee, the CEO submits the proposed course review to the NCFHE for accreditation.  

Following the review of the syllabus, any changes being proposed to the courses would then be brought to the 
attention of the Council. Once formally approved, the new syllabus would be placed on the website of the 
Institute.  
 
The HoI provided the Panel with examples of enhancements that were being discussed. 
 
The Panel did not see evidence of direct student and alumni feedback in the cyclical review process. 
 
Institutional Review 
 
The panel is cognisant of the fact and appreciates that the MIT quality management system is recent and still 
developing. However, the IQA standard requires that the provider ensures that a process of internal review 
and self-evaluation is in place both at the programme and institutional level.  The review and self-evaluation 
process needs to involve systematic feedback from the tutors, students, alumni and other external 
stakeholders. The inputs of this process need to be based on factual data and evidence. The outputs of this 
internal monitoring and review process will identify strengths, as well as areas for improvement.  The 
resulting points of correction, verification and prevention need to be monitored to ensure that the 
effectiveness of their implementation will result in an enhancement of the student experience. 
 
The Panel did not find evidence of a structure and schedule for institutional review which ensures that the 
output of these reviews ultimately informs the Council.   The MIT needs to make a provision for the 
involvement of internal (students) and external stakeholders in the external review process – as required by 
the standard. 
 
Good practice identified  
 

 Nil. 
 
Overall Judgement for Standard  
 
Meets Standard. 
 
Recommendations for improvement   
 
The Panel recommends that the MIT: 
 

KR1 Includes student and alumni feedback in the programme cyclical review process. 

KR2 Provides evidence of a structure and schedule for institutional review and ensure that the output 
of these reviews ultimately informs the Council. 

KR3 Makes a provision for the involvement of internal (students) and external stakeholders in the 
external review process – as required by the standard. 
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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   
 
IQA Self-Assessment Report 

The Self-Assessment Report (SAR) document (no date) was submitted by the MIT to the NCFHE as part of the 
pre-audit documentation prior to the scoping visit. The HoI explained to the Panel that the Self-Assessment 
Report (SAR) was compiled as part of the preparations for the External Quality Audit. 
 
The MIT SAR submitted to NCFHE includes the following sections: 
 
a) Brief description of the Institution 
b) Governance, Management and Responsibilities 
c) Academic provision of the Institute (list of units/tutors) 
d) Characteristics of the student population 
e) The 11 Internal Quality Assurance Standards 
 
The Chair explained that Annex 1 of the NCFHE Manual of Procedures sets out, to the further and higher 
education providers, very structured, and comprehensive guidelines on the objectives of the SAR, namely 
the need to: 
 
a)   Provide an overview of the Institution 
b) Identify strengths and weaknesses 
c) Propose developments and improvements 
d) Highlight examples of good practices 

 
The Chair further explained that the compilation of the SAR is an opportunity for the management and staff 
of the Institution to conduct an internal self-audit of its quality management system against the requirements 
of the eleven internal quality assurance standards.  The NCFHE Manual of Procedures also provides 
guidelines on policies and procedures that are considered to be at the core of the providers' quality 
management system. 
 
The Chair of the Panel explained to the HoI that, whereas the SAR provided a good overview of the Institution, 
it did not include reference to: 
 
a) Strengths. 
b) Weaknesses. 
c) Proposed developments and improvements. 
d) Highlights of good practices across all the IQA standards. 
 
The Panel also observed that the SAR was mainly written as a response to the NCFHE’s preliminary 
evaluation of the IQA. 
 
The Panel explained to the Institute that future self-assessments (and their reporting) should be better 
planned and executed in line with the guidelines available to the Providers under the NCFHE Manual of 
Procedures, Annex 1.  The SAR needs to provide (more) details of the provider’s strengths, weaknesses and 
planned improvements (refer also to IQA 11).  
 
This is the first EQA of the MIT. The MIT has fulfilled thus the requirements of this Standard by virtue of 
hosting the EQA referred to in this report.   
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Good practice identified  
 

 The MIT staff and Tutors were very responsive and were very receptive during the discussions with 
the Panel Members.  The HoI (and other staff) ensured that the Panel could conduct its review with the 
necessary effectiveness and efficiency. 
 

