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	GLOSSARY OF TERMS

	ACSR
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	CHE
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	European Higher Education Area

	ENQA
	European Association for Quality Assurance in Higher Education

	ESG
	European Standards and Guidelines in Quality Assurance

	ESU
	European Students’ Union

	EUA
	European University Association

	HEI
	Higher Education Institution

	SRC
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Overview

Introduction

1 Following changes to ENQA Regulations which had required all ENQA Full Members to undergo external review for the purposes of re-confirmation of Full membership status, the Board of ENQA decided in September 2009 that any Full member agency that had not have been reviewed by 19 September 2010 would be re-designated from Full Member to Candidate Member. 

In September 2010 the Board of ENQA had noted that a number of agencies, including the Accreditation Commission of the Slovak Republic (ACSR), had not completed a review; they were thus re-designated as Candidate members, until such time as a successful external review had taken place. ACSR has now undergone external review in November 2012 and this report is being submitted to the ENQA Board to enable it to reach a decision on ACSR’s application for the granting of full ENQA membership status for a period of five years. 
2 External reviews mainly focus on how far agencies meet the ENQA criteria for full membership; these criteria primarily reflect the European Standards and Guidelines in Quality Assurance (ESG) in the European Higher Education Area (EHEA), adopted in Bergen in 2005 by EHEA Ministers responsible for Higher Education. 

Terms of Reference for the Review

3 ENQA has identified two types of external review which may be undertaken for the purpose of seeking membership: 

a) a review, the sole purpose of which is to fulfil the periodic external review requirement for ENQA membership

b) a review which has a number of purposes, only one of which is to fulfil the periodic external review requirement of ENQA membership. 

4 This review is type A, and evaluates how, and to what extent, ACSR fulfils the criteria for full ENQA membership and thus the Standards and Guidelines for Quality Assurance in the European Higher Education Area. The review has been co-ordinated by ENQA itself at the invitation of ACSR. 

Membership of the Panel

5 The members of the Panel appointed by ENQA to undertake the review were: 

György Bazsa, Professor Emeritus, University of Debrecen, former President of Hungarian Accreditation Committee (Hungary) 

Marcel Crochet, (EUA nomination), Emeritus Honorary Rector of the Université catholique de Louvain (Belgium)
Paul Mitchell, (Secretary to the Panel), independent HE consultant, (Mega Mitchell Consulting), (UK)

Irene Müller, (Chair of the Panel), former Head of Centre for International Cooperation & Mobility within the Austrian Agency for International Cooperation in Education & Research, (Austria)

Kotryna Peilakauskaite, (ESU student nomination), Vice-President for Quality Assurance, Vilnius University, (Lithuania).

Approach
6 The review was carried out using a process designed and managed by the Panel following established ENQA practice, independently of ACSR. The Panel sought to conduct the review in a manner that was not only professional and courteous, but also constructively searching and challenging. During the site visit, the Panel was met with courtesy and helpfulness. 
Procedure

7 In fulfilling the purposes of the review, the Panel has: 

· considered the broad professional and political contexts within which ACSR operates

· considered a self-evaluation document prepared by ACSR and a range of supporting documents submitted in advance of the site visit

· considered additional documentation relevant to the Panel’s lines of enquiry during the site visit

· conducted a two-day visit to ACSR (8 – 9 November 2012), at the ACSR’s headquarters in Bratislava (Appendix 1) 

· met a range of stakeholders (from categories selected by the Panel) (Appendix 1), representative of all ACSR’s operations, including
· the Commission’s Chair, Head of Secretariat and senior Commission members 

· responsible Ministry staff

· ACSR secretariat staff 

· Commission representatives who have taken part in 

· ‘complex’ accreditations 

· programme approvals

· Commission Working Groups 

· senior representatives from Universities who are directly responsible for the management of quality assurance for teaching and learning in their institutions (with experience of ‘complex’ accreditation and of study programme approvals)

· students with experience of ACSR’s quality assurance procedures

· employer and civic society stakeholders

· a mandatory partner (for Medicine and Health).
Self-evaluation document

8 The self-evaluation document submitted by ACSR comprised an account of the following principal areas: 

1 The Higher Education System and the Accreditation Commission of the Slovak Republic

1.1 Higher Education System in the Slovak Republic

1.2 Mission statement and strategy of the Accreditation Commission 

1.3 International Co-operation
2 System of quality assurance in the Slovak Republic
2.1 Complex Accreditation of Activities of Higher Education Institutions

2.2 Accreditation of Individual Activities

3 Internal Evaluation of the ACSR

3.1 Results of evaluation

3.2 Discussion (of results)

3.3 SWOT analysis

APPENDIX

1. Statute of the Slovak Accreditation Commission

2. Government Regulation No. 104/2003 of Law Code of the Slovak Republic of 19 March 2003 on the Accreditation Commission.
In response to a request from the Panel, a supplementary Appendix to the self evaluation was submitted, which sought to cross- reference  the Agency's activities more closely to each of the 8 ENQA membership criteria (ESG parts II and III).

9 The Panel has had some considerable difficulty trying to understand the real nature of this Agency, as the self-evaluation report mainly (and extensively) appeared to portray an Agency with essentially a mechanistic role in implementing the various laws and regulations in force, with very little reference to the Commission’s capacity for shaping, interpreting, influencing and learning from the application of these legal documents. The self evaluation tended to focus on legal and procedural compliance and to portray the organisation as task-focused and reactive. The document was not analytical. More focused information about compliance with the ESG was submitted at the Panel’s request at a later stage, but it turned out shortly before the visit that this Appendix was worded to a very large extent in the same way as the submission from the Czech Agency submitted 3 years beforehand. It was explained that the Czech document had been seen as a template which could be used and that in any case this Appendix should not be considered as an official document. Due to this situation the Panel decided it would have to probe more deeply into every single item of ESG-compliance – a much bigger task than would have been necessary if the documentation had been in a better state.

The Panel therefore felt that the opportunity presented through undertaking a self-evaluation had not been exploited fully by ACSR. As a tool for self improvement, the Panel considered the self-evaluation document to be extremely weak. It was largely descriptive and focused excessively both on the outcomes of an internal evaluation and on the description of legal provisions; in its initial iteration it had failed to address directly the ENQA criteria. This made the Panel’s task much more challenging. It would have been strengthened had it contained greater evidence of a capacity for self-reflection and a more meaningful analysis of the organisation’s direction and strategy. In its self-characterization, the Commission emphasised its administrative function and did not present a well-articulated profile of its professional identity.  There was little evidence of the Commission actively seeking an external exploration or characterisation of its identity, role, performance and impact. 
A summary of the supporting documentation made available to the Panel is shown at Appendix 2.

Education System in the Slovak Republic (SR) 
10 Compulsory school attendance in the SR starts at the age of 6. A typical pattern of compulsory schooling extends over ten years and lasts until the end of the school year in which the pupil attains the age of 16. Compulsory education is free. 
11 Those staying on beyond the compulsory staying-on age of 16, usually have as their target the attainment of the Secondary School Leaving Certificate, which is issued upon completion of year thirteen (in exceptional cases year twelve). The usual prerequisite for admission to higher education study is the Secondary School-leaving Certificate which is issued by the following types of secondary schools:

· grammar school; after four or eight years of study, depending on the type of elementary school education

· specialized secondary school; after four or five years of study

· conservatoire; after four or eight years’ study, depending on the type of elementary school education. 

The certificate awarded to pupils who pass the final upper secondary examination (vysvedčenie o maturitnej skúške) constitutes the minimum entrance requirement for higher education. Other criteria, such as entrance examinations, their content and form, are defined by each educational institution. Education at public and state universities is currently free of charge, except for extended duration of study. Private universities may set fees at their own discretion.
12 The higher education sector provides higher education courses at three levels: 

· Bachelor (BA) degree (three to four years’ study)

· Master (MA) study programmes at second level (magister,inžinier, doktor medicíny), which may last between one and three years 

· PhD study programmes at the third level. The standard length of full-time doctoral programmes varies between three and four years. 

The European Credit Transfer System (ECTS) was implemented in 2005/06 at BA/MA/doctorate levels. The standard load for the student for the entire academic year is expressed as 60 credits: 30 credits for a semester and 20 credits for a trimester.
13 The academic year starts on September 1 and ends on August 31 of the following year. It is composed of two semesters (winter and summer) or three trimesters. 

