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I ntroduction

The summary report on the institutional evaluatbthe University of Porto is the result of
the analysis of both the self-evaluation reportd tie externalevaluation reports produced
under the scope of the institutional evaluationgmb The analysis of these reports was based
on a qualitative analysis.

The main objective of the self-evaluation, fromtanslpoint of quality management, was for
each Faculty to assess its practices and proceduregher words, the idea was for each
Faculty to assess how its organizational strucima procedures ensure that the standards are
met, and whether the processes for improving qudldave been established. This was
basically an exercise to evaluate the performafi¢dkeomanagement system in each Faculty
in light of explicit or implicit objectives, so thave can now assess how a culture of quality
has been achieved at the U.Porto, as a whole.

Based on self-evaluation guidelines used by alliateon Committees (EC), we conducted a
cross-level appraisal, focusing on each asemarately, taking into consideration the distinct
points of view of the various Faculties.

The most critical challenge was perhaps to detegrthie major guidelines and trends, without
overlooking the tremendous diversity present atWheversity of Porto. As such, the report
does not illustrate an “average” of the differei@ws, opinions and stances of the ECs on the
respective Faculties, but rather an interpretadioiwhat seems to be the most relevant frailties
and strengths and strategies of the U.Porto. Weddlpat this document would clarify how
the Faculties see the University. Along the documémat view is balanced with the
perspective coming from the viewpoint of the cdn&@ministration at the University — the
vision of the University seen through the Rect@amn’s eyes.

The first section Part |, The improvement cycle at the UniversityPofto — is an overall
appraisal of the planning (mission, strategic godfseats, opportunities, strengths and
weaknesses), monitoring and improvement procebseshe self-evaluation has highlighted.
In the second section Rart I, Analysis of the Self-Evaluation Repo#tswe find more
detailed opinions of the ECs on their Facultiesegoeon the self-evaluation reports. Finally, in
the last section Part 1ll, General Conclusions- we highlight some of the conclusions that
may support some initiatives aiming at strengthgnire culture and practice of quality at the
University of Porto.

! The specific areas under scrutiny include nucieeas — teaching/learning, governance and managemen
research and development, and cross-level areawiees to the community and internationalisation,
management of human resource and ICT.
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Part | — The improvement cycle at the University Bbrto

- What do the Faculties want to do?
Mission and strategic objectives

The analysis of the self-evaluation reports allowedto realize that the mission of the
Faculties line up with the strategic mission defier the University: “an education, research
and development institution, committed to the caghpnsive training of people, with respect
for their rights, and to active participation iretadvancement of its communities”.

Although we can identify explicit and implicit stegic guidelines at the Faculty level, it is not
quite clear that they are the result of sharingtsgic goals common to all the University,
indicating that the organizational cultures asdedavith the distinct disciplinary fields play a
preponderant role in this matter.

In all Faculties, the goals assume a relevant iposialthough sometimes they are assumed
and shared tacitly. Thirteen Faculties reflectexigtiategic goals of the University, defined by
the Rectory team, in their own objectives. Nevdes® the self-evaluation reports show that
the objectives at the Faculty level were explidithked to the strategic goals of the University
in only five Faculties. Generally speaking, the rcation between the goals of the
University and those of the Faculties is not quaiéar.

Opportunitiesand threats

All Faculties reflected on the opportunities andeéts. In most of them, this involved
focusing on specific areas set against the potdhtieats and opportunities. This procedure,
however, was not mentioned in the self-evaluatisidgjines, which referred to the trends and
external factors that may enhance or affect theatesbjectives.

The reflection was largely focused on the areasathing/learningand on theservices to the
community and internationalisatiofVe can then deduce that, in this context, theomapce
assigned to these areas was higher than the othess. ©n the other hand, we realized that the
comments on the opportunities relating to the tisragere predominant in the self-evaluation
reports.

Generally speaking, thexternal EC analysis and the analysis of the self-evalnateports
revealed some frailties in relating the mission ahd strategic goals to the threats and
opportunities. Indeed, as the Faculties lack eiicategic goals, in most of them they were
unable to identify the trends and the externaldi@cthat could enhance or affect such goals.
At a later stage, this made it more difficult tdide operational objectives and to identify the
strengths, weaknesses and improvement actions.
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Furthermore, thexternalevaluations revealed that the threats were noayawvidentified as
being the result of the external environment, amdeausually considered as stemming from
the University (from the Rectory or the other Fées) or even from the Faculty itself (the
result of problems related to internal processas)such, some of the Faculties linked the
opportunities to their most positive aspects —dgiby either to the history of the Faculty or to
its performance.

It seems then obvious that the external factoroties confused with aspects inherent to the
internal conditions. This finding deserves constien, as it already suggestsdaficit of
overall strategic reflection, with obvious conseuges to the definition of strategic guidelines
and to the cohesion of the University.

These limitations make it somewhat difficult for ts provide answers to the following
question: What does the Faculty want to dqQ?taking into account the opportunities and
threats.

The limitations outlined notwithstanding, one oé ghositive aspects of the exercise involving
the analysis of threats and opportunities was Faaulties were able to reflect positively on
the areas of study, anticipating problems and arswe

In general, the threats concentrate around budgetti@ints and on deficient/insufficient laws
and national initiatives in terms of higher edugatpolicies. In Arts (e.g. history, languages,
sociology, philosophy, etc.) and Sciences (e.g.nistey, physics, biology, etc.), some
negative trends — such as the decreasing of stidamére also identified.

On the other hand, the apparent reason for sortteeahost obvious opportunities is that the
different Faculties believe that they are ableremdform potential threats into opportunities.
For example, adjustments made as a consequenke Bbtogna process, which is often said
to be more of an opportunity rather than a threat.

- What are the strengths and weaknesses of the Faesiin view of their objectives?

Operational objectivesin each area

The aim of the self-evaluation process was to etalthow the strategy to explore the
opportunities given, while limiting the threats dpased upon its strengths and weaknesses, is
imbued at the Faculty level. Therefore, the operati objectives of each area under
evaluation should be identified, bearing in mind threats and opportunities acknowledged
previously.