Overall Judgement for Standard  
 
Meets Standard. 
 
Recommendations for improvement   
 
The Panel recommends that: 
 

KR1 In future, the Self-Assessment Report (SAR) should be better planned and compiled by the 

Provider in line with the guidelines available to the Providers in the Manual of Procedures under 

Annex 1.  The SAR needs to provide (more) details of the provider's operations, strengths, 

weaknesses and planned improvements across all the IQA standards. 
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4. Response by the Provider 
 

1. Preamble 
 
The MIT would like to thank the NCFHE team, especially the Peer Review Panel, for their diligence and 
competence in the conduct of the EQAA and the compilation of the EQAA Report, and their professional 
approach throughout the entire process, including during their 2-day onsite visit and the in-person meetings 
held between the Panel and the representatives of the Institute, the academic staff, students and alumni. 
 
In our view, the Peer Review Panel deployed a positive and constructive approach and the recommendations 
made are highly appreciated. 
 
The MIT positively recognises the thorough analysis of the documentation undertaken by the Peer Review 
Panel and the audit procedures undertaken by the Peer Review Panel which, in the view of the Institute, were 
both suitable and sufficient so as to enable the Peer Review Panel to identify, understand and assess the 
readiness of the Institute in fulfilling its internal quality assurance requirements in terms of the NCFHE 
National Quality Assurance Framework, in particular the eleven Internal Quality Assurance Standards.   
 
The MIT is pleased to note that we have met 8 out of the 11 standards audited during the EQA and good 
practices were nevertheless identified in the other 3 standards with regard to which the need for improvement 
has been identified by the Peer Review Panel. 
 
The MIT has reviewed the report and has approved this ‘Provider Response’ to the QA Report. 
 
In addition, the MIT commits to the continued effective deployment of those mechanisms, policies and 
procedures which have been assessed by the Peer Review Panel to meet the relevant standards and to make 
such enhancements and improvements as necessary to ensure the continued improvement and enhancement 
of the education programmes offered by the Institute, including, in particular, the adoption of the 
recommendations made to the fullest extent possible so as to address those areas which, in terms of the 
Report, require improvement so as to meet the relevant IQA standard.    
 
MIT would like to note that, following the communication of the Report, the Institute launched a restructuring 
process to ensure better administration and management of the education programmes offered by the 
Institute including, in particular, in the area of documentation, policy definition and dissemination, data 
management and effective communication with students and stakeholders, which will become applicable to 
all courses commencing on or after 1 September 2021. 
 
 
2. Response to comments and proposals made by the Peer Review Panel in connection with 

Standards where the judgement was "Standard met or surpassed".  
 
The MIT welcomes and concurs with the findings of the Peer Review Panel in connection with those 
Standards where it has been found that the MIT meets or surpasses the relevant Standard. That said the MIT 
recognises opportunities for improvement in these areas as evidenced by the recommendations made. 
 
The MIT’s specific responses to the various Recommendations made in connection with those Standards 
where the judgement was “Standard met or Surpassed” are as stated in the columns under the ‘Action’ 
heading in the tables below. 
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 Standard 2 –Institution Probity 
 
 

R Code Recommendation Action – to be completed by 31/12/21 

R1 To prepare financial plans or budgets 
aligned with targets set by Council for 
operational and financial effectiveness 
and efficiency. 

 

Recommendation noted with thanks. 
A financial plan is prepared at the initial 
stages of all academic events and adherence 
thereto is monitored throughout. In future 
these plans will be more closely aligned with 
targets expressly set by Council. 

 
 
Standard 3 – Design and Approval of Programmes 
 
 

R Code Recommendation Action – to be completed by 04/10/21 

KR1 Reviews and consolidate Quality Manual 
Section 8 'Course Design' and Section 18 
'Course Syllabi and programme design' 
into one section to eliminate redundancy 
in the respective texts. 

Recommendation noted with thanks. 
The IQA manual shall be revised accordingly. 
In addition, the IQA manual shall be published 
in a different format to more closely reflect, 
and be aligned to, the IQA Standards and all 
information related to Course Design will be 
consolidated under the relevant standard. 

KR2 Includes a process map (flowchart) in the 
Quality Manual to identify key decisions 
being taken and by whom these are taken. 

Recommendation noted with thanks. 
A flowchart illustrating this will be included in 
the revised IQA manual. 

KR3 Builds within their design and 
development process feedback from 
current students or alumni. 

Recommendation noted with thanks. 
In practice, the MIT takes into consideration 
feedback received from the students and to 
the extent that certain recommendations or 
improvements are possible, these are 
implemented.  
This process will be formally documented and 
shall be given a more formal structure in 
practice so as to ensure a more effective 
collection of feedback and a direct impact of 
the feedback on the design and development 
of the courses in future. 

 
 
Standard 5 – Student Admission, Progression, Recognition and Certification 
 
 

R Code Recommendation Action – to be completed by 04/10/21 

KR1 Develops a formal, written policy for the 
recognition of prior learning (refer also 
to Standard 5). 

Recommendation noted with thanks. 
A formal policy will be formulated, 
documented and disseminated in this regard. 

R2 Includes reference in course literature 
regarding the MQF 5 course award being 

Recommendation noted with thanks. 
The MIT would like to note that the MQF 5 
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a progression route to the MQF 6 course 
(refer also to IQA 9). 

Course’ Supplement already indicates that the 
course qualification may lead to study at 
Level 6 of the National Qualifications 
Framework, and thus the level of our other 
course. 

Moreover, the Level 6 course regulations 
already indicate that the successful 
completion of the level 5 course satisfies the 
eligibility requirement to read the Level 6 
Course. 

Notwithstanding this, the MIT has noted the 
recommendation and the course 
documentation for both courses will in future 
clearly indicate this progression route. 

 
 
Standard 6 – Teaching Staff 
 
 

R Code Recommendation Action – to be completed by 04/10/21 

R1 Establishes and documents terms of 
reference and standards for quality of 
academic delivery between the Institute 
and the contracted Tutors.  

Recommendation noted with thanks. 
The MIT will establish, document and execute 
terms of reference and standards for quality of 
academic delivery with all contracted tutors. 

R2 Formalises an effective schedule for Tutor 
appraisal and ensure consistency in its 
implementation. 

Recommendation noted with thanks. 
Current practice will be formally documented 
and consistently applied. 

KR3 Compiles a ‘Teaching Appraisal Policy’ 
that incorporates and standardises 
current ad hoc practices for teaching 
performance appraisal of tutoring staff 
establishing clear evaluation criteria and 
performance objectives. 

Recommendation noted with thanks. 
The Courses’ Modules Evaluation Forms 
already seek to secure feedback concerning 
lectures. Existing Evaluation Forms will be 
reviewed to include more specific and clear 
criteria and a formal policy will be formulated, 
documented and disseminated in this regard. 

 
 
Standard 7 – Learning Resources and Student Support 
 
 

R Code Recommendation Action – to be completed by 04/10/21 

KR1 The students’ admission process policies, 
including terms and conditions, need to 
include a Student Agreement as per 
Subsidiary Legislation 324.433. 

Recommendation noted with thanks. 
The current courses’ application form already 
includes an agreement with significant detail. 
The agreement will be reviewed with a view to 
making required improvements as necessary.  
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Standard 8 – Information Management 
 
 

R Code Recommendation Action – to be completed by 31/12/21 

KR1 Further consolidates the process of 
periodic analysis of this (and other quality 
management data) and how this 
information informs the quality 
management review process. 

Recommendation noted with thanks. 
This process will be defined and documented 
in the reviewed IQA Manual. 

R2 Introduces revision control to ensure the 
correct management of (printed and 
saved) documented information.  In this 
way, both students and staff would 
always have access to the latest, approved 
versions of documents. 

Recommendation noted with thanks. 
The MIT’s processes will be defined to require 
that all documents include a version number, 
date of approval to ensure all stakeholders 
have access to the latest versions of 
documents. 

KR3 Prepares a formal procedure that 
identifies (a) the nature and extent of 
data, (b) the method and (c) the 
responsibilities of how it intends to 
ensure the secure archiving of data for 40 
years. 

Recommendation noted with thanks. 
A comprehensive data management policy will 
be defined and documented. 

 
 
Standard 10 – Ongoing Monitoring and Periodic Review of Programmes 
 
 

R Code Recommendation Action – to be completed by 30/05/22 

KR1 Includes student and alumni feedback in 
the programme cyclical review process. 

Recommendation noted with thanks. 
Cyclical review processes and procedures will 
be designed to ensure that student and alumni 
feedback is included. 

KR2 Provide evidence of a structure and 
schedule for institutional review and 
ensure that the output of these reviews 
ultimately informs the Council. 

Recommendation noted with thanks. 
In practice, the Education Committee already 
informs the Management Committee and the 
Council Members periodically during the 
respective meetings, on the ongoing situation 
/outcome/feedback of the Courses. The MIT 
will be documenting and prescribing this 
process in the IQA Manual. 

KR3 Make a provision for the involvement of 
internal (students) and external 
stakeholders in the external review 
process – as required by the standard. 

Recommendation noted with thanks. 
With respect to internal stakeholders 
(students), in practice this is already being 
done through the students’ Evaluation Forms 
and the constant correspondence/ 
communication channels with the students. 
With respect to the external stakeholders, the 
MIT already receives feedback from 
employers since Lecturers, Education 
Committee and Council Members come from 
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different employers’ offices, both large 
companies and smaller entities who have 
employees enrolled to our courses. Therefore, 
feedback is received directly on a constant 
basis. 
The MIT will however ensure that feedback is 
formally sought, received and documented in 
a structured, periodic and consistent manner. 

 
 
Standard 11 – Cyclical External Quality Assurance 
 
 

R Code Recommendation Action – to be completed by 31/12/22 

KR1 The Panel recommends that, in future, 
the Self-Assessment Report (SAR) 
should be better planned and compiled 
by the Provider in line with the 
guidelines available to the Providers in 
the Manual of Procedures under Annex 
1.  The SAR needs to provide (more) 
details of the provider's operations, 
strengths, weaknesses and planned 
improvements across all the IQA 
standards. 

Recommendation noted with thanks. 
The SAR will, in future, be more closely 
aligned with the guidelines available to the 
Providers in the Manual of Procedures under 
Annex 1 and will provide more details as per 
the recommendation made. 

 
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".  
 

The MIT concurs with the findings of the Peer Review Panel in connection with those Standards where it has 
been found that improvement is required for the MIT to meet the relevant Standard. The MIT recognises the 
need to improve in these areas and to adopt the recommendations made. 
 
The MIT’s specific responses to the various Recommendations made in connection with those Standards 
where the judgement was “Improvement is required” are as stated in the columns under the ‘Action’ heading 
in the tables below. 
 
The MIT has already commenced working on the recommendations related to these standards and is confident 
that the standards will, in future, be met or surpassed. 

Standard 1 - Policy for Quality Assurance 
 

R Code Recommendation Action – to be completed by 04/10/21 

KR1 Consolidates the established strategy into 
a strategic (written) document covering 
the next 3 to 5 year period to facilitate 
formal, regular review at the appropriate 
top hierarchy of the Institute. 

Recommendation noted with thanks. 
The MIT Education Committee has prepared a 
3-year strategic plan (which will be deployed 
as a rolling 3-year strategic plan – i.e. updated 
annually) which is however currently being 
modified due to the extraordinary impact of 
the pandemic.  
The Council will review and approve or vary 
the strategic plan once complete and annually 
thereafter. 
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KR2 Considers ways to ensure that student 
feedback informs the development of the 
MIT strategy and its quality assurance 
policies. 

Recommendation noted with thanks. 
The MIT confirms that all feedback received is 
shared with the Education Committee and 
escalated to Council as required. 
Current practical approach will be 
documented and enhanced to ensure that 
feedback effectively informs decisions around 
strategy and QA policies. 
 

KR3 Makes public, and updates as necessary 
with its stakeholders, the Mission 
Statement that builds on and consolidates 
the purpose of the Institute. 

Recommendation noted with thanks. 
The MIT Statute already includes the 
Institute’s principal objectives. 
The MIT will formally document and 
disseminate a Mission Statement through the 
Education Section on the Website.   

KR4 Updates the Quality Manual and other 
documentation (including the 
organigram), to provide clear reference 
to the committees/persons accountable 
for quality so that it is clear as to who has 
the responsibility for the management of 
quality and the respective reporting 
structure. 

Recommendation noted with thanks. 
This will be clearly noted in the reviewed IQA 
manual. 

KR5 Includes references in the organigram to 
the Education Sub-Committee and the 
Examination Panels. 

Recommendation noted with thanks. 
This will be clearly noted in the reviewed IQA 
manual. 

CR6 Consolidates the set of existing quality 
assurance policies and procedures into 
one high-level, overarching document 
(Quality Policy) so that the document is 
more coherent and accessible to the 
general public, including prospective 
applicants, by June 2021. 

Recommendation noted with thanks. 
The MIT shall compile a Quality Policy which 
will be accessible to the general public, 
including prospective applicants and which 
will be applicable to all accredited courses 
commencing on or after 1/9/21. 

CR7 Demonstrates, possibly through a 
mapping document as an Appendix to the 
Manual, how the requirements of the 
NCFHE IQA Standards are mapped to the 
contents of the Manual by June 2021. 

Recommendation noted with thanks. 
The MIT shall address this recommendation 
contemporaneously with CR6 above. 

KR8 Provides in the Quality Manual the 
specific roles and responsibilities of (a) 
tutors, (b) coordinators, and (c) 
examiners, clearly and succinctly. 

Recommendation noted with thanks. 
This will be clearly noted in the reviewed IQA 
manual. 

KR9 Includes in the Quality Manual the terms 
of reference of the Education Sub-
Committee. 

Recommendation noted with thanks. 
This will be clearly noted in the reviewed IQA 
manual. 

R10 Considers whether (a) the Certificate 
Supplement (6 pages) and (b) Code of 
Conduct and Ethics (refer to link 
https://maintax.org/mit-statute/ should 

Recommendation noted with thanks. 
This will be considered for the reviewed IQA 
Manual. 

https://maintax.org/mit-statute/
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remain as an integral part of the MIT 
Quality Manual. 

KR11 Identifies the specific roles and 
responsibilities delegated by the 
Education Committee to the members of 
the Sub-Committee 

Recommendation noted with thanks. 
This will be clearly noted in the reviewed IQA 
manual. 

KR12 Identifies and documents how the 
Education Committee, hence the MIT, 
ensures that the oversight, actions and 
decisions of the Education Sub-
Committee are being communicated to 
and recorded effectively and efficiently 
by the Education Committee and the 
upper hierarchical structures, in order to 
ensure regular and effective quality 
management review. 

Recommendation noted with thanks. 
This will be clearly noted in the reviewed IQA 
manual. 

KR13 Formalises an agenda for the review of 
quality management in order to ensure 
that a scheduled, structured and formal 
approach is adhered to. 

Recommendation noted with thanks. 
This will be clearly noted in the reviewed IQA 
manual. 

KR14 Compiles a 'Student Code of Conduct and 
Ethics' that is fit for purpose for students 
of the MIT. 

Recommendation noted with thanks. 
Level 6 Course students become Members of 
the Institute during the path of the course and 
are re-confirmed on graduation. Therefore, 
whilst the MIT confirms that the current 
Members’ Code of Ethics must still apply to 
them, the MIT will add an additional section 
specific to ‘Students’. 

KR15 Extends its ethical guidelines to cover 
student-to-student conduct, student-to-
staff conduct, as well as its obligations of 
an employer towards its employees and 
service providers. 

Recommendation noted with thanks. 
This has been noted and will be addressed 
contemporaneously with KR14 above. 

 

Standard 4 – Student-cantered Learning, Teaching and Assessment 
 

R Code Recommendation Action – to be completed by 04/10/21 

KR1 Formalises into a written policy, the 
practice of handling student complaints. 

Recommendation noted with thanks. 
A comprehensive policy will be defined and 
documented. 

KR2 Identifies and implements within the 
existing assessment strategy, an approach 
which provides for more formative 
assessment feedback. 

Recommendation noted with thanks. 
The MIT is already offering the students of the 
Level 5 Course and additional session 
following the assessment result, during which 
the Course Coordinators shows a worked 
example of the practical assignments given. 
With respect to the Level 6 Course, the MIT 
shall be introducing a system for the provision 
of a summary of the main findings in the 
assessment paper which will be compiled by 
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the examiner, following a student’s request 
against the payment of a nominal fee.   

KR3 Ensures that the students have access to 
the corrected examination scripts that 
include not only a breakdown of the 
marks but also formative feedback from 
the assessors. 

Recommendation noted with thanks. 
The MIT will be meeting this requirement as 
explained in KR2 above. 

KR4 Considers the introduction of model 
answers, marking scheme or a grading 
rubric to ensure fairness and consistency 
when grading students work. 

Recommendation noted with thanks. 
The MIT will implement a process resulting in 
the formal determination of a marking 
scheme following the setting of the 
examination paper. 

R5 Refunds the revision of paper fee in cases 
where the appeal is upheld and the mark 
increased. 

Recommendation noted with thanks. 
This will be implemented for courses 
commencing on or after 1/09/21. 

KR6 Includes in the ‘Evaluation Form’ a date 
when feedback was collated and to which 
module the feedback refers. 

Recommendation noted with thanks. 
Academic Year and Course Module have been 
added to the Evaluation Forms and date is 
noted on receipt of the same. The MIT will 
now also add the date of compilation on the 
actual Evaluation Form. 

KR7 Includes alternative assessment 
arrangements, temporary leave of 
absence and extension of studies in the 
Adjustment/Mitigation Policy, and 
standardises current ad hoc good 
practices. 

Recommendation noted with thanks. 
MIT Level 6 Course regulations have been 
updated to give the opportunity to students 
to pursue the Course over a period of 5 years. 
Moreover, in practice the MIT already takes 
into account individual students’ unforeseen 
situations individually and applies extension 
of studies in genuine situations to help the 
students. An appropriate policy will be 
defined, documented and disseminated. 

 
 
Standard 9 – Public Information 
 

R Code Recommendation Action – to be completed by 04/10/21 

KR1 Updates the Course Details brochures of 
both accredited courses as follows: 
a) Include reference to the workload 

(ECTS) per unit (since the units can 
be followed by the students 
individually) as well as the total 
course workload (ECTS).   
 
 

b) Add information to explain that 
successful applicants can claim an 
award for respective units (should 
the students decide not to complete 
the whole programme). 
 

Recommendations noted with thanks. 
a) The MIT will include individual modules’ 

workloads [ECTS] in the regulations 
applicable to courses commencing on or 
after 1/09/21. Aggregate ECTS will also 
be added to the academic courses’ 
regulation applicable to courses 
commencing on or after 1/09/21. 
 

b) The MIT will assess and document 
eligibility of successful applicants to claim 
an award for respective units should 
students decide not to complete the 
whole course. 
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c) Include details of entry 
requirements.  In the case of the 
Compliance Course (MQF 5) there 
are no details, however, in the case of 
the Tax Regulations Course (MQF 6), 
the entry requirements are included. 
However, the Panel recommends that 
reference is also made to the MQF 5 
course being a progression route to 
the MQF 6 course. 

 
d) Clearly explain that if students opt 

not to sit for the examination / 
submit an assignment, they will only 
be entitled to a Certificate of 
Attendance (and not a Certificate of 
Achievement). 

 
e) Provide a reference to non-

refundable deposit (albeit this is 
included in the application form). 

 
 

c) As already responded in Standard 5 KR1 
and R2, in the revised IQA manual, the 
MIT will include more detailed 
information presenting the MQF 5 course 
as a progression route to the MQF 6 
course. 

 
 
 
 
 
d) This is already included in the current 

Courses’ regulations 24 and 16 of the 
Level 6 and Level 5 courses respectively. 
This was also already included in the 
previous Course Regulations. 

 
 
e) The non-refundable deposit applies only 

for the Level 6 course and in the current 
Course regulations it is clearly indicated 
in regulation 9.  

KR2 Ensures that key student-centred 
policies, as identified under the NCFHE 
IQA Standard 1, are made available 
online (via the MIT website). 

Recommendation noted with thanks. 
The MIT shall ensure to make available the 
key student-centred policies via its website 

 

 

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".  

 
The MIT welcomes and concurs with the findings of the Peer Review Panel that for none of the Standards has 
it been found that the MIT did not meet the relevant Standard. 
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Annex: Review Panel Bio Notes 
 
In the setting up of the review panel for the Malta Institute of Taxation, 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 date when the QA audit was carried out on the 3rd and 4th of March 2020. 
 
Head of Review Panel/External Peer:  
 
Ing. Pierre Dalmas  
Since July 2014, Ing. Pierre Dalmas has been holding the position of Director, Quality Assurance at the Malta 
College of Arts Science and Technology. His primary responsibility is to facilitate the enhancement of the 
academic and administrative processes of the College as well as to ensure the compliance of the Quality 
Management System with National and European standards, guidelines and legislative requirements. 
 
He holds a Master’s Degree in Business Administration (Grenoble Graduate School of Business, France) and 
an Honours Degree in Mechanical Engineering (University of Malta). His previous management positions 
within the diverse manufacturing and services industry sectors have helped Pierre in relating the needs of the 
industry with the expected outcomes of vocational and professional education and training. Pierre is also a 
certified trainer and has delivered training locally and abroad in industry, academic and vocational 
institutions. 
 
Pierre is one of the MCAST representatives on the ReferNet team, an EQAVET National Reference Point (since 
2015) and a European Vocational Training Association (EVTA) expert panel member. He regularly attends, 
both at a national and European level, meetings and conferences related to VET and quality assurance. 
 
 
Peer Reviewer:  
 
Dr Robert Cassar  
Dr Cassar is a currently an Education Officer - Regulatory within the DQSE (Directorate for Quality and 
Standards in Education) in the Ministry for Education and Employment.  He has been performing this role 
since October 2016.  His role primarily involves carrying out external reviews in compulsory education 
schools as well as in childcare centres.  Prior to this role he was a lecturer for over eleven years in a post-
secondary institution. During this time, apart from his lecturing duties, he also served as PR, website 
administrator and marketing officer.  Between January 2009 and May 2013, Dr Cassar was liaison officer and 
course coordinator for a Chartered Institute of Marketing (UK) centre in Malta.  The centre offered a number 
of fully licensed CIM courses. Throughout the years Dr Cassar also worked with numerous organisations, in 
various capacities, but mainly as marketing consultant, project manager and/or evaluator.  In June 2014, Dr 
Cassar finished his doctorate studies in the field of ‘Media and Cultural Studies’.  Following completion of his 
studies, he has published in various academic publications and continues to do so up till today.   
 
Student Peer Reviewer:  
 
Mr Robert Cassar Pace 
Mr Cassar Pace is currently sitting for a BSc in Multimedia Software Development at MCAST and he will start 
his final year in September 2019. Apart from being a full-time student, he also works part-time with an 
iGaming company where he creates video content and code websites (front-end) for more than 12 affiliate 
online-based casinos.  A valued personal experience is when he built an application to combat domestic 
violence. When sitting for a programming examination, he was asked by his lecturer to stop and attend an 
unexpected interview that was broadcast on several news agencies in Malta. You can read more about this 
here: https://bit.ly/2OztovN.  His personal interests include travelling, obtaining knowledge about current 
affairs and technology, UX/UI designing and playing competitive games.   