14 There are currently 35 higher education institutions in the Slovak Republic, comprising 20 public HEIs, 3 state HEIs and 12 private HEIs. Specialised schools, to some extent comparable with German/Austrian ‘Fachhochschulen’, can offer programmes at the Bachelor level only; this will be extended to include Masters’ programmes from January 2013. 
ACSR local context
15 The ACSR traces its origins back to 1990, when the Government of the Slovak Republic (SR) established the ACSR as its advisory body, at a time when Slovakia had begun to move to full national independence (ultimately effective from 1 January 1993). The establishment and operation of the ACSR in 1990 was an entirely new element in the system of university education in Slovakia compared to the situation before 1989 (year of the ’Velvet Revolution’).  The Commission’s role was formally confirmed in Section 81 of Law 131 (21.2.2002), with subsequent minor updates. The key features were:

· The Accreditation Commission is established by the Government as its advisory body
· The Accreditation Commission has twenty one members, appointed and recalled by Government at the Minister's recommendation after an opinion given by representative bodies of higher education institutions. Members are appointed from among distinguished personalities of higher education institutions, professional and scientific establishments and also include foreign experts

· The Accreditation Commission gives its opinion on the following:

- capacity of the higher education institution to implement the study programme with the right to award to its graduates the academic degree,

- capacity of the non-higher education institution to take part in implementation of the PhD study programme,

- capacity of the higher education institution to conduct the habilitation procedure and procedure for “nomination of professors”,
- proposals for establishment, merger, affiliation, split, dissolution, change of name or change of seat of a public higher education institution or a State higher education institution, faculty of a public higher education institution or faculty of a State higher education institution,

- proposal for granting State consent for a legal entity wishing to act as a public higher education institution, 
- proposal for designation of a higher education institution,
- proposal for change in the list of the fields of study,

- other proposals with regard to the system of higher education presented by the Minister
· The Accreditation Commission appraises the level of research, development, artistic or other creative activities of higher education institutions. In doing so, it considers the results of periodical evaluation of a higher education institution according to special regulations.

The Accreditation Commission also performs ‘Complex accreditation’ of an institution’s higher education activities, which combines both programme and institutional level accreditation activity. The ‘Complex accreditation’ of the activities of a higher education institution is a process within the framework of which the Accreditation Commission assesses and evaluates an HEI’s overall teaching, research, development, artistic and other creative activities as well as its supporting  infrastructure and resources. 

Each of the above activities is underpinned by a set of detailed criteria approved by the Minister of Education.
16 The Commission has 21 members appointed by the Government of the Slovak Republic for a period of six years; a member may serve for a maximum of two consecutive terms. The head of the Commission is the Chairman, who also represents the Commission externally and at meetings with other bodies. This role is currently held on a part-time basis. 

17 The Accreditation Commission delegates much of its detailed business to Working Groups. The Working Group may be either permanent or temporary. A Working Group has at least five members.

The permanent Working Groups prepare evaluation reports on applications for accreditation of different activities of higher education institutions (see above), on proposals for changing the system of the fields of study and evaluation of research, developmental, artistic and other creative activities of the higher education institution within the framework of complex accreditation and on further applications to be decided by the Chairman of the Commission.

Currently there are 24 permanent Working Groups, listed below as follows:

1. Pedagogy

2. Humanities

3. History and ethnology

4. Art

5. Design, engineering and technology, water management

6. Social and behavioural sciences

7. Law and international relations

8. Economics and management

9. Physics and sciences of the earth and universe

10. Environmental science and ecology

11. Metallurgy and mining engineering

12. Chemistry and chemical engineering

13. Life sciences

14. Mechanical engineering (machine building)

15. Electrical engineering and power engineering

16. Computer science, automation and telecommunication

17. Engineering and technology

18. Medical and pharmaceutical science

19. Agricultural and forestry sciences

20. Veterinary science

21. Sport science

22. Transport services

23. Security services

24. Mathematics and statistics

The temporary Working Groups make recommendations on matters to be decided by the Commission which fall outside the area of responsibility of any permanent Working Group.

18 The chairs and members of all the Working Groups are appointed by the Commission. The chair of each working group is appointed from among the members of the Accreditation Commission itself. Working Groups are constituted in such a way that they include experts from several higher education institutions, as well as from professional and scientific institutions. Where possible and appropriate, Working Groups include members from a pertinent professional organization, or from industry and trade. Foreign experts may also be members of a Working Group. 
19 The process for selection of Commission members, the method of the Commission's operation and the operation of its Working Groups, as well as the process of submission and detailed content of requests and supporting documents, are governed by formal resolution of the Government of the SR (No.104/2003 Coll. on the Accreditation Commission in its amended form)

20 The range of recent activity is illustrated below:

	Activities
	2005- 2007
	2007- 2009
	2010-2011
	

	HE Law Section 82 Clause 2
	 
	 
	 
	

	a) accreditation of individual study programmes
	981
	375
	726
	

	b) accreditation of PhD study programmes
	65
	52
	39
	

	c) right of habilitation / nomination of professors
	366
	27
	98
	

	d) about status of public and state HEI
	8
	4
	9
	

	e) proposal for granting State consent
	14
	3
	5
	

	f) proposal for classification of HEIs
	0
	24
	9
	

	g) proposal for changes to the schedule of fields of study
	7
	4
	10
	

	h) other proposals to the Ministry
	41
	54
	101
	

	
	 
	 
	 
	

	HE Law Section 84
	 
	 
	 
	

	complex accreditation of HEIs
	 
	24
	9
	


21 As can be seen above, ACSR undertakes a substantial volume of study programme approvals. Accreditation of a study programme is a process whereby the Accreditation Commission assesses (at the request of a higher education institution) the institution’s capacity to implement successfully a study programme and makes recommendations thereon to the Ministry. The detailed work is undertaken through ACSR Working Groups (see Para 17 above), for report to the full Commission. On report from the Accreditation Commission, the Ministry of Education may grant the higher education institution the right to award to graduates of this study programme the appropriate academic degree. Elements of the assessment include: review of programme content, student profile, entry requirements for applicants and the method by which they are selected, requirements for completion, personnel, material, technical and information about infrastructure, provisions of the study programme and the expected level of achievement of students and graduates of the study programme. The period of approval may be time–limited, or without time limits; in the latter case the programme would be reconsidered at the next institutional ‘complex accreditation’ (see Para. 24 below) The Accreditation Commission’s recommendation to the Ministry is accompanied by the evaluation report of the appropriate Working Group, together with a statement on its content made by the higher education institution. Accreditation of study programmes in the field of medicine include provision for  the input of an opinion from the Ministry of Health ; similarly for a study programme in the field of theology the accreditation is subject to the consent of the respective church authority.

22 Universities and higher education institutions may carry out “habilitation procedures and procedures for nomination of professors” only on the basis of accreditation. A similar mechanism to that used for study programmes also applies in the case of these procedures.

23 ACSR also considers any application from a higher education institution, non-higher education institution, external educational institution or legal entity wishing to act as a private higher education institution, and makes recommendations to the Ministry. 

24 Every six years, ACSR performs for each HEI an institutional ‘Complex Accreditation’, which comprises an assessment of the activities listed below in each higher education institution. Complex Accreditation is performed according to a previously published timetable (at least one year in advance). Working Groups make their recommendations to the full Commission. The areas of focus for complex accreditation are as follows:

a) evaluation of the extent to which the higher education institution fulfils its mission and objectives, based on an analysis of its activities 
b) formation of an opinion by the Accreditation Commission on the capacity of the higher education institution to implement those study programmes submitted for accreditation and to advise the Ministry accordingly

c) formation of an opinion by the Accreditation Commission on the HEI’s capacity to conduct the habilitation procedure and procedure for nomination of “professors” in the fields of study for which the higher education institution has applied for accreditation and to advise the Ministry accordingly

d) evaluation of research, development, artistic and other activities of the higher education institution
e) recommendations for improvement of the HEI’s work.

The Accreditation Commission prepares an evaluation report not later than ten months after the beginning of the complex accreditation process. The Ministry makes a decision on the granting, suspension, deprivation or rejection of rights in relation to categories b) and c) within sixty days of receipt of the statement from the Accreditation Commission. The Ministry provides to the higher education institution the evaluation report of the Accreditation Commission and results of its own decision concerning the granting of rights. This completes the complex accreditation process for that HEI. 

25 The ACSR describes itself as an institution which is systematically concerned with both the evaluation of the quality of study programmes as well as with the quality of higher education institutions in the Slovak Republic. It creates conditions for the guarantee of quality assurance and improvement in tertiary educational institutions. Institutional evaluation is stated to be the primary way in which to improve the quality of Slovak higher education institutions. In addition, the process of accreditation also fulfils a disciplinary function. The disciplinary function is based on guaranteeing minimum standards and requirements with the intention of decreasing and gradually eliminating low-quality tertiary education, as non-accredited programs cannot be launched and public funds cannot be used to finance non-accredited programs. The Accreditation Commission publishes its recommendations/review reports on its website for at least three years after their completion.

26 The ACSR is accountable for its activities to the Government of the SR, to which it submits (via the Minister of Education) a report on its activities every two years. The report on activities contains:

a) information on tasks undertaken by the Accreditation Commission

b) financial accounts for the two year period

c) recommendations by the Accreditation Commission for improvement of the quality of educational, research, developmental, artistic and other creative activities of the higher education institutions.
27 Regular informal contact is maintained with the Slovak Rectors’ Conference and with the student representative bodies.
ACSR compliance with the Standards and Guidelines for Quality Assurance in the European Higher Education Area
ESG Part 2: European standards and guidelines for the external quality assurance of higher education


ACSR compliance

28 The team heard that there is no nationally agreed model for internal quality assurance in place in Slovakian HEIs, although this may change in new legislation planned for 2013; it was reported that this issue is currently under consideration in the context of imminent changes to the law for HEIs. Nevertheless Section 20(2) (b), 45(7), 49(1) (b) of the current Law on Higher Education stipulates that each higher education institution must include in its annual report the results of its own internal evaluations of its activities. In its evaluations of higher education institutions the ACSR implicitly draws on the results of these internal evaluations and verifies to what extent the internal quality assurance system has been developed, how effective it is, and to what extent it provides the higher education institution with appropriate feedback. 