We can see that most Faculties do not follow thinooig the concept of operational objective.
Only seven Faculties connect the concept to maltial plans of activity and seem to be, in
fact, adopted in the management activities of Reesulln two Faculties, the establishment of
operational objectives is apparently the resuthefself-evaluation exercise, and it is not clear
whether the objectives are really establishedetathel of management bodies.

5
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Strengths and weaknesses

Apparently, the study of the mission and the sgjiatgoals superseded the analysis conducted
to determine the operational objectives and thengths and weaknesses. We note that, in
many cases, the analysis of the strengths and wes&s resulted solely in the overall
evaluation of the Faculty’s performance. This carsben as possibly denoting some frailties
of the Faculties (and, therefore, of the Unive)sityconsolidating a strategy leading to clear
operational objectives. This accounts for the fhat, at a later stage, the improvement plans
show some deficiencies, as the imprecision of therational objectives limits the ability to
monitor the activities and the processes, and m#kegefinition of improvement actions
more difficult.

However, we can also say that this analysis ohgthes and weaknesses, which took place
during the self-evaluation process and #xéernalevaluation, was sound, in that the study
thoroughly focused on the performance of each Badunlthe specific areas. In some cases,
the externalevaluation process made a positive contributiaitoall-important element, as it
explained the aspects referred to in the self-exmn report and detected some apparent
contradictions.

By analysing the strengths and weaknesses in tss-tevel and specific areas, we were able
to see that the interdependence is huge. Furthernibe range of factors identified as

strengths and weaknesses is considerable, reveadygdistinct contexts and asymmetries

between Faculties. This awareness calls for artiaddl effort of meta-coordination.

In spite of the multiple strengths and weaknessges,can identify common points and
dissimilar points (weaknesses in some Facultiesaasimed as strengths in others). For
example, the fact that some Faculties have pedagngiluation structures and mechanisms,
or follow-up mechanisms of graduate students iir fhefessional life, opposes the need for it
to be feasible in other Faculties.

The institutional evaluation also allowed us tolimathat, with the proper adjustments, we
can implement cross-level improvement actions. Hostance, in the area of
teaching/learning the most common weaknesses are linked to the ifopact of the
pedagogic survey and to the lack of some mateesdurces. By the same token, the most
frequently quoted strengths are the proficiency hofnan resources and the ability to
implement the Bologna process (which is seen byynkatulties as an opportunity for a re-
structuring process).

Despite some insufficiencies in the definition gleoational objectives, we can conclude that
the self-evaluation process has contributed p@&titito describing and diagnosing the current
situation in each Faculty.
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- How do the Faculties know what they are doing amthat is the improvement plan?

Monitoring

In most cases, the ECs did not assess in detailtheWaculty performs the monitoring and
includes its results. In addition, we realize tHat, a significant number of Faculties, the
monitoring of some processes designed for quabBu@ance is not systematized. In these
cases, this issue is shown in the self-evaluagponts as a weakness, for instance, in issues
relating to the adjustment of the study programioethe labour market or to the follow-up
mechanisms of graduates in their professional {fa.the contrary, in other Faculties, the
processes and their respective monitoring are didiased, or under consolidation. For most
Faculties, the aim of monitoring is to make fulleusf the procedures defined in the
information system (SIGARRA), even though thereadgistments that need to be adapted to
the specificities of each Faculty.

In general, thegovernance and managemetite teaching-learning(e.g., pedagogic survey)
and theinternationalizationareas (e.g., academic mobility) are areas in wholnitoring is
more effective and stable, although in the caspeafagogic survey, the outcomes are scant
probably due to non-existent support structureshénarea ofesearch and developmenie
monitoring process is associated with the natiomadluation system conducted by the
Fundacéo Ciéncia e Tecnolog{eCT — Foundation of Science and Technology),tends to

be considered as being beyond the control of ticalfes.

Improvement plan

In the self-evaluation process, the definition mfiraprovement plan would be one of the most
essential steps. However, tleaternal evaluations revealed that, in some cases, the self
evaluation exercise was not always steered to diegjgan improvement plan. Indeed, the

discussion of the plan was less than desirableaahn &aculty, and perhaps it was not shared
and assumed by all governance and management bodies

In most Faculties, the plan was, apparently, neetan the identification of the operational
objectives, which, as we have seen, tend to begdff in the strategic goals. Consequently,
the improvement plan should specify the internegrgiths and weaknesses and reflect the
external threats and opportunities in a more satisfy way. In other words, in general, the
improvement plan apparently does not take full atage of the analysis of the strengths and
weaknesses. On the other hand, because the opetailgectives are often implicit, and are
shared tacitly and informally, the ECs were facéith wome difficulties in specifying concrete
measures and in defining the respective time frames

Although, for many Faculties, the improvement piamot supported by the clarification of

operational objectives, it is undeniable that th-evaluation process has made a significant
contribution to the prospective reflection on theasures that need to be taken in all specific
areas (e.g. nuclear and cross-level). We note ti#tipugh there are asymmetries and
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heterogeneous organizational cultures, the simjlabetween the concerns and the
improvement plans among Faculties is substaniehaly in theeaching/learningarea which
appears similar, for example, with regard to tha&cléng methods. This fact can enhance
cross-level initiatives, strengthening internal esion and the sense of belonging within the
University.



U.Porto Institutional Evaluation Summary Report December 2008

Part Il — Analysis of the Self-Evaluation Reports

In the previous section, we have presented a suynimarthe improvement cycle at the
University of Porto (underpinning the structuretiod institutional evaluation guidelines). As
this summary is based on the self-evaluation repamti on thexternalevaluation reports, it
does not show the diverse feelings and approae&sng to the issues mentioned, present in
the various Faculties. In other words, what thereppoint out as a trend, a stance or a truth
for the entire University of Porto, may not repraste experiences within each Faculty.

We now identify, in detail, the issues emergingnfrahe self-evaluation reports of the
Faculties, based on the self-evaluation guidelifiass section aims at providing examples or
showing the opinion of the ECs on their Facultresiore detalil.

Mission and objectives

The mission was revised in a systematic way byFaltulties. For most of them, the
identification of the mission is consolidated, alues not need further debate.

Nevertheless, in three Faculties the self-evalnatioduced a thorough reflection. For
example, in one Faculty, the mission is refinedhwtite aim to “uplift the human being
through education and culture”. In another Facuhg, comments on its mission are that the
objectives are attained “through a projection witthie local, national and international, social
and scientific environment”.

In conclusion, the identification of the missiomdae considered as an uncontroversial topic,
and the Faculties claim to be institutions comrditie education, research, development and
active participation in the community. We have wmember that the mission of the
University of Porto is to be aeducation, research and development institutiomrodgted to
the integral training of citizens, respecting theghts and actively involved in the progress of
its communitiesOn this matter, there is agreement between ths (tae Faculties) and the
whole (the University).

The contribution of the definition of strategic ebjives of the U.Porto was hardly relevant to
the strategic reflection within Faculties. In facnly six Faculties crossed the strategic
objectives defined by the Rectory team with theunabjectives, systematizing this analysis
in relational matrixes. This does not mean, howetlet in other Faculties the strategic goals
of the U.Porto were taken into consideration tessér extent.

In almost all Faculties, the strategic goals weraysed in detail, using as reference the cross-
level areas and the nuclear areas suggested guttlelines. It is interesting to note that the
human resource managemamnid thelCT areas were the least explored in this approach.

In theteaching/learningarea, the ECs identified a large group of procegjuanging from the
consolidation, diversification and expansion of gmresnme supply to the introduction of
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innovative teaching practices, or even the devetognof systems for the assurance and
continuous improvement of quality. Another Facuttgntified teacher training as a strategic
aspect that needed to be developed, and acknowdetlymt it still required further
commitment to its mission and strategic goals.

In terms ofresearch and developmentsome Faculties pinpointed the increase of their
capacity to conduct research work and the qualftyito results (based on international
standards) as a strategic goal. Others stressdathpoetance of connecting research with the
process of teaching/learning, especially as amunsnt required to increase the level of its
offer in post-graduate education.

With regard toservices to the community and internationalisgtisome Faculties were
concerned with systematizing the disseminationtofmage as an active scientific producer.
Only a few Faculties had the development of inteonalisation as a strategic goal.

In terms of human resource managemerthe strategic guidelines focus on training,
particularly the training of non-academic staff.

The strategic options ifMCT are scant and only a few refer to the need fornuping
resources.

Opportunities and threats

In the self-evaluation guidelines, the ECs wereedsk identify the threats and opportunities
in the external environment, which could affecposmote the strategic goals of their Faculty.
However, in this exercise, the majority of the Edid not focus on the opportunities and
threats that could affect the strategic objectibes,rather on the opportunities and threats that
could compromise each cross-level and nuclear #&®a result, the analysis of the threats
and opportunities is sorted by area, taking adggnta the way the self-evaluation process
took place.

Governance and Management

The comments on the threats that could potentiaflyence thegovernance and management
area were predominant in relation to those on gp®dunities.

Nine Faculties felt that the reduction of State getdfunding and its instability was a threat.
Particularly, they stress the unclearness of fumdor the second and third cycle degree
programmes. In addition to the difficulties asstamlawith funding, two Faculties mentioned

the non-existence of sufficient autonomy. As a ltestithe reorganization of the U.Porto,

following the adoption of the new Legal System Apable to Higher Education Institutions

(RJIES), two Faculties identified the potentialdosf autonomy, this threat being of an
internal nature.

10
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Other dangers were also referred to in the selluatian reports. However, these threats are
more related to internal factors rather than exlefectors. Some of the examples include the
insufficient horizontal coordination of serviceslug the need for it to be established by
integrating it into the SIGARRA information systemand the increase of complex
management tasks related to new management models.

In terms of opportunities, four Faculties pinpoththe RJIES as enabling the modernization
of governance structures within the Faculties. Séiaeulties consider using other sources of
funding (through the development of specific p@giin order to raise funds.

Still in the chapter on opportunities, other topa® mentioned by the ECs, but they are
clearly related to internal issues at the Facdisel. For example, two Faculties referred to the
information system as an opportunity to implememtirdegrated monitoring system. At the
same time, the re-definition of governance strigguis anchored in the promotion of an
internal dialogue. Along the same line of reasonimg within the activity of the University
Rectory, some comments were made on the availaliitspecific softwareto support the
management area, programmes supporting the reqatbh and the thorough analysis of
teaching competencies, as well as the implementaifonew technologies to optimize the
management of resources.

Human Resource Management

About half of the Faculties have identified threatshe area ohuman resource management
For example, the lack of mechanisms to enable theagement of salaries and career
prospects is seen as threatening the ability @inrejualified personnel (teaching staff). As
such, the current Teaching Career Statute (ECDUYefsrred to as emphasizing the
inequalities between the public and the privataasedavouring the latter), highlighting the
lack of a favourable framework to value the sersimndered to the community, as well as the
management activities. Furthermore, it is felt thatding limitations may emphasize even
more the difficulties associated with the hiringe&ching staff.

We see the same types of threats for non-acadeafic and the fact that the implementation
of the Integrated Evaluation System for the PuBtiministration (SIADAP) is still an uneasy
factor in labour relations. One Faculty also memgnb as a threat the fact that some academic
processes under the responsibility of the Rectake tvery long (an internal problem of the
University).

With regard to opportunities in theiman resource managemeand in other areas too, they
are often confused with capacities within the Ursitg. As such, many “opportunities” listed
by the ECs are, in fact, means or instruments lieese objectives. For example:

prompt pedagogic and financial support to the IRRCUnstitute of Common Resources
and Initiatives;
review the of the academic positions framework;

11
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adopt a pro-active staff management policy;

assume clear rules on progression in the acadeareeig
use a system of incentives;

increase the proficiency of the non-academic staff;
support the dissemination of good practices.

However, the self-evaluation reports also contaiggestions adapted to the concept of
opportunity. For example, they suggest the usehef gredictable increase of continuous
education activities at the University as a quickywto promote the training of its employees.
Their recommendation is as follows:

explore the possibility of hiring qualified proféssals in the labour market with
academic degrees adapted to the ECDU - TeachiregC8atatute;

increase the impact of performance evaluation (ARD

sign individual work contracts;

develop mobility policies to attract highly quadifl foreign teaching staff.

ICT

Generally speaking, the ECs found it difficult tentify threats and opportunities in this area.
The analysis of threats and opportunities puts esighon the latter, clearly coinciding with
the internal factors. An example of this is thegloifity of improving cooperation in terms of
sharing the information systems provided by thet®&gcto facilitate the access to pedagogic,
scientific, technical or administrative informatiomhe threat of an insufficient budget to
implement the ICTs mentioned by some Facultiesaseixception.

Within the opportunities, it was difficult to fingositive external factors that have an impact
on the management of ICTs. The most relevant netexe were the possibility of attracting
target groups and the (random) initiatives of gdewvant Ministry to promote the ICTs.

Teaching/learning

The most relevant opportunities mentioned by sonmecules are related to the
implementation of the Bologna process and the riet@ted possibility of attracting new
publics. On the improvement and expansion of thavéisity’s offers, they mention
multidisciplinarity and the new"2 and & cycles. A further opportunity connected to the
Bologna process involved the mobility of studenttween cycles, which is seen as an
“alternative” to the traditional mobility schemélhe increase in the ability to attract the best
students is also seen as an opportunity by somatfesc

In terms of threats, several Faculties indicated uhpredictability of the labour market; the
drop in the demand for scientific professions; ah& loss of the attractiveness of
technological areas, linked to the technologica seientific illiteracy of secondary education
students. The current problems in the economy efNbrthern region, with a consequent

12
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limitation of employment opportunities, particularfor the strategic and management
positions, are also seen as an issue that threttengcruitment of students (especially the
best students). Note that the decrease in the nuofilséudents in higher education can still be
exacerbated due to the high drop-out rate in segretiucation and the low birth rate. Some
Faculties feel that their ability to attract stuttenan be harmed by the growing competition
between higher education institutions. They aldbatgention to the danger that the increase
of thenumerus claususan pose to the quality of teaching/learning, iéeiprocal investment
is not made in human and material resources. Tieat$h also include the legal uncertainties
with direct implications for theeaching/learningareas, and the financial constraints to
following post-graduate studies.

There are other specific threats, but they are oalgvant to specific scientific/pedagogic
components. These threats are, for example, theofadlarity concerning the institutions that
will be competent for teacher training and theuial of the labour market to accept some
professions. In the case of the fine arts, threatiside the overall social unfamiliarity with
artistic practices and the lack of legislation dagng specific professions. In the health
sector, the changes in policies with direct imglaas for the current partnerships signed with
the Hospitals and other Health Units are consideodxt threats.

The changes stimulated by the implementation oBblegna process are marked as a threat
in the following aspects: the inadequacy of presii@ecture rooms and large classrooms) to
encompass the paradigm shift from teaching to legrnthe need for more interactive
teaching practices; and increased rigidity in tregpamme structure, which suffered a
decrease in the elective curricular units in tieyicle curricula.

Research and Development

Academic excellence is seen as an added-valuentyay Faculties feel must be explored. As
such, there is an opportunity to strengthen ancdeo the research networks among the
research units of the U.Porto, and among otheomaltiand international counterparts. The
promotion of research following post-doctoratesasn as an opportunity, in interaction with
the teaching/learningarea. Along this line, they suggest that joint RitDgrammes can lead
to the merging and reorganization of research esntr some Faculties.

They also suggest other opportunities related tmma incentive policies on the mobility of
researchers, and identified emerging scientifiastbat can help to expand the domain of the
R&D units. In the health area, we have the pubilieestment at national and European level
as a factor fostering the development of R&D atigiin a more consistent way.

The higher education policies adopted nationwidé) wnplications in terms of funding, are
generally seen as a threat. They also identifiedesimternal factors as threats:

the dispersion of human resources;

undefined criteria for scientific production;

13
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the excessive offer of"2 cycle degree programmes; consequently teachirff) &
overloaded with teaching activities.

Services to the Community and Internationalisation

In terms of opportunities, the reports mentionriagonal recognition of quality at the Faculty
level, when these are assumed individually. Expiecta as to the increase of student and
professional mobility represent an opportunity aoly within the framework of Bologna but
also in terms of the increase of the connectionthéoPortuguese speaking countries. The
development in thdeaching/learningand research and developmeateas will probably
influence the internationalisation strategy, anel éixamples given are the increasing number
of programmes and the reorganization or mergeeséarch centres. The ICT area can have a
tremendous impact in this field, as it allows newnis of dissemination and university
cooperation activities. On the other hand, the sidjents made ingovernance and
managementan also influence the diversity of funding sour@sbling further investments
in the area o$ervices to the community and internationalisation

Other examples of opportunities mentioned inclutte:explore the capacity of service
provision, and to strengthen or expand the numbeational and international partnerships;
however, no clues are given as to how they wilhtleieved.

Basically, the threats compromising the area s®rvices to the community and
internationalisationinvolve:
the lack of political initiatives to provide finaiat support to the internationalization
strategies;
linguistic and cultural barriers that hinder thee s a second language of instruction;
and
a persistent reactive mentality that does not gmalwith a positive and strategic
attitude needed for internationalisation.

Operational objectives

The study of the mission and strategic goals coteduby the ECs was specifically useful to
analyse the operational objectives thoroughly, etreugh in all Faculties the concept of
operational objective is not assumed and shareduessely by the management bodies and
the teaching and non-teaching staff alike. Thetifleation of operational objectives was the
result of the analysis carried out by the ECsReltt I, “Operational objectives in each area”,

p. 5).

On the other hand, the operational objectives oh epecific area do not seem to have taken
the threats and opportunities into consideratider(iified in the previous step), nor are they
consolidated through the definition of medium aodg term targets that contribute, directly

or indirectly, to the completion of the strategaats.

14
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The specific areas @éaching/learningresearch developmeandservices to the community
and internationalisatiorreceived the highest number of comments on thetifaeion of
operational objectives. In the caseaedching/learningwe highlight the following:

improve and increase the training offer (includamgtinuous education);

increase the number of students;

increase the number of good teaching/learning joesct

The objectives foresearch and developmesnte:
increase the number of research units funded bF@ie
consolidate and increase the areas of research;
improve the scientific production ratios and perfance indicators.

In terms ofservices to the community and internationalisatitwe, following stand out:
increase the synergies with the community;
increase the number of significant partnerships.

Strengths and weaknesses

Only about half of the Faculties identified the fie strengths and weaknesses that might
favour or hamper each operational objective. Howetlee analysis of the strengths and
weaknesses was, in general, useful, in that itdeduon the analysis of each Faculty’'s
performance, on each specific area.

Governance and Management

In this field, the analysis of the strengths andakwmesses was clearly focused on the
identification of strengths. This fact can appdsenbe related to the idea that the
implementation of the RJIES will bring about chasgevhich in turn will require the
organizational structures and the management mealeldapt.

The strengths inherent to tlywvernance and managemearea interact strongly with the
strengths of other areas, especially withltbenan resource managememdICT areas. This
interdependence will possibly help to increasesrergies.

Apparently, for most Faculties the structures ofegoance seem to be adequate. On the other
hand, we also note the concerns regarding the wdisee of scientific, financial,
administrative and pedagogic principles. In theuR#es where there is a decentralized model,
for example, the matrix model, the balance (yettabis) generated between the various
bodies (including the directors of study programmesonsidered to be a strength. Regarding
the directors of study programmes, one Faculty moestas a weakness the lack of
representativeness of these individuals on thensfieeboard, while for another Faculty the
creation of a programme director post has guardnéeeeffective adjustment between the
participation in management affairs and the agditgecisions.

15



U.Porto Institutional Evaluation Summary Report December 2008

Regarding participation in the management bodwes,Raculties felt that the commitment and
dynamics of the academic community are strengthe @ the Faculties acknowledges that
the students have an active role in this issue).

In terms of management, the references to thegttrerare, once again, widely varied:
the ability to raise funds;
the implementation of ICTs and the computerizatminservices (which tends to
expedite the monitoring of some services);
a balanced budget (for two Faculties).

One set of strengths is referred to by one Faauity:
the qualification of human resources;
the SIADAP, as a management instrument (despitevain@ations of distorted results
based on the definition of quotas);
environmental management;
the information generated by monitoring processes.

The list of weaknesses identified in the repoxtast and diverse. We note that, in some cases,
the frailties highlighted do not seem to be propednnected to the area under analysis. They
include:

complexity and lack of effectiveness of the orgatianal structure;

weak links between the management bodies and tH2 @éts (with direct implications

for theresearch and developmeartiea);

insufficiencies in monitoring the internal processe

reactive attitudes associated with the definitiohsperational strategies;

shouldering of functions by the teaching staff;

weak participation of members external to the Ursig;

lack of a representative sample of the degree progre directors on the scientific

board,;

precarious premises;

budget constraints;

retraction of own revenue;

inadequacy of programme management models.

Human Resource Management

For most Faculties, the strengths are found mastithe qualification and performance of
teaching staff. However, they also mention othearabteristics, especially as potential
strengths, since future developments can augmet piositive effects. For example, the
approval of criteria and evaluation parametergliercompetition for associate professor and
full professor positions would improve the graduadrease of requirements for academic
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career progression in the entire University (ndtat tthe absence of criteria applicable to
acquire academic tenure was identified as a weaknes

Pedagogic innovation is also seen as a potentiahgth, as long as there are mechanisms
enabling its dissemination and openness to peeewew his category of strengths includes

the generalization of the pedagogic monitoring esystwhich includes the pedagogic survey
(where the students evaluate the teachers).

The weaknesses identified in theman resource managememea cover cross-level topics,
such as:
inbreeding;
the insufficient number of teaching and non-teaghstaff (consequently, the staff is
overloaded);
the lack of a systematic evaluation of teachergfgpmance;
the inflexible selection processes as a resul®iriadequate legal framework (ECDU);
the uncertainty as to the proper balance of timenspn teaching, researching and
management;
the lack of autonomy in the human resource managearea;
the lack of criteria applicable to the final apdanent of teaching staff;
the limited capacity to renew teaching staff;
the reduced internal mobility of non-academic stail of the teaching staff;
the limited training opportunities for the teachsigff;
the lack of expectations and the inconsistenciesvdmn the qualifications and
performance of the professional activity;
the frailties of the SIADAP, although it is considd a positive management tool;
the lack of participation of non-academic staftthe debates on the implementation of
the RJIES.

ICT

With regard to the management of ICTs, the strengitiude the following:
the general computerization of services;
the increased use of ICTs as a teaching and marag¢ool;
the satisfactory coverage of the wireless network;
the existence of some curricular units witkearning contents;
the high level of satisfaction with the ICT sendce
the adequacy of human resources;
the existence of an adequate investment policy.

Among the weaknesses reported in this area, tlsetkei idea that the information system
(SIGARRA) is perhaps not responding adequatelyllif-aculties (note that the Faculty of
Sciences is the only Faculty of the U.Porto wite @wn information system - the
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InfoCiéncia3. The weaknesses are said to be the unsuitabditye specificities of some
Faculties; the under-use of the potentials offdigdSIGARRA; the need to implement or
improve a helpdesk system; and insufficient supgomyim the Rectory. The lack of a
procedure guide is mentioned with regard toltfieCiéncias with regard to the improvement
of services.
Some of the weaknesses are listed below:

the resistance to the use of ICTSs;

the low computer/student ratio;

the lack of autonomy of ICTs as a management area;

the insufficient number of non-academic staff aecl to the ICTs;

the lack of a strategic e-learning policy;

the lack of classrooms with an adequate size #@fexts teaching/learning).

Teaching/Learning

The teaching/learningarea received most of the reflections on strengiid weaknesses,
visible in the number and size of comments. Appidyethis is a sign of the importance given
to the ECs on the process of teaching/learning eoetpto the other areas.

With regard to the field ofeaching/learningwe see that, in general, the Bologna process is
seen as an opportunity, grounded on strengthsedetatthe will to change. In addition to this
practically cross-level vision of the Faculties,npather aspects are classified as strengths:

the qualification of human resources;

the possibility of expanding the offer df 8ycle degree programmes;

the existence of successful partnerships;

the production of the best graduates in the resestientific areas;

the dissemination of the ICTs in library use;

the setting up of structures and mechanisms toviollp on the graduates in their active

life;

the student/teacher relationship;

easy monitoring of processes enabled by the SIGARRA

granting prevalence to scientific performance oymdagogic performance for

progressing in the teaching career;

the promotion of research to the students to stteuheir interest;

awarding scientific merit prizes to students;

the quality of infrastructures;

the existence of strong and dynamic student adsmtsa

the strong link with the labour market;

the potential capacity to fill all places in thetiomal competition for university

admissions;
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the capacity to attract good students for tAahd & cycles and for the integrated
masters;

the existence of favourable relations between tiodile of graduates and pedagogic
methods;

the promotion of pedagogic training actions forcteag staff;

the increase in demand for post-graduate dhdrd 3 cycles programmes by students
outside the University;

curricular flexibility;

the scope and diversity of the training offer —dyrate and post-graduate programmes,
open programmes and continuous education programnpesfessionalization
programmes;

the existence of monitoring procedures for prograsrar structures to monitor the
quality and evaluation of pedagogic processes;

the existence and general implementation of thagegic survey;

the positive pedagogic evaluation of teaching staff

It should be noted that some of the strengths ifiethtare related to procedures and
mechanisms that typically correspond to the mininmeguirements needed for the working
conditions of degree programmes. In fact, “to tegtire and put into operation th& dycle
degree programmes”, “to define transition studyngla “to appoint degree programme
directors and follow-up committees”, “to provide atwation procedures for student
performance” can not really be considered as stinsng

The list of weaknesses in theaching/learningarea is long, and renders many different
situations from Faculty to Faculty:
the lack of coordination between structures (wtheb led to the lacking impact of the
students’ pedagogic evaluation of teachers);
the lack of indicators to support decisions ondteation of new degree programmes;
the absence of periodical evaluation mechanisnt® ghre evaluation process of courses
carried out within the scope of the CNAVES - Natib&valuation Council for Higher
Education, no longer exists;
the insufficient definition of “research areas” {wiimplications forresearch and
development
the lack of human resources;
the lack of follow-up procedures of graduates ah@&waluating how the programme
structure is adapted to the labour market;
the lack of concrete and substantial partnershgisvden Faculties, especially at the
level of 3% cycle and research programmes, and of mechangsmport the sharing of
resources;
the low number of students in some curricular ynitish negative implications for the
allocation of human resources;
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- in terms of experimentation with new pedagogic rodf) the need to assess the
education failures/achievements of students;

- the lack of explicit strategies to trigger crosgeleskills in students;

- the adjustment of old study programmes, as a reduihe Bologna process, and the
consequent removal of curricular units that stuslénd interesting (additional, elective
units);

- the excessive number of students per class;

. the frailties shown in the availability and implemi&tion of continuous assessment;

- the excessive number of tests and the short pervadable for research and extra-
curricular activities;

- the weak capacity to attract students from outtidaegion;

. the weak participation ofBcycle students in class activities;

- the slight importance given to stimulating pradicerecognition of merit and
reinforcement of identity;

. the poor conditions in the classrooms;

. the lack of support for the social integration ofeign students, with implications for
relationships with the external environment anérimationalization;

. the lack of capacity to attract'2ycle students ;

- low pro-activity (affecting all areas under anaysi

- the absence of overall regulations for the methafdsvaluation of knowledge and for
the teaching methods if%and & cycles;

. the insufficiency of material resources;

- the high student/teacher ratio in the clinical ey€l/6), which is counterbalanced by
using voluntary teachers (FMUP);

. the lack of definition of learning outcomes perraurar year and curricular units;

. the reduced use of learning platforms (e-learnnigarning);

- the low flexibility of programme structures;

. the reduced pedagogic training of teaching staff.

Research and Development

Having reflected on this area, it is clear thatréhés interaction with the issues in
teaching/learning We stress, in particular, the potential in exjphgi this interaction: the
strategies followed imesearch and developmeonan contribute significantly to enrich the
process oteaching/learningand vice-versa. Generally speaking, as long asthes areas
and the area ohuman resource managemeate better related (in terms of allocating
resources to the research and/or teaching act)itiee research conducted at the U.Porto is a
strength; however, not all positive consequencegs baen extracted from it.

We see that, according to the criteria used, sonestithe development of scientific
performance indicators can be seen as strengtis@ndtimes as weakness. For example, for
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one Faculty, scientific production was assumed agang point, due to the high number of
scientific papers and to the consequent positivpath on its respective scientific area at
national level. On the other hand, the scientificduction (even if copious) was felt to be a
weakness by one EC in a Faculty in the area of ast# reveals a small number of scientific
papers indexed in the ISI.

A considerable number of factors, which are quitéesknt depending on the Faculties, are
mentioned as strengths:

- the qualification of the teaching staff;

- the research centres recognized and funded byGfie &e well positioned;

- the adequate infra-structure;

- the large number of scientific papers;

. the existence of incentives for student particgoain research;

. the existence of internal incentives for participatn research projects;

- the structures supporting the application and mamagt of research projects;

- the investment in specific scientific areas witv@lepment projects;

- the multidisciplinarity of the research teams;

- the inter-institutional local dynamics, namely wibveral organic units and research
institutes of the U.Porto, which in some cases,ehamabled the incorporation of
researchers from outside the Faculty;

. the strong investment in activities publicizing tlesearch carried out;

. the editions designed for scientific dissemination;

- the tendency for teachers to see research aoraypri

- the conversion of scientific units into Associatexboratories;

- the positive increase of innovation and entrepresiep capacity;

.- the increase in post-graduate offers;

. the adjustment of'3cycles in partnership with foreign universities;

- the public recognition of scientific activity.

The list of weakness is extensive (note that sofmbese are considered to be strengths by
other Faculties):
. the poor scientific production indexed in the inaional databases;
- the scant use of editorial and validation proceslufer the quality of scientific
production referenced at international level;
- the poor participation in international projects,the result of frailties in the R&D units
(in terms of organization, financial and human weses, and support);
- the dispersion of scientific activity in researahits or research institutes, making the
consolidation of indicators more difficult to aches
- the difficulties found in research managementhasrésearch units receive the funding
directly from the FCT;
- the lack of infrastructure;
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the poor capacity to attract foreign researchers;

the lack of positions in the research career;

the lack of institutional strategies that promaig, the one hand, the creation of new
research units under the framework of the FCT (hedespective allocation of teaching
staff) and encourage, on the other hand, partregshith the industry and the value of
intellectual property;

the existence of rather small research teams;

the reduced proportion of teachers involved ingkisting research units;

the difficulties found in balancing teaching andearch activities;

the lack of student participation in research pige

the weak capacity to attract external funding;

the difficulties in purchasing bibliography and gmuent due to budget constraints;

the difficulty of fitting into the scientific areadesignated by the FCT,;

the lack of interdisciplinarity;

the lack of a policy and an incentive system tooemage research and development,
which is in part based on individual initiatives;

the lack of a benchmarking culture;

the scarce and underrated effort shown by the &adb find areas of activity that are
socially relevant, and show prospects of econoraigesor of connection to companies;
the lack of external and internal visibility ofthesearch activities.

Services to the community and Internationalisation

The strengths are found in:
the high qualification of human resources;
the capacity to organize events and initiatives ofational and international nature, to
help promote the connections with the outside sgher
the capacity to attract foreign students to theykle;
the strong relations with research centre countepa
the capacity to offer curricular units in English;
the capacity to provide services, and to raised$und
the number of contacts and connections with thébas world;
the creation of the infrastructure needed to fofterinteraction with the community or
to support internationalization activities;
the brand image and public recognition.

The weaknesses mentioned in the comments aredétate
the poor international exchange of students aachiag staff, and the small number of
substantive cooperation agreements with higher aourc institutions in the top
positions of European rankings;
the lack of a structured network of contacts wittitutions receiving trainees/interns;
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the lack of information in English;

the poor connections with institutions outside tmversity;

the lack of consolidated information on the intéior@al activity of the teaching staff
and of procedures to assess and monitor exterdahgrnational activity;

the poor external visibility and deficiencies irettmage of the Faculty/University as a
an important role-player in changing society;

the insufficient use of sabbatical leave for past-dtudies/visits to foreign universities;
the difficulty in attracting foreign quality teacty staff, in some cases, to supervise
doctorates;

the financial constraints and the lack of supptmcsures in the provision of external
services.

Monitoring

In general, the process of identifying strengthd aeaknesses did not make full use of the
monitoring tools that would support an improvemplain. In any case, where there was the
chance to establish a connection between operatodjectives and the improvement plan,
the indicators used by the Faculties seem to ditwwhe actual follow-up of the processes.

The existing monitoring mechanisms seem to be monsolidated in théeaching/learning
area, in particular with the implementation of grexlagogic survey (even though we can still
detect some faults in the resulting implicationsyl an theresearch and developmeatea,
with activities linked to the evaluation of the estiific performance of teaching staff. On the
other hand, the SIGARRA information system hasvadld most of the procedures and the
respective feedback to be done in a quasi-automaty; and therefore the monitoring of the
essential academic management processes is ptyeimt@duded in the SIGARRA system
itself. However, the development of the systenoisthe same in all Faculties.

The fact that the connection between operationgatibes and the improvement plan is frail
shows that this type of connection should receixeaigr focus in the future, within the
University and at the Faculty level. The lack o€lswa connection has not allowed the clear
identification of processes that transform thremi® opportunities. The failures in the
monitoring processes seem to be related to:
the need to improve the SIGARRA system, suitedhéospecific nature of each Faculty;
the evaluation of modules contained in the SIGARESkientific Papers; Projects;
Curriculum Vitae, Activity Report, Cooperation);
the creation of support structures (helpdesk, titegration of graduates in the labour
market);
the absence of human and financial resources linkedhe implementation of
improvement processes and quality management;
the establishment of benchmarking mechanisms téeimgnt the general good practices
of partner institutions.
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Improvement plan

The identification of operational objectives didt radways support the improvement plan.
However, the improvement actions suggested reiafdhe strengths identified, and this
justifies the importance of a previous identificatiof strengths and weaknesses.

Governance and Management

The reflections on the improvement plan within gwernance and managemeea often
reveal the need for an in-depth strategic analgithe Faculty, using the University as a
reference. Note that, according to the Self-evanatGuidelines, the improvement plan
should be based on the identification of the ojp@nat objectives, which, in turn, would be in
line with the strategic goals of the Faculty. Farthore, these strategic goals should be
appropriate and provide adequate answers to th&@aniand strategic goals of the University.
From the analysis of the self-evaluation reports, can also conclude that, in this area, the
identification of operational objectives and stgitegoals lacks a more in-depth discussion
and internal dissemination.

However, we can conclude that at the Faculty léwele is the need to:
« encourage an organizational culture based on gualit
- reformulate an organizational structure in lighttté new statutes;
- improve the effectiveness of services;
« increase their own revenue by investing in the igion of services to the community.

There are also some improvement actions connetglicitly to the areas diuman resource
managemerandICT.

Human Resource Management

The human resource managememea is related to one of the strengths detectatid¥£Cs,
which is the qualification of human resources. Tihegommend that teaching performance
must be improved, especially the pedagogic approBuh fact that the pedagogic survey did
not have a positive impact is pointed out as a wes& Another aspect considered to be
important is related to the balance between theitkes linked to teaching, research and
management. The implementation of a real strateginagement policy focusing on human
resources is also recommended.

In terms of non-academic staff, the opinion is ttie promotion of its qualification must
continue.

ICT

Generally speaking, the ECs suggest that the ssrviwust foster the intensive use of ICTs.
Furthermore, the reconversion process associatdd the implementation of ICTs and its

24



U.Porto Institutional Evaluation Summary Report December 2008

interconnection with other areas (e.governance and managemerid teaching/learning
are grounds for the development of actions to penote and generalize their use.

Teaching/Learning

It seems obvious that the adjustments made asil ofshe Bologna process are mostly seen
as an opportunity for improvement and, as such tiesassessed in a systematic way. The
suggestion is that this assessment should focupediagogic, academic, operational and
logistic issues, and that the results of the chargjiecting the teaching staff, students and
non-academic staff must be explored. Although ithés is common to many Faculties, there
is no indication of how this evaluation should lmne. In this context, the limited impact of
the pedagogic survey and the lack of an evaluaystem for teaching staff are also felt to be
relevant.

Research and Development

In this area, the improvements that must be cordubl the various Faculties include the
intention to increase scientific production and paaticipation in research projects. On the
other hand, the monitoring of research and devedopnactivities seems to imply the
improvement of information collection, and is basedthe efficient management of ICTs
applicable to this area.

Services to the Community and Internationalisation

In general, the items most referred to are relatethe selection and identification of more

systematic opportunities for cooperation. In teoheelations with the outside community, the

suggestion is that the promotion strategies mu$inked to research and service provision, to
increase their own revenue, and the external lityibas well as the relevance of the Faculty.

With regard to internationalisation, the reinforaerh of the European dimension could be
done by developing a strategy linked to the languafyinstruction adopted in the courses.
However, the use of English as language of instndn 2" cycle degree programmes, for

example, does not seem to be a priority actiomfost Faculties. In these circumstances, we
will expect these improvement actions to focustandevelopment of activities that privilege

quality.
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Part Il — General Conclusions

The institutional self-evaluation process aimed dssess the quality assurance and
improvement mechanisms within the Faculties (ahdreffore, in the University) and, in a
more general way, the state of a continuous impnave culture and practice. By evaluating
the Faculties, we aimed to examine whether the gemant systems were ready and
effective in view of the implicit or explicit objéges, and their capacity to respond to new
challenges. Finally, we hoped that these procesea&l bring less successful aspects to light,
and to identify improvement actions. As such, tkereise would be of little use if we were
not able to draw recommendations for the futurenfrit. It is within this context that the
contents of this section must be understood.

According to the European Association for Quality Assurance in Higheducation
(ENQUA), the standards and guidelines for an irgkquality assurance system in a higher
education institution must be anchored in an iastihal strategy steered at continuous
improvement, which ought to have a formal statuie lae visible from an outside perspective.
The institutional evaluation process is consideagdessential component in this type of
strategy. We could then conclude that the systemptad in the U.Porto meets the
requirements laid down by the ENQUA. However, thalgsis of the self-evaluation reports
and theexternalevaluation reports reveals that the quality assigamd improvement system
at the University of Porto:

a) does not seem to be fully assumed by most of itsagement structures; and
b) itis not obvious that it is perceptible from artde perspective.

We can then derive two major lines of action. Atirsternal level, we need to consolidate and
systematize the procedures for improving procesgeles: (1) define the objectives (what we
aim to do); (2) monitor/assess (what is being doaajyl (3) provide an improvement plan
(what should be done). At an external level, wedn&e increase the visibility of these

processedNote that the advantage of giving external visipito an improvement strategy is

that, among others, it will show in the recognitafran institution’s performance.

Therefore, the priority seems to be the establisttned mechanisms in each Faculty to
encourage the definition of the operational obyedirequired, so that they can be deployed in
their respective organizational structures. Thef-ealuation process revealed strong
limitations in this area. In fact, many Faculties ribt have objectives or targets, or they are
not implicit in any way that will in the short andedium term contribute to fulfilling the
strategic goals. This, in turn, reveals some ofithéations that the management structures of
the Faculties have in identifying threats and opputies, and in the capacity to induce
planned changes within their organisations. In tloatext, we can consider that the self-
evaluation of Faculties is the beginning of a l@agnprocess that must be followed in a
systematic way.
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Another aspect that stands out in the self-evalngbrocess is that monitoring — which is a
crucial element in all internal quality assurangstems — still shows frailties which call for
intervention. In part, these frailties are the hestimissing (or implicit) objectives or targets,
as we have already mentioned, or because the gadonstituencies (teaching staff, non-
academic staff, management bodies) have differgetgretations of what they feel is the
“interest” of the institution (of both the Faculand of the University as a whole), making it
difficult to consolidate overarching and stableqadures.

Despite the limitations, in some areas the varibasulties are provided with fairly well
established follow-up mechanisms, which are alrepdst of their daily routine. These
procedures are typically based on the SIGARRA sysighich is an essential element for
self-knowledge. In addition to those mechanismerehare several examples of systematized
experiences of information collection and procegsfor example covering the performance
of students; the achievement rates and failuresy#te follow-up of graduates; and academic
mobility. Within the research area, the monitorprgcess is considered to be external to the
Faculties (FCT). At the internal level, the colleat measurement and dissemination of
scientific production indexed in reputed databgsesnely the ISI — WoS or the Scopus) are
concentrated at the Rectory, as well as the callecind dissemination of classifications
given to the R&D units.

With regard to monitoring, we need to define and ipto practice a set of activities and
indicators that must be implemented throughout theversity, which require a formal
follow-up, by means of procedures and reports. &heralso the need to define how this
follow-up will be done and put into practice foethpecific activities relating to a certain area
or Faculty.

The third phase of the improvement cycle — the oupment plan — should be the result of
what the University aims to achieve — the obje&iveand what is actually being done (which
is provided by the monitoring system). In some sa#iee limitations in the identification of
operational objectives and in the monitoring systemmot support the improvement plan. In
any case, some ECs established a clear connediaedn the operational objectives and the
improvement plan, and suggested some follow-upcatdrs. On the other hand, suggestions
for improvement are generally based on the strenigiéntified, which allows us to conclude
that the previous analysis of strengths and wealasewas useful. As expected, the ECs were
not very convincing in clearly identifying the pesses that will allow the transformation of
threats into opportunities.
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