
7. Appendix: policy for online assessment 

From March 2020 onwards, FASoS had to switch to large-scale online assessment due to the outbreak 

of covid-19. This appendix to the assessment policy summarises the principles FASoS aims to adhere 

to for online assessment, for the duration of the covid-19 crisis and thereafter. The appendix is to be 

understood as a set of guidelines to FASoS examiners, and presents an overview of good practices that 

responsible examiners can consider during the design of their online exams. 

 

Note: before covid-19, FASoS already experimented with online exams on a smaller scale. For these 

small pilots, MECC-exams were transferred to TestVision: software for digital testing. Currently, the 

use of TestVision is becoming more and more common.  

 

7.1. Fraud risks, identity verification and proctoring 

Due to the absence of on-site invigilation, online assessment is more prone to fraud than traditional 

assessment settings. Authentication and identification are major challenges in this context. Ghost-

writing and posing as someone else while taking an exam are common cheating methods. Online 

assessment also opens up new possibilities of information exchange during the exam, e.g. through 

WhatsApp. 

 

Some Dutch universities and the UM faculties SBE, FHML and FSE attempt to counter this higher risk 

by applying proctoring, i.e. remote invigilation by monitoring students digitally. Proctoring does raise 

considerable difficulties, though — including an increasing workload for teaching and support staff, 

issues with privacy, unreliable internet connections, lack of webcams or microphones, the need for a 

second webcam to prove that no other person is in the student’s room, different time zones in which 

students may be located, and the need for a Data Protection Impact Assessment (DPIA) that governs 

the use of proctoring software. In addition, proctoring does not always fully guarantee the identity of 

the student. For example, if students were asked to hold their ID-card in front of the camera at the 

start of the exam and the rest of the exam would not be proctored, they could always let another 

student do the work for them later on during the exam.   

 

The UM’s experiences with proctoring in exam period 1 of academic year 2020-2021 were not very 

favourable. Proctoring turned out to be stressful for both students and staff, while fraud hazards could 

not fully be excluded and privacy concerns still existed.  

We are convinced that our students are smart enough to bypass proctoring systems. Rather than 

trying to develop FASoS proctoring policy, we are presently convinced that it is better to develop a 



way of working where we check the authenticity of students’ work. This approach is in line with the 

Faculty’s assumption and expectation that its students will take their examinations with integrity.  

For all of the above reasons, FASoS strongly discourages the use of proctoring, and will apply it only 

as a very last resort, when all other alternatives have turned out to be infeasible. 

 

7.2. Alternative approaches to written exams   

For courses normally concluded with a closed-book written exam (e.g. multiple choice or MECC-exam), 

we urgently advise coordinators to look out for alternative exam formats, or to tweak the way in which 

the written exam is administered. 

 

If a coordinator prefers to stick with a written examination format, it is possible to minimise the risk 

of fraud to some extent.  

 

First of all, coordinators could consider requesting (additional) intermediate assignments during the 

course. Sudden deviations in a student’s writing style, language proficiency level etc. between the 

various intermediate tasks, and between these tasks and the final exam, can then become apparent. 

A variation on this suggestion is to build in (small) group assignments throughout the course. A 

controlled exchange of information between students can contribute to minimize oversharing of 

information.  

 

Secondly, students should ideally be asked to apply, analyze, synthesize or evaluate information, and 

questions should be unique, meaningful and authentic, requiring higher-order critical thinking. There 

should be less focus than usual on knowledge reproduction and memorization. Exam questions could, 

for example, be phrased in the following, open-ended ways: 

 

• Describe in your own words how… 

• Explain how… / explain the relationship between… 

• Give concrete examples of… 

• Give an example of a situation from your own life where you witnessed… 

• What example could you provide to illustrate… 

• What are the (conflicting) arguments and which argument is the strongest… 

• Why/to what extent are … and … different 

• What would happen if… 

• How would you solve… 



• Which method is best suited to… 

• Work out one or more alternatives to… 

• Work out the theory by applying it to… 

 

Thirdly, for written online exams taken on the spot (i.e. exam formats other than papers to be 

submitted by a certain deadline), it is advised to organise the exam in TestVision. Examiners should 

ensure that the following preconditions be set: 

• TestVision should be able to draw unique samples per student by programming a large item 

bank of questions in the system;  

• The assignments need to be formulated in such a way that it would be difficult for students to 

search for information, or to communicate with others about the assignment; 

• A random order of questions (and, in case of multiple choice exams, also a random order of 

answer options) per student; 

• Installing a time limit per question and keeping the overall time for the exam limited (up to 2-

3 hours maximum, so that there is little possibility to exchange work). 

 

In addition to the four measures presented above, some other UM faculties set the TestVision 

software in such a way that it is not possible to navigate through the exam, i.e. the option to move 

back and forth between questions is disabled for students. The FASoS Assessment Support Team is 

against installing this measure, since an addition to an already given answer may come to one’s mind 

while answering a following question.  

 

TestVision allows for downloading students’ answers to an Excel file, in which the examiner can place 

his/her feedback. The file containing the feedback can be re-uploaded to TestVision, after which it is 

visible for students when they logon to the dedicated exam review page. It is strongly recommended 

to formulate clear and elaborate model answers, so that students have ample opportunity to verify 

where their answers deviated from the desired answer. This will help decrease the number of 

objections against grades. 

 

7.3. Turning written exams into another exam format 

There are various alternatives to written exams. For skills courses, the use of (live) online (group) 

presentations could be a solution: this exam format is 100% identity-proof. A Q&A-session at the end 

of the presentation could be added to render this exam format more interactive. For courses outside 

of skills tracks, individual oral exams are a good way of guaranteeing authenticity. To diminish 



workload, peer exams/’duo exams’ could be considered: two (or even three) students could be asked 

to discuss a subject with each other, and the examiner assesses their conversation. This kind of format 

would be in line with PBL, as it resembles a debate. The exam could also take the form of group work 

/ team work, after which a group presentation is given and every student needs to indicate which part 

(s)he contributed to the final product.  

 

Oral exams could also be administered in addition to a written exam or another examination format, 

to validate the answers students gave. This could for example take the form of an oral defense of a 

submitted paper, whereby the content of the document is probed by the examiners.  

 

Please note that oral examination is a time-consuming and work-intensive examination format. The 

FASoS EERs prescribe that oral exams in the strict sense (i.e. a classical oral exam in a Q&A-setup 

between student and examiner) should always be held in the presence of two examiners, and that the 

result of an oral exam needs to be announced within 24 hours. For (group) presentations and cases in 

which a small oral element is added to the assessment of a course, it is not necessary to abide by the 

24-hour deadline. However, the presence of two examiners is still strongly preferred. If workload and 

staff planning do not allow for the involvement of a second examiner, an audience (e.g. of peers) 

should be present, with a view to possible proof required during an appeal procedure. In cases where 

there is no audience, audio and/or video recordings could be made as a last resort. Recording will pose 

new challenges, though: similarly to proctoring, there are privacy concerns, and students will at least 

need to give permission for being recorded.  

 

No matter which choice for an alternative exam format is made though, coordinators should take into 

account that a change in examination format needs to be announced to both the students and the 

Exam Administration well in advance – preferably even before the start of the course period, so that 

the changed exam format can already be described in the course book. The formal deadline for 

announcement is 15 working days before the exam. In all cases, the exams should still cover the course 

ILOs that would have been tested in the original exam format under normal circumstances. 

 

Advice from the Assessment Support Team about (alternative ways of) digital assessment can always 

be sought. The first point of contact for any such questions is coordinator Robin Dirix: 

r.dirix@maastrichtuniversity.nl 

 



7.4. Exam instructions and integrity statements 

Online exams should be accompanied by instructions to students that set the parameters for their 

behaviour during the exam. Such instructions can be included in the course book or announced on the 

CANVAS pages of the course, but it is strongly recommended to also include them in the exam itself, 

e.g. at the start page of a TestVision exam or above the description of the exam assignment. 

It is advised to include at least the following instructions: 

• Whether or not any discussion or consultation about the exam with peers is allowed (note: 

the longer the timespan between publication of the questions and the submission deadline of 

the answers, the more likely it gets that students will exchange some kind of information); 

• Whether or not it is allowed to look up information on the internet and consult books and/or 

dictionaries while formulating the answers; 

• What to do in case of technical issues: report to … / call …, and take a screenshot of the issue(s) 

you are faced with. 

• Whether or not an integrity statement needs to be included in the submission of exam work 

(see below). 

 

The expectations towards students can differ depending on the type of exam. Additional instructions 

or warnings can be included, such as a time limit per question in a multiple-choice exam. 

 

Currently, three UM faculties request integrity statements from their students: statements such as “I 

declare that this work is my own…” or “I declare that this assignment was an individual project…”, that 

are to be submitted with every exam. Similarly to the exam instructions, these statements could be 

included on the front page of every exam. Currently, there are no standard UM or FASoS templates 

available for such statements. It is advised to discuss the need for these statements, and to agree on 

a fixed template, on programme level. The impact and legal status of such statements are unclear 

though. Furthermore, given the online setting, it is not very likely that authentic signatures can be 

requested – these would need to be replaced by a box that should be ticked on an online form. 

 

For inspiration, the FASoS Assessment Support Team has suggested the following integrity statements, 

which programmes can modify as they wish: 

 

Example 1) 

I hereby declare that I have read and understood the fraud sanctions as stated in the Education and 

Examination Regulations (EERs) and Rules and Regulations (R&R) of FASoS, and that except where 



specifically acknowledged, the work contained in this assignment/project is my own work. It has not 

been copied from other sources or been previously submitted for award or assessment, and has not 

come about in consultation with any person other than my tutor/supervisor. 

Example 2) 

By ticking the box below, I declare that the submitted exam was produced independently by me, 

without external help. Wherever I paraphrase or cite literally, a reference to the original source 

(journal, book, report, internet, etc.) is provided. I explicitly declare that I am aware of the fraud 

sanctions as stated in the Education and Examination Regulations (EERs) and Rules and Regulations 

(R&R) of FASoS. 

 

7.5. Minimum levels of authenticity 

It is urgently advised to maintain a certain minimum level of guaranteed authenticity of exam work 

across a programme’s curriculum. Identification and authentication are crucial for the issuing of 

diplomas, even more so during the Covid-19 crisis. While there is no legal threshold in place, under 

normal conditions the FASoS Board of Examiners applies the rule of thumb that 30 percent of 

assessment in a degree programme should consist of exam formats in which authenticity can be 

checked (i.e. where there is no possibility for ghost-writing, identity fraud or any other kind of 

outsourcing of exam work). Most programme abide to this threshold by referring to presentations 

and/or MECC exams.  

 

Under the current Covid-19 circumstances, the BoE strongly recommended that on certain moments 

in each academic year, there need to be possibilities to test whether an individual student meets the 

requirements of set ILOs and relevant parts of the final qualifications. On these occasions, the identity 

of the student making the exam should fully be warranted, without any doubt. Only then there is 

reassurance that the student who passes the test, indeed meets the requirement for the diploma. The 

BoE therefore advises to employ, as long as the Covid-19 circumstances continue, more oral exams 

than usual – e.g. one or two oral exams/presentations per semester in each programme (depending 

on the availability of sufficient/adequate administrative and academic staff capacities). This urgent 

advice holds if no other alternatives for fully identity-proof examination, for instance proctoring, are 

considered feasible.  

 

7.6. Technical difficulties during an online exam 

Before the start of an online exam, students should be informed what to do in case of technical 

difficulties (a suboptimal or interrupted wifi connection; jammed software; submitted answers gone 

lost etc.). It is advised to instruct students that they should take screenshots of the occurrence, so that 



the Board of Examiners can judge afterwards if the student could/should be granted an extra exam 

opportunity given the situation. Furthermore, coordinators should consider providing students with 

contact details of an administrator or themselves, so that students have a contact person and can flag 

technical troubles immediately when they occur. 

 

7.7. University-wide guidelines for online assessment 

The pointers presented in this appendix are primarily meant for the FASoS context. The university has 

published general guidelines for online assessment, too. These include an FAQ section on the use of 

TestVision, and can be found at the Digital exams portal: 

https://www.maastrichtuniversity.nl/education/online-education-um/students/learning-

assessment-online  

The above page is complemented by a central UM information point about all issues related to 

proctoring: 

https://umlib.nl/proctoring 

 

 