The Panel considers that ACSR’s processes could be made more systematic in specifically testing and challenging institutions' internal quality assurance policies, thereby evaluating the real effectiveness of their generic procedures for managing quality and standards.

Panel judgement: 

Substantially compliant.
Panel Recommendations

The Panel recommends that more explicit reference to the effectiveness of institutional internal QA systems should be made in the standard feedback report forms used by the Working Groups for Programme Accreditation and for Complex Accreditation, together with any recommendations for system improvement.

ACSR compliance
29 Formally, the aims and objectives of the various quality assurance processes, (for the operation of which the ACSR is responsible), are determined by SR’s HE law. On a strict reading, this constrains the ACSR from fully meeting the requirements of this Standard. The law underpins the following processes:

· Section 82)(2)(a) defines the processes for the accreditation of degree programmes (capacity of the higher education institution to implement the study programme with the right to award to its graduates the academic degree)
· Section 82 (2)(c) defines the processes for the accreditation of the fields of habilitation procedure and procedure for appointment as a professor (capacity of the higher education institution to conduct the habilitation procedure and procedure for nomination of  ”professors”)
· Section 84 defines the processes for complex accreditation of all higher education institutions. 

These laws have been operationalised through a series of published criteria approved by the Ministry of Education, as follows:

· Criteria for accreditation of the study programmes of higher education

· Criteria for accreditation of non-university type higher education institutions

· Criteria for accreditation of habilitation procedure and procedure for nomination for ‘professors’
· Criteria for assessment of the level of research, developmental, artistic and other creative activities as a part of complex accreditation of activities in higher education institution

· Criteria for classification of the higher education institution as a university-type higher education institution

· Detailed criteria for Working Groups of ACSR for Complex Accreditation.
30 ACSR consulted about the content of these documents with bodies representing higher education institutions, such as the Slovak Rectors’ Conference, Higher Education Council, and the Higher Education Student Council. The processes are published on the ACSR website. 

The Panel notes that the criteria (2003), once agreed have become rather static documents. There has been limited engagement thereafter with professional bodies, ‘civil society’ and, in particular, the student body as stakeholders and recommends that this be further considered by ACSR in the current review.
31 The Panel was informed that a consultation process was underway for a revised form of complex accreditation to take effect from January 2014. Stakeholders were able to confirm to the Panel that a meaningful and active consultation process was in progress, with ample opportunity to express their views.
Panel judgement: 
Fully compliant.

Panel Recommendations

That ACSR consider a formalisation of mechanisms for the involvement of other stakeholders, in the future design and development of its procedures, including a more structured involvement of ‘user groups’ (stakeholders) in the formative drafting stage of its operating documents.


ACSR compliance

32 All procedures conducted by ACSR have an extensive legal basis. The criteria for decisions are published in the respective laws and procedures. The prescribed format for the evaluation reports prepared by the Working Groups ensures a degree of commonality and consistency of decision making across ACSR. 

However, the Panel recognised that a key on-going challenge for ACSR was the issue of maintaining consistency of decision–making across the 24 permanent Working Groups. This currently places a particular responsibility on the Chairs of the Working Groups and on the ACSR itself. The Panel recommends adoption of an on-going programme of personal development for new and continuing Working Group Chairs for the purposes of sharing best practice and for ensuring compatibility of action.

Panel judgement: 
Fully compliant.

Panel Recommendations
The Panel recommends adoption of an on-going programme of personal development for new and continuing Working Group Chairs for the purposes of sharing best practice, to support consistency of judgements and for ensuring compatibility of action.

[image: image1]

ACSR compliance

33 As has been indicated above, the ACSR has a very detailed system of procedures and criteria that are clearly defined and published. 

In regard to the exercise of care in the selection of experts with appropriate skills: 

· The 21 members of ACSR itself are appointed by the Minister for Education from higher education institutions and professional and scientific establishments. At present ACSR has two foreign expert members, one from the Czech Republic and one from Hungary 

· ACSR sets up Working Groups which may be either permanent or temporary. Each is chaired by a full member of ACSR. The Working Groups are constituted in such a way as to include experts from several different higher education institutions, and from professional and scientific institutions, with a balanced range of interests and experience of teaching and research. Where possible and appropriate, members might also be drawn from the respective professional organizations, or from industry, trade, or social practice. Foreign experts may be also members of the Working Group. In order to prevent conflicts of interest, a Working Group member must not be a Rector, Vice-Rector, Dean or senior member of staff from an institution eligible to apply for the accreditation of a study programme.

34 In the appointment of members of Working Groups, the criterion of impartiality and non-bias is strictly observed. A person involved in the activities of an institution being evaluated or contributing to a study programme that is the subject of assessment is automatically barred from becoming a member. A person from a workplace which is a direct competitor of an evaluated institution is not allowed to become a member. The principal characteristics sought in appointing Working Group members are: 

· independence, 

· objectivity, 

· detachment,

· professionalism

The inclusion in practice of international experts in ACSR’s range of activities is currently very limited and could with advantage be reviewed.

35 ACSR enjoys a good relationship with the Student Union Representative Council. The Chair regularly takes part in meetings of ACSR (by invitation) and can make suggestions and other comments there. Students also participate in Working Group site visits. However students cannot be full members of ACSR itself or of its Working Groups. The principle of student representation in QA processes (and the underpinning legislation) is a matter for urgent review by the Ministry of Education in the European context. 

36 Members of Working Groups are kept informed of ACSR criteria. Briefings are provided for new members; however there is no structured induction programme provided for new members, nor any systematic follow-up training.

37 ACSR employs the use of the self-evaluation/site visit/draft report/published report/follow-up model of review. The process for complex accreditation of higher education institutions follows the requirements of the ESG through: 
· the production of a self-assessment report by the institution

· an assessment of the submitted report and other requested information 

· a visit by the special Working Group to the institution (comprising a minimum of 5 experts) 

· the consideration of the draft report, preliminary conclusions and recommendations at an ACSR meeting attended by representatives of the institution being evaluated - teams must always provide enough evidence to support their findings and conclusions
· publication of the final report, final conclusions and recommendations, including any opinion put forward by representatives of the institution being evaluated.
After the complex accreditation the ACSR may recommend the renewal of the accreditation of study programmes provided by the institution. 

38 In regard to quality enhancement, the templates for the experts’ report are oriented towards documenting and delivering a formal judgement. Quality enhancement issues, except where a particular issue is part of a conditional judgement, do not figure prominently in current ACSR reporting. This relates directly to the Commission’s perception of its mission and requires measured further consideration at a strategic level.
Panel judgement: 
Partially compliant.

Panel Recommendations

· That ACSR consider expanding the profile of expert panels, to include greater professional, business and community involvement

· That ACSR publish a set of agreed criteria for the appointment of experts

· That ACSR publish an ethical guide/code of conduct for the guidance of experts

· The inclusion in practice of international experts in ACSR’s range of activities is currently very limited and could with advantage be reviewed

· The principle of full student representation in QA processes (and the underpinning legislation) is a matter for urgent review by the Ministry of Education in the European context 

· That ACSR consult with Working Group Chairs to identify how to further enhance the role of experts through an enhanced induction and training process, possibly delivered through e-learning 

· That a more formalised system to review and document the performance of experts be developed

· That ACSR should review its role in regard to the promotion of the ‘softer’ aspects of quality enhancement.

ACSR compliance

39 ACSR has developed for all its procedures templates for the reports of the experts, as well as for ACSR reports to the Ministry. The predefined form and structure of reports helps to ensure that they are comparable. This enables the reader to find easily the main conclusions of the report. However the emphasis is largely on compliance; this gives the report a rather perfunctory and ’box-ticking’ feel. 

Evaluation reports are usually structured as follows:

· introduction, description of the situation, specification of the issue (the purpose and criteria of the evaluation), organizational formalities behind the evaluation

· description of the findings (depending on the focus of the evaluation and the areas of the institution’s activities evaluated) 

· conclusions, summary, appraisal, positive and negative aspects (or where appropriate a SWOT analysis) 

· recommendations (for the institution’s management), proposal of how to proceed.
The declared policy of ACSR (and according to HE law) is to publish all reports and decisions (and their rationale); these are to be found on its website, where they remain for at least three years.

Panel judgement:

Fully compliant. 

Panel Recommendations
That ACSR give further consideration to the format of its reports so as to strengthen the developmental and quality enhancement aspect of their findings.


ACSR compliance

40 The Higher Education Act requires that the ACSR should articulate follow-up action(s) where it identifies deficiencies during an evaluation. Where deficiencies are found, the ACSR sets a deadline for the submission of a report detailing how the identified shortcomings are being resolved. The submission of such reports is usually required after one or two years following the publication of the evaluation report. If more serious deficiencies are identified, the ACSR sets a shorter deadline for submission of the relevant follow-up report. The ACSR frequently uses the system of follow-up check reports to make sure that any recommendations related to the accreditation of study programmes are being implemented.

Overall, the ACSR states that in the last two years it has focused on developing and promoting awareness of the fact that external evaluations do not end with the publication of the report, because the purpose of an evaluation is not to capture the static state but the standard of processes in place at the institution.

Panel judgement: 

Fully compliant.

Panel Recommendations

That ACSR could usefully review in consultation with its stakeholders, how the informal quality enhancement aspect of feedback from its review processes could be more securely harnessed as a resource for the benefit of the sector as a whole.


ACSR compliance

41 ACSR operates a number of specialised bespoke and normally ‘single-event’ procedures for 
· accreditation of non-university type higher education institutions

· classification of the higher education institution as a university-type higher education institution

· accreditation of the study programmes of higher education.
42 In regard to recurrent periodic reviews, ‘complex accreditation’ of institutions represents a major plank of ACSR’s activities and informs decisions on an institution’s requests for accreditation of all study programmes and accreditation of all habilitation procedures and procedures for nomination of ”professors”. Complex accreditation of activities of a higher education institution is a framework within which the Accreditation Commission generally assesses and evaluates teaching, research, development, artistic or other creative activities of the higher education institution, as well as reviewing the associated infrastructure of personnel, technical support, information and other support structures. 

Complex accreditation is carried out every six years in accordance with a previously published schedule developed by the Accreditation Commission. Deadlines for submission of basic documents are known at least one year in advance. In the period between two complex accreditations of activities of a higher education institution the accreditation of individual activities of a higher education institution (e.g. programme evaluations) are carried out as need arises. Exceptionally the Minister may order the carrying out of a complex accreditation in any HEI outside this schedule.

The HEI is required to submit a range of documentation including:

· a self-evaluation of its own activity; including student feedback

· any applications for accreditation of study programmes, including the appropriate documentation concerning the study programme
· any applications for accreditation of habilitation procedure and the procedure for nomination of ”professors” in all fields of study in which it wishes to conduct such procedures, including the respective documentation
· background materials for the evaluation of research, development, artistic and other creative activities 
· where appropriate, background materials for incorporation of the higher education institution. 
43 The result of complex accreditation of activities of higher education institutions is the following:

a) evaluation of fulfilment of higher education institution’s mission and tasks based on analysis of its activity; the evaluation also contains recommendations for improvement of work of the higher education institution

b) the opinion of the Accreditation Commission on the capacity of a higher education institution to implement study programmes submitted for accreditation and recommendations to the Ministry on granting, suspension, deprivation or not granting the relevant rights 

c) opinion of the Accreditation Commission on the HEI’s capacity to conduct the habilitation procedure and procedure for nomination of ”professors” in the fields of study for accreditation of which the higher education institution has applied and a recommendation to the Ministry on granting, suspension, deprivation or not granting the relevant rights

d) evaluation of research, development, artistic and other activities of the higher education institution.
The Accreditation Commission prepares an evaluation report within ten months from the beginning of the complex accreditation of activities. The Ministry is required to make decisions on accreditations and on other matters within the scope of the evaluation within sixty days from receipt of the statement from the Accreditation Commission. The Ministry then sends to the higher education institution the evaluation report of the Accreditation Commission and any decisions made by the Ministry concerning the granting the rights.
The cycle and purposes are thus clearly defined.
Panel judgement:

Fully compliant.

Panel Recommendations

None.


ACSR compliance

44 ACSR is required by law to draw up an annual report. This is published at the end of February each year. The annual report contains summary statistics on ACSR’s activities. Since 2007, reflecting the spirit of the ESG, the aggregate statistical reporting has been placed as an annex to the main body of the report and there is now greater focus on systemic QA issues.

45 ACSR is required to submit a report on its activity to the Government (via the Ministry of Education) once every two years. The report on activity contains:

a) information on work undertaken by the Accreditation Commission

b) basic data on the amount of finances used for its activity for the period evaluated

c) recommendations by the Accreditation Commission for improvement of quality of educational, research, developmental, artistic and other creative activities of the higher education institutions.

46 Given its position and the quantity of information at its disposal, the ACSR can act as a source of information about matters relating to higher education. ACSR members also participate in lectures and discussions on quality assurance processes and criteria; some of them also publish articles on this subject in journals. 

Nevertheless, the current capacity of ACSR is almost exclusively taken up with operating the core processes of the various evaluation exercises it undertakes. It does not at present have capacity to prepare sector-wide analyses and reports, to organise sector-wide dissemination events, to publish newsletters and occasional papers, to engage with any sector-wide quality network or support a meetings/seminar programme. The Commission has very little visibility within the community of European quality assurance agencies. The Panel believes that there is much more work to be done in the area of analysis, dissemination and quality enhancement activity, which is likely to require the provision of appropriate additional resources. ACSR does not, at present, make as much use as it might of the cumulative information it acquires about accredited programmes and institutions, in order to identify and promote methodically systemic good practice and analyse commonly encountered problems. Through the production of analytical reports and the commissioning of developmental initiatives relating to the generic, sector-wide aspects of its work, ACSR could expand its impact as a vehicle for quality promotion and for the enhancement of teaching, learning and research. There is an opportunity for ACSR, by increasing its capacity to undertake system wide analysis, to make a major contribution to the development of higher education both within SR and also internationally. ACSR should consider developing more consistent professional relationships with international quality networks and should use this relationship to benchmark its performance and outcomes. 
Panel judgement: 
Partially compliant.
Panel Recommendations
That ACSR recommend to the Ministry:  

· that a clear mandate be given to ACSR to develop a more systematic approach to its activities in sector-wide analysis and that it be required to develop an outline work plan of future activity in this area

· that ACSR undertake a skills analysis to determine what further HR capacity is needed to support this work, for example in data management and analysis and that the Ministry adjust the ACSR budget and infrastructure opportunities accordingly.

ESG Part 3: European standards and guidelines for external quality assurance agencies


ACSR compliance
47 Overall compliance with ENQA Criterion 1 is measured against ESG Part 2 and ESG 3.3. The Panel observes that, as described in the previous section, ACSR’s processes and procedures are based on ENQA Criterion 1, but are not yet fully engaged with them in a number of critical areas. 

Panel judgement: 
Substantially compliant. 

Panel Recommendations

(See detailed comments and recommendations under ESG Part 2 and under section 3.3)
ACSR compliance

48 The ACSR operates in accordance with the Law for Higher Education 2002 (especially Head 9). The ACSR’s current Statute was approved by a resolution of the Slovak Government. Under previous legislation the ACSR conducted external evaluations of higher education institutions and was involved in the accreditation of post-graduate study programmes. In effect, the ACSR has been engaged in quality assurance activities continuously since its inception in 1990.

The law of  Higher Education states that the ACSR’s mission is to maintain the quality of higher education and to comprehensively examine the educational, scientific, developmental, artistic or other creative activities of higher education institutions. The Panel notes that ACSR is recognised in all its key purposes by the relevant statutory, professional and regulatory bodies and believes that ACSR fully meets the requirement for this standard.
Panel judgement: 
Fully compliant.

Panel Recommendations

None


ACSR compliance

49 As already discussed, ACSR conducts various types of quality assessment activity in accordance with the Higher Education Law, including:

· evaluating the activities of higher education institutions and the quality of accredited activities, and by publishing the results of such evaluations (‘complex’ accreditation)

· making recommendations on applications for the accreditation of individual study programmes 

· making recommendations on applications for authorization to undertake the habilitation procedure and the procedure for appointment of  professors
· other tasks identified in the Higher Education Act.

An extensive programme of both institutional and programme level external quality assurance activities, all operating within prescribed timetables, represents the core function of ACSR. 

Panel judgement: 

Fully compliant. 

Panel Recommendations

None. 

ACSR compliance
50 The ACSR’s direct costs are financed from State resources; the ACSR budget (some €218,000 in 2012) is part of the budget of the Ministry of Education. A substantial hidden subsidy comes from the uncosted time commitment given to ACSR activity by the 21 Commission members and the c.300 Working Group members. The direct financial resources allocated to the ACSR are thus extremely limited and do not allow for the implementation of significant activity beyond the scope of the basic legally required accreditation operations. Budget constraints also make it impossible to provide realistic compensation to ACSR members, and members of Working Groups. The fees are only token amounts and many activities are carried out on a voluntary basis. The Panel heard that certain difficulties are posed by the Ministry’s complex internal mechanisms for the handling of funds and that these mechanisms add significantly to the workload of the Secretariat and inhibit flexibility. Financial challenges figured prominently in ACSR’s most recent internal self evaluation and were frequently cited as a major constraint by members of the groups interviewed by the Panel.

51 The ACSR itself is composed of 21 (part-time) members (including the Chair), who are mainly higher education teachers and researchers; two members of the ACSR are from abroad and two are from professional areas. In its internal evaluation, the ACSR had found the representation of individual areas of expertise to be satisfactory. Following the reorganisation of permanent Working Groups after the internal evaluation in 2008, the number of these Working Groups and the distribution of the fields of study handled by them also appeared to be satisfactory. The congestion within ACSR as a whole (as a result of the system for the accreditation of individual study programmes and their fields) and the workload of certain specific members of the ACSR (responsible in particular for the very busy programme areas – economics, pedagogy and psychology, art, social sciences) remains a problem. As the positions of ACSR member and Working Group member are not full-time posts and are held in addition to normal work duties at a primary workplace, the workload is very heavy. 

52 The administration of the ACSR’s activities is the responsibility of the Secretariat of the ACSR. At present, the Secretariat of the ACSR consists of 4 members of staff, including the Head of Secretariat. It operates with basic IT equipment from two rather cramped rooms in central Bratislava rented from the University of Economics, having recently relocated from the main Ministry offices. The Panel heard that a new IT package was under construction which was designed to ease the administration of ACSR processes, in particular the ease of interaction between Commission/Working Group members and the Secretariat. Staff reported that training in new processes and procedures was provided for them as and when required; there was no formal staff development programme, although they did have access to Ministry staff training activity. Outside support is bought in as required to support IT and web entry/editing. Secretariat staff are not generally comfortable in operating in the English language and provision should be made to remedy this. 
53 The Panel was struck by the very high volume of activity managed by the ACSR’s secretariat and the calibre of staff whom it met. The Panel considers that the current level of resource is barely sufficient for immediate purposes; it believes also that there is a need for ACSR to develop or redeploy (in collaboration with funders) some additional capacity within ACSR to support system–wide analysis as discussed under Standard 2.8 above. 
54 At the moment, there is a tendency to view ACSR staff as administrators of processes and procedures. This weakens the standing of the Commission and is an under-utilization of the core strength, knowledge and capacity of its staff; an internal staff development plan needs to focus on developing their professional expertise. The current Head of Secretariat also acts as Secretary to the Commission. The Panel feels that the Commission has now reached a point in its development where the appointment of a full-time senior professional (Executive Director) should be considered to support the (part-time) Chairman in: 
· developing strategic thinking and forward planning for ACSR 

· driving forward the development of ACSR as a modern, externally-facing quality assurance agency 

· developing the quality enhancement dimension of the ACSR’s activities

· representing the agency externally (nationally and internationally)

· fostering good relations between  the Agency and stakeholder organisations (e.g. HEIs, SRC, Student organisations, professional bodies) 

· providing leadership and development opportunities for the agency’s core staff. 

Panel judgement: 

Partially compliant. 

Panel Recommendations

That ACSR and the Ministry of Education review ACSR’s future budget needs in the context of 

· the many (legally-based) demands currently placed upon ACSR and its ability to respond

· future financial and staffing requirements to support the Commission’s migration to a fully-fledged European Agency fully in tune with the principles of the ESG and the Bologna process. 


ACSR compliance
55 As already discussed, the objectives of the ACSR’s operational activities are defined in the Higher Education Act, the ACSR statute and other publicly available documents, such as the Criteria for each specified activity. All these documents have been published. 

The Panel believes however that whilst the legislation provides a framework, it does not fully address the usual explicit goals, objectives and aspirations contained in a mission statement. The relationship with other stakeholders is not articulated.  

Panel judgement: 

Substantially compliant.
Panel Recommendations

That further work is required to articulate in a Mission Statement: 

· the explicit goals for ACSR

· a  quality policy 
· a management plan  

· how the ACSR will interact proactively with stakeholders such as HEIs, SRC, student representative bodies, professional bodies, employers and civil society more broadly
· its approach to international co-operation. 


ACSR compliance

56 ACSR’s formal status is that of an Advisory Body established by Government (Section 81 of the Law of Higher Education). It has no separate legal identity and to that extent is an integral part of the Ministry of Education. The Panel has therefore explored the issue of independence in some depth. Perceived independence from the Ministry has been a recurring theme in its discussions with stakeholders. It recognises however ACSR’s determination to ensure that the principle of operational independence is upheld across its key processes. 
57 It enjoys varying degrees of operational independence including:

· full autonomy in the practical arrangements for conducting assessments 

· full responsibility for the selection of teams for quality assessment activity;

· limited autonomy in recruiting its own staff (Ministry of Education staff)

· limited direct ownership  of procedures for all forms of quality assessment (prescribed in considerable detail both by legislation and Ministerial procedural guidelines)

· internal safeguarding mechanisms  to underpin key decisions, through the operation of the Working Groups 

· full ownership of responsibility for writing final reports, accreditation/recognition/evaluation recommendations with no influence from third parties
· very limited budgetary capacity
58 The Chairman, Deputy Chairman and members of the ACSR are appointed by the Government on a recommendation from the Education Minister. However, before submitting a nomination, the Minister seeks recommendations from the Slovak Rectors Conference, the Higher Education Council, the Research and Development Council and the Academy of Sciences of the Slovak Republic, and consults with them about the nomination. ACSR members are appointed for a term of six years; they may be appointed for a maximum of two terms. To ensure the continuity of the ACSR’s activities, one part of the ACSR’s members is replaced on a regular two-year basis. The Law on Higher Education guarantees that an ACSR member may be removed from office before his/her term only for reasons of long-term failure to participate in the ACSR’s work or at his/her own request. To rule out possible conflicts of interest, the Law provides that the position of ACSR member is incompatible with the position of Rector, Vice-Rector or Dean. The ACSR takes decisions on all opinions, conclusions and recommendations as a collective body by means of a vote. The approval of the submitted proposals requires the presence of at least two thirds of the ACSR and the backing of an absolute majority of all ACSR members. The ACSR statute extends this rule to the position of Working Group member, and also prohibits a senior member of staff of a higher education institution from being a member of the special Working Group evaluating the activities of that institution. Members of Working Groups are appointed by the ACSR on a proposal from the Chairman of the relevant Working Group. A list of such members is published on the ACSR website. 
59 All final decisions of ACSR take the form of recommendations to the Minister. When decisions are taken on the accreditation of study programmes and fields of habilitation procedure and procedure for appointment as a professor, ACSR has a “right of veto”, as the Ministry cannot grant accreditation if the programme has not received a preceding favourable opinion from the ACSR. 

The Panel heard that whilst it was highly unusual for a recommendation from ACSR to be referred back by the Minister, it remains the case under current legislation that technically the responsibility for final decision making on the outcome of all categories of review rests with a body external to ACSR (see also Appeals, Para. 61 ). 

The Panel heard that new legislation was currently under discussion by Government which could have the effect of both enhancing the role of ACSR and its perceived independence whilst still remaining within the Ministry.
Panel judgement: 

Partially compliant.
Panel Recommendations
A number of key issues remain for further consideration by the Commission and the Ministry. Whilst the Panel was fully persuaded of the independence of the Commission from HEIs, it had serious reservations about the closeness of the Commission to the Ministry and the perceived independence from the Ministry in the context of the ESG. The Panel remains concerned that:
· the Chairman, Deputy Chairman and members of the ACSR are appointed by the Government on a recommendation from the Education Minister
· all final decisions of ACSR take the form of recommendations to the Minister.
The Panel recommends that the parties explore and consider this issue further in the context of both the ESG and current discussions about legal reform of HE in the SR.

ACSR compliance

60 As already outlined, the ACSR’s most important processes are defined in the ACSR Statute; this regulates the different types of evaluation undertaken. A suite of detailed guidelines for the operation of these processes ensures transparency of process. All processes, criteria and procedures used by ACSR are pre-defined and publicly available on the Commission’s website under the respective category. Site visits by Working Groups to higher education institutions is a mandatory part of the process when evaluating the activities of such institutions, and an optional part of the process for assessing applications for programme accreditation. All the ACSR’s opinions, conclusions and recommendations are published in the minutes of ACSR meetings and in separately published reports on the evaluation of higher education institutions. Where appropriate, accreditation can be granted with conditions. In such cases, a follow-up procedure is mandatory. The ACSR has established formal follow-up procedures for cases of conditional accreditation.
61 The process also includes the appeal procedure which was described as follows.
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Although the Panel encountered no instances of alleged injustice, the Panel believes that this appeals model does not inherently ensure sufficient independence at each stage of the process.
62 The Panel is thus able to confirm that ACSR’s review processes include self-evaluation; external assessments and site visits by a group of experts; publication of a report; and a follow-up procedure. Detailed information regarding these processes is publicly available. Student participation in review activity is not yet operationally or legally fully secure. 

Panel judgement: 

Substantially compliant. 

Panel Recommendations 

That ACSR review the design of its appeals procedure, so as to ensure that each level of the process is determined by reviewers with no prior involvement in any aspect of the case under review.


ACSR compliance

63 Certain basic aspects of accountability are prescribed in the ACSR Statute. These include the ACSR rules of procedure which include basic mechanisms to prevent conflicts of interest in cases where an ACSR member is appointed as rector, vice-rector or dean during his ACSR tenure, and mechanisms to prevent conflicts of interest relating to members of Working Groups. 

Following the adoption of the ESG, the ACSR (in a joint project with the Accreditation Commission of the Czech Republic) drew up a system for periodic internal and external evaluations. The ACSR’s first internal evaluation took place in 2007 and the second in 2009. The evaluation reports were posted on the ACSR website. A detailed description of the 2009 internal evaluation was included in ACSR’s self evaluation document. The evaluation included a helpful comparative (2007/2011) SWOT analysis; however the Panel was unable to determine how the majority of the more significant issues identified in the SWOT analysis were to be addressed as part of  QA policy and practice for ACSR itself. 
64 The Panel found that a number of key procedures for assuring the quality of ACSR’s work were not in place, including:

· a published policy for the quality assurance of ACSR’s activity 

·  formal mechanisms for feedback from external stakeholders on ACSR’s activities

· a  basic conflict of interest declaration  for external experts 
· a specific Code of Ethics for those undertaking work for the Commission.

ACSR has submitted itself for mandatory cyclical external review of the agency's activities under the ENQA cycle.

Panel judgement: 

Partially compliant. 

Panel Recommendations 

· That ACSR develop and strengthen its procedures to ensure a continuous cycle for reviewing its own accountability and effectiveness at all levels 

· A more structured approach to obtaining and interpreting feedback from internal and external stakeholder groups could help ACSR to enhance its own performance

· That ACSR develop a process for the on-going benchmarking of its own performance

	ENQA Criterion 8 

i. The agency pays careful attention to its declared principles at all times, and ensures both that its requirements and processes are managed professionally and that its judgments and decisions are reached in a consistent manner, even if the judgments are formed by different groups;

ii. If the agency makes formal quality assurance decisions, or conclusions which have formal consequences, it should have an appeals procedure. The nature and form of the appeals procedure should be determined in the light of the constitution of the agency;
iii. The agency is willing to contribute actively to the aims of ENQA.



ACSR compliance

65 ACSR’s policies and procedures are described fully in its publications and ACSR is governed by these in all of its actions and decision-making processes; they provide the reference point for internal and external stakeholders alike. However, there is no inherent  guarantee of consistency of decision making across the various Working Groups; this remains a matter for further review and improvement. (See discussion under Standard 2.3)
The Commission is a member of three international groups that address the quality of higher education and is associated with other organizations of similar orientation, not only in Europe but worldwide. Current workload has limited the involvement of ACSR in international organizations to the participation of the Chairman or nominated representative. Membership of ENQA was seen by some interviewees as a helpful driver for further reform and change.

The Panel’s concerns around the Appeals procedure are discussed under Standard 3.7

Panel judgement: 

Partially compliant.

Panel Recommendations

None. 
Overall conclusion

66 The criteria where full compliance has been achieved are:
ENQA Criterion 1, sub-criterion (ESG 2.2): Development of external quality assurance processes.
ENQA Criterion 1, sub-criterion (ESG 2.3): Criteria for decisions
ENQA Criterion 1, sub-criterion (ESG 2.5): Reporting
ENQA Criterion 1, sub-criterion (ESG 2.6): Follow-up procedures
ENQA Criterion 1, sub-criterion (ESG 2.7): Periodic reviews
ENQA Criterion 1, sub-criterion (ESG 3.3): Activities 

ENQA criterion 2, (ESG 3.2): Official status
The criteria where substantial compliance has been achieved are:

ENQA criterion 1 (overall) (ESG 3.1): Use of external quality assurance procedures for higher education
ENQA criterion 4 (ESG 3.5): Mission statement
ENQA criterion 6 (ESG 3.7): External quality assurance criteria and processes used by the agencies

ENQA Criterion 1, sub-criterion (ESG 2.1): Use of internal quality assurance procedures
The criteria where partial compliance has been achieved are:

ENQA Criterion 1, sub-criterion (ESG 2.4): Processes fit for purpose
ENQA Criterion 1, sub-criterion (ESG 2.8): System-wide analyses
ENQA criterion 3 (ESG 3.4): Resources
ENQA criterion 5 (ESG 3.6): Independence 

ENQA criterion 7 (ESG 3.8): Accountability procedures

ENQA criterion 8: ENQA specific
In the light of the documentary and oral evidence considered by it, the Review Panel is of the opinion that, in the performance of its functions, ACSR is not fully compliant with the ENQA Membership Provisions and is not yet sufficiently compliant to justify full membership of ENQA.
ACSR is a very small organisation conducting a high volume of activity. The organisation is very task-based and administratively focused. It would now benefit from a substantial re-appraisal of its positioning within the system. The current structure emphasises legal requirements and procedure, not purpose and impact. In addition, there is a marked absence of mechanisms/structures in place to evaluate ACSR’s own internal performance. Close integration with the Ministry of Education does not encourage ACSR to map out its own strategic direction. Stakeholders are not well served by the low level of system-level analysis and commentary carried out by the Commission. ACSR similarly needs to develop an approach to effective cross -sector communication which takes account of the needs of varied stakeholders.

Some representatives of HEIs welcomed a greater exposure to good international practice. There is a clear role here for the ACSR at the level of system leadership and enhancement. ACSR is an agency that has a major opportunity to provide greater leadership in relation to quality assurance and enhancement within the higher education domain. It must ensure that it does not see itself as simply an administrative entity.

The Panel recommends to the ENQA Board that Full Membership cannot be awarded to ACSR at the present time. The Panel would suggest to ACSR that it apply for Affiliate Member status and re-apply for full membership in due course. This should allow time to review and respond to issues raised in this report, perhaps against the backdrop of a revised legal framework.

APPENDIX 1

Site visit to ACSR, (Konventná 1), Bratislava

Schedule of meetings 
8 – 9 November 2012

	Day 1                                                           

November 8,  2012                                       

	Time
	Event
	Personnel

	8.45 - 9.15
	· Meeting with ACSR staff who prepared self-evaluation
	· Ľubor Fišera, ACSR Chairman

· Milan Pol, ACSR member 

· Julius Horváth, ACSR member 

· Juraj Šteňo, ACSR member 

· Mária Holická, Head of ACSR   secretariat        

· Katarína Ľahká, ACSR secretariat  

	9.15  - 9.45
	Introduction to ACSR 

(Meeting with Commission chair and head of secretariat)
	· Ľubor Fišera, ACSR Chairman

· Mária Holická, Head of ACSR secretariat       



	9.45-10.45
	Strategy and Management of ACSR.

(Meeting with Commission chair, head of secretariat and senior Commission members) 


	· Ľubor Fišera ACSR chairman,

· Miroslav Urban ACSR member, 

· Julius Horváth ACSR member, 

· Daniela Ježová ACSR member, 

· Mária Holická Head of ACSR secretariat

	
	
	

	10.45-11.00
	Private meeting of Panel
	 

	11.00-12.00
	Meeting with responsible Ministry staff 

(ACSR and the relationship with the Ministry) 


	· Peter Plavčan, Director General, Higher Education Division 

· Ľuboslav Drga, Head of the Department for Pedagogical and special employees, Regional Education Division 

	12.00-12.45
	Meeting with ACSR secretariat staff
	· Katarína Ľahká

· Iveta Šupejová

· Ružena Polťáková

· Mária Holická 

	12.45-13.00
	Private meeting of Panel
	

	
	
	

	13.00-14.00
	Private lunch
	

	
	
	

	14.15-15.15
	Meeting with academic Commission representatives  and senior Secretariat staff who have taken part in ‘complex’ accreditations
	· Stanislav Biskupič, (Vice-Rector of the Slovak University of Technology in Bratislava),  

· Dušan Meško, (Vice-Rector of the Comenius University in Bratislava),  

· Jaromír Šimonek, (Constantin the Philosopher University in Nitra),  (member of an ACSR Working Group) 

· Anetta Čaplánová, (Vice – Rector of the University of Economics in Bratislava), 

· Maria Holická, Katarína Ľahká, (secretariat staff) 

	15.15-15.30
	Private meeting of Panel
	

	15.30-16.30
	Meeting with academic/Commission representatives and senior Secretariat staff who have taken part in 

· Commission programme approvals

· acted as members of Commission Working Groups 
	· Branislav Pupala, member of ACSR Working Group, (University of Trnava) 

· Štefan Toma, member of ACSR Working Group, (Comenius University in Bratislava) 

· Daniel Fischer, past member of ACSR Working Group, (Academy of Fine Arts and Design in Bratislava)

	16.30-17.00
	Private meeting of Panel
	

	
	Dinner and Panel discussion
	


	Day 2                                                                   

November 9, 2012                                              

	Time
	Event
	Personnel

	9.00-10.00
	Meeting with senior representatives from Universities who are directly responsible for the management of quality assurance for teaching and learning in their institutions (with experience of ‘complex’ accreditation and of study programme approvals).


	· Ivan Ostrovský,  Vice-Rector (Comenius University in Bratislava) 

· R. Redhammer, Rector (Slovak University of Technology in Bratislava) 

· Juraj Černák  Vice-Rector for Science and Research, (Pavol Josef Šafarik University in Košice) 

· Jozef Matulník, Vice-Rector (St. Elizabeth College of Health and Social sciences in Bratislava) 

· Dana Farkašová, Rector (Slovak Health Care University in Bratislava)

· Jana Billová,  (Vice-Rector for Education (Academy of Performing Arts in Bratislava), 

· Milan Dado,  Dean of Faculty of Electrical Engineering (Žilina University) 

	10.00-10.15
	Private meeting of Panel
	

	10.15-11.15
	Meeting with undergraduate and postgraduate students with experience of ACSR’s quality assurance procedures
	· Katarína Stoláriková, Chair of the Student Council for Higher Education of the Slovak Republic 

· Maroš Korman,  Vice-Chair of the Student Council for Higher Education of the Slovak Republic 

	11.15-11.30
	Private meeting of Panel
	

	11.30-12.30
	Meeting with employer and civic society stakeholders
	· Alena Tomegová, Institution for  in-service Teacher´s Education and Training Centre

· Eva Majková, Slovak Academy of Science 

· Anton Ondrej, Compliance Director, Samsung Electronics Slovakia

	

	12.30-13.30
	Private lunch
	

	

	13.30-14.00
	Meeting with mandatory partners (e.g. for Medicine and Health)
	· Zuzana Slezáková,  Department of Health Education, Ministry of Health 

	14.00-15.00
	Private meeting of Panel
	

	15.00-15.30
	· Meeting with Commission chair and head of secretariat to clarify any outstanding issues
	· Ľubor Fišera, 

· Mária Holická, 

· Milan Pol

	15.30-16.00
	Private meeting of Panel
	

	16.00
	Closing meeting
	· Ľubor Fišera

· Mária Holická

· Milan Pol

	


APPENDIX 2

	DOCUMENTARY EVIDENCE



	1 Documents submitted in advance

	

	ACSR Self Evaluation Report (SER) dated May 2011 

	An  Appendix to the SER

	Appendices

	
	· The Statute of the Accreditation Commission (approved by Resolution of Government of the Slovak Republic (12 March 2008 No. 169)

· Government Regulation No. 104/2003 of the Law Code of the Slovak Republic relating to  the Accreditation Commission (19 March 2003)

· Criteria for accreditation of the study programmes of higher education (approved by the decision of the Minister of Education as of 31 March 2003)
· Criteria for accreditation of non-university type higher education institutions (approved by the decision of the Minister of Education as of 3 April 2003)
· Criteria for accreditation of habilitation procedure and procedure for nomination for professors (approved by the decision of the Minister of Education as of  5 April 2005)
· Criteria for assessment of the level of research, developmental, artistic and other creative activities as a part of complex accreditation of activities in higher education institution 

· Schedule of research areas assessed within the framework of complex accreditation and the corresponding fields of study

· Schedule of research areas assessed within the framework of complex accreditation and the corresponding fields of study

· Criteria for incorporation of higher education institutions



	
	

	
	

	
	· Specimen evaluation report template used by a Working Group assessing competence of universities to carry out habilitation procedures and procedures for appointing professors  

	
	· Specimen evaluation report template used by Working Groups for programme evaluations 

	
	· Numerical analysis of ACSR activity by type and institution (2007-11), including programme, complex and other accreditations undertaken and the forward programme for complex accreditations to 2016.

	
	

	2 ACSR website
	http://www.akredkom.sk/en/

	
	

	3 Documents made available during visit

	
	· Annual financial statements and budgets for 2010/2011



	
	· Commission’s formal Calendar of meetings and prescribed order of business



	
	· Specimen two yearly activity report from the Commission to the ministry (January 2012)



	
	· Specimen review reports



APPENDIX 3
Statement of the Accreditation Commission of the Slovak Republic to the Report of the Panel appointed to undertake a review of the Accreditation Commission of the Slovak Republic (ACSR) for the purposes of the granting of full membership of the European Association for Quality Assurance in Higher Education (ENQA)

Dear Chair of the Panel, 

Dear members of the Panel, 

First of all let us thank you for your work with our assessment, the Report and proposed recommendations. The dialogue with Panel members was very helpful, enabling us in various respects to look at our work from different perspectives. 

At the same time, however, we have to express certain disillusion about the final proposal which, in our opinion, is very strict. In the Report draft, none of the criteria is assessed as unfulfilled, detecting just more or fewer imperfections in their fulfilment. We are aware about most of them and strive to set them right. We know that for some of these criteria this process will hardly be easy or quick, as they require changes in effective legislation. In any case, we would not understand full membership as a status which make us satisfied; on the contrary it would encourage us for prospective activities. Also, it would certainly increase the prestige of the Accreditation Commission in Slovakia, which in turn would help to launch further changes more easily, leading to better quality of higher education in Slovakia. Below we present our statements to the most critical objections. 

The general aim of ACSR is to perform quality assurance and improvement, provide expert opinions and advice for the government and higher education institutions, and disseminate knowledge and information. Also, ACSR is obliged to investigate and decide in certain matters pertaining to HE institutions.

ACSR does not understand itself as an administrative entity. We see our role in safeguarding the quality of higher education and encouraging and assisting HE institutions in order to improve the quality of their activities.

In response to the “Report of the Panel appointed to undertake a review of the Accreditation Commission of the Slovak Republic (ACSR) for the purposes of the granting of full membership of the European Association for Quality Assurance in Higher Education (ENQA)” we hereby express the following statements:

1. ENQA criterion 5 (ESG 3.6): Independence 

The ACSR operates as a fully independent institution. Although its final decisions have the form of recommendations to the Minister, who signs the final documents, all the operations and conclusions of ACSR are autonomous, neither influenced nor interfered by the Ministry, as guaranteed by the following:

· 82, §1, Act 131/2002

· Nomination and appointment of Working group members is solely carried out by ACSR (81, §11, HE Act)

· Final outcome of quality assurance processes remain as responsibility of ACSR (82, §2, 4, HE Act).

On 1 January 2013, a new Higher Education Act comes into force, declaring the independence of ACSR as follows: 82, §7, HE Act)

2.  ENQA criterion 7 (ESG 3.8): Accountability procedures

Accountability is the objective of all ACSR’s activities and procedures of accreditation and evaluation. 

ACSR has presented the following procedures to demonstrate accountability:

· Membership in the Accreditation Commission is incompatible with the posts of the Rector, Vice-Rector, Dean and Vice-Dean  (81, §6, HE Act)

· Rules of procedures to prevent conflict of interest of Working Group members (81, §11, HE Act; Articles 7 a 10 of the Statute of the Accreditation Commission)

· Statement of non-conflict of interest for external experts, signed by every expert involved in ACSR’s quality assurance procedures

· System of periodic internal and external evaluations, developed jointly with the Accreditation Council of the Czech Republic

· Strategic Plan of ACSR (Article 5, §2, AC Statute; ACSR’s web site publishes annually the plan of sessions, starting dates of comprehensive accreditations, and other activities) 

· Mechanism of external feedback from experts in the form of reports (83, §6, HE Act).

· Mechanism of internal feedback from ACSR staff  in the form of Minutes

3. ENQA Criterion 1, sub-criterion (ESG 2.4): Processes fit for purpose

External review processes are designed to ensure reliability and validity. For this reason:

· Emphasis is put on competence and skills of experts involved in the processes of external quality assurance. Former senior university managers and senior faculty managers experienced in quality assessment were appointed to perform tasks of external experts. Criteria required for the appointment of experts are published in 81, §11, HE Act; 1, §3 of 104/2003 Government Regulation of the Law Code of the Slovak Republic; Article 6, AC Statute. 

· International experts are involved in ACSR’s activities as full members: Dr Fidrmuc, representative of Brunel University, Uxbridge; Prof Mikulecký, representative of Hradec Kralove University; Prof Horvath, representative of Central European University, Budapest; Prof Pol and Prof Slovak, representatives of Masaryk University, Brno. International experts also write their final reports. ACSR keeps to the principle that at least two foreign experts participate in each Working Group. 

· A student representative is invited to every meeting of ACSR. Also, students participate in Working Group site-visits. The new HE Act, now under preparation, will offer ACSR membership to students so that they can participate in processes of quality assurance. 

· A representative of employers (the President of Automobile Industry) was involved in external assessment activities of ACSR. Various stakeholders (representatives of industries and the labour market) participated in the formation of Working Groups.

· The review report provides recommendations to university managers in order to support conclusions and see to the usefulness of review processes.

4. ENQA Criterion 1, sub-criterion (ESG 2.8): System-wide analyses

ACSR takes seriously its role in quality improvement and collection and dissemination of information on quality assurance. Although the capacity of ACSR is limited, the following system-wide analyses on annual basis were prepared:

· Sector analysis and state-of-art reports for the Ministry of Education 

· Sector-wide analyses for the Council of Higher Education

· Ad-hoc analyses for the Slovak Rectors Conference

Key findings of these reports have been published in specialist and public press. 

5. ENQA criterion 8: ENQA specific

Judgments on quality assurance are made by 24 permanent Working Groups. ACSR members are heads of these Groups. Experienced professionals (former senior executives, Deans, Vice-rectors, Rectors), they present conclusions of their reports to the plenary session of ACSR. This approach is applied as equal and consistent interpretation of the criteria for all Working Group decisions. The prescribed forms and templates for evaluation reports used by Working Group members help to take consistent decisions as well. The appeals procedure prevents injustice, as is also stated by 82, §8, HE Act, and Article 6, AC Statute.

ACSR representatives participate in presentations of the Commission’s findings in the Slovak Academy of Sciences, at national conferences, and so forth. 

6. ENQA criterion 3 (ESG 3.4): Resources

A debate is currently under way about the new shaping of the Accreditation Commission as an independent organization with its own budget and a reasonable working apparatus. This idea should also be anchored in the new Higher Education Act. A new information system of the Accreditation Commission is being prepared, to be in use from 2014 along with a new cycle of comprehensive accreditations. The current staff of the secretariat should be extended in 2013. To rectify the information on the ability of the staff to communicate in English, the three current members of the secretariat are fully qualified staff, of higher education, with passive command of English. 

In conclusion, let us express our belief that you will take our statement into consideration and change your negative evaluation so that your decision to accept ACSR as full member of ENQA can support our efforts to improve higher education in Slovakia as well as in the international context. 

Bratislava, January 10, 2013 



Professor Lubor Fišera, 

Chair of the ACSR

APPENDIX 4
Email from Panel Secretary to Milan Pol (15.1 13)

1) Thank you for ACSR’s comments set out in the memorandum from the ACSR Chair dated 10 January 2013. We naturally understand your disappointment with our overall conclusion.

2) In regard to factual accuracy, an additional line has been added to Para 35 as follows:

“Students also participate in Working Group site visits”.

3) More generally, the Panel recognises that ACSR has begun to address many of the issues raised in this report and that legislative changes have also been proposed which may impact over time on some of the issues raised; however, the Panel has to base its judgements on the actual position as at November 2012 and cannot anticipate and accurately measure the possible impact of future developments in certain key areas. For these reasons, the Panel felt that ACSR might be better placed to re-submit itself for ENQA accreditation after a sufficient period of time had elapsed to allow it both to embed these changes and then to demonstrate their effects.

4) It should also be noted that final membership decisions are taken not by the Panel, but by the ENQA Board itself. With this in mind, we will now submit our report to the ENQA Board with your comments as an Appendix. The revised version of the report is attached.




ESG 2.1 Use of internal quality assurance procedures 


(ENQA Criterion 1)





Standard:


External quality assurance procedures should take into account the effectiveness of the internal quality assurance processes described in Part 1 of the European Standards and Guidelines.





Guidelines:


The standards for internal quality assurance contained in Part 1 provide a valuable basis for the external quality assessment process. It is important that the institutions’ own internal policies and procedures are carefully evaluated in the course of external procedures, to determine the extent to which the standards are being met.


If higher education institutions are to be able to demonstrate the effectiveness of their own internal quality assurance processes, and if those processes properly assure quality and standards, then external processes might be less intensive than otherwise.








ESG 2.2 Development of external quality assurance processes


(ENQA Criterion 1 cont.)





Standard:


The aims and objectives of quality assurance processes should be determined before the processes themselves are developed, by all those responsible (including higher education institutions) and should be published with a description of the procedures to be used.





Guidelines:


In order to ensure clarity of purpose and transparency of procedures, external quality assurance methods should be designed and developed through a process involving key stakeholders, including higher education institutions. The procedures that are finally agreed should be published and should contain explicit statements of the aims and objectives of the processes as well as a description of the procedures to be used.


As external quality assurance makes demands on the institutions involved, a preliminary impact assessment should be undertaken to ensure that the procedures to be adopted are appropriate and do not interfere more than necessary with the normal work of higher education institutions.








ESG 2.3 Criteria for decisions


(ENQA Criterion 1 cont.)





Standard:


Any formal decisions made as a result of an external quality assurance activity should be based on explicit published criteria that are applied consistently.





Guidelines:


Formal decisions made by quality assurance agencies have a significant impact on the institutions and programmes that are judged. In the interests of equity and reliability, decisions should be based on published criteria and interpreted in a consistent manner. Conclusions should be based on recorded evidence and agencies should have in place ways of moderating conclusions, if necessary.








ESG 2.4 Processes fit for purpose


(ENQA Criterion 1 cont.)





Standard:


All external quality assurance processes should be designed specifically to ensure their fitness to achieve the aims and objectives set for them.





Guidelines:


Quality assurance agencies within the EHEA undertake different external processes for different purposes and in different ways. It is of the first importance that agencies should operate procedures which are fit for their own defined and published purposes. Experience has shown, however, that there are some widely-used elements of external review processes which not only help to ensure their validity, reliability and usefulness, but also provide a basis for the European dimension to quality assurance.


Amongst these elements the following are particularly noteworthy:





insistence that the experts undertaking the external quality assurance activity have appropriate skills and are competent to perform their task


the exercise of care in the selection of experts


the provision of appropriate briefing or training for experts


the use of international experts


participation of students


ensuring that the review procedures used are sufficient to provide adequate evidence to support the findings and conclusions reached


the use of the self-evaluation/site visit/draft report/published report/follow-up model of review


recognition of the importance of institutional improvement and enhancement policies as a fundamental element in the assurance of quality.





ESG 2.5 Reporting


(ENQA Criterion 1 cont.)





Standard:


Reports should be published and should be written in a style which is clear and readily accessible to its intended readership. Any decisions, commendations or recommendations contained in reports should be easy for a reader to find.





Guidelines:


In order to ensure maximum benefit from external quality assurance processes, it is important that reports should meet the identified needs of the intended readership.


Reports are sometimes intended for different readership groups and this will require careful attention to structure, content, style and tone. 


In general, reports should be structured to cover description, analysis (including relevant evidence), conclusions, commendations, and recommendations. 


There should be sufficient preliminary explanation to enable a lay reader to understand the purposes of the review, its form, and the criteria used in making decisions. Key findings, conclusions and recommendations should be easily locatable by readers. Reports should be published in a readily accessible form and there should be opportunities for readers and users of the reports (both within the relevant institution and outside it) to comment on their usefulness.





ESG 2.6 Follow up-procedures


(ENQA Criterion 1 cont.)





Standard:


Quality assurance processes which contain recommendations for action or which require a subsequent action plan, should have a predetermined follow-up procedure which is implemented consistently.


Guidelines:


Quality assurance is not principally about individual external scrutiny events: it should be about continuously trying to do a better job. External quality assurance does not end with the publication of the report and should include a structured follow-up procedure to ensure that recommendations are dealt with appropriately and any required action plans drawn up and implemented. This may involve further meetings with institutional or programme representatives. The objective is to ensure that areas identified for improvement are dealt with speedily and that further enhancement is encouraged.





ESG 2.7 Periodic reviews


(ENQA Criterion 1 cont.)





Standard:


External quality assurance of institutions and/or programmes should be undertaken on a cyclical basis. The length of the cycle and the review procedures to be used should be clearly defined and published in advance.


Guidelines:


Quality assurance is not a static but a dynamic process. It should be continuous and not 'once in a lifetime'. It does not end with the first review or with the completion of the formal follow-up procedure. It has to be periodically renewed. Subsequent external reviews should take into account progress that has been made since the previous event. The process to be used in all external reviews should be clearly defined by the external quality assurance agency and its demands on institutions should not be greater than are necessary for the achievement of its objectives.











ESG 2.8 System-wide analysis


(ENQA Criterion 1 cont.)





Standard:


Quality assurance agencies should produce from time to time summary reports describing and analysing the general findings of their reviews, evaluations, assessments, etc.


Guidelines:


All external quality assurance agencies collect a wealth of information about individual programmes and/or institutions and this provides material for structured analyses across whole higher education systems. Such analyses can provide very useful information about developments, trends, emerging good practice and areas of persistent difficulty or weakness and can become useful tools for policy development and quality enhancement. Agencies should consider including a research and development function within their activities, to help them extract maximum benefit from their work.








ESG 3.1 Use of external quality assurance procedures for higher education


(ENQA Criterion 1 cont.)





Standard:


The external quality assurance of agencies should take into account the presence and effectiveness of the external quality assurance processes described in Part 2 of the European Standards and Guidelines.





Guidelines:


The standards for external quality assurance contained in Part 2 provide a valuable basis for the external quality assessment process. The standards reflect best practices and experiences gained through the development of external quality assurance in Europe since the early 1990s. It is therefore important that these standards are integrated into the processes applied by external quality assurance agencies towards the higher education institutions. The standards for external quality assurance should together with the standards for external quality assurance agencies constitute the basis for professional and credible external quality assurance of higher education institutions.











ESG 3.2 Official status


(ENQA Criterion 2)





Standard:


Agencies should be formally recognised by competent public authorities in the


European Higher Education Area as agencies with responsibilities for external quality assurance and should have an established legal basis. They should comply with any requirements of the legislative jurisdictions within which they operate.








ESG 3.3 Activities


(ENQA Criterion 1 cont.)





Standard:


Agencies should undertake external quality assurance activities (at institutional or programme level) on a regular basis.





Guidelines:


These may involve evaluation, review, audit, assessment, accreditation or other similar activities and should be part of the core functions of the agency.





ESG 3.4 Resources


(ENQA Criterion 3)





Standard:


Agencies should have adequate and proportionate resources, both human and financial, to enable them to organise and run their external quality assurance process (es) in an effective and efficient manner, with appropriate provision for the development of their processes and procedures (and staff) (Addition by ENQA for ENQA criterion)





ESG 3.5 Mission statement


(ENQA Criterion 4)





Standard:


Agencies should have clear and explicit goals and objectives for their work, contained in a publicly available statement.





Guidelines:


These statements should describe the goals and objectives of agencies' quality assurance processes, the division of labour with relevant stakeholders in higher education, especially the higher education institutions, and the cultural and historical context of their work. The statements should make clear that the external quality assurance process is a major activity of the agency and that there exists a systematic approach to achieving its goals and objectives. There should also be documentation to demonstrate how the statements are translated into a clear policy and management plan.








ESG 3.6 Independence


(ENQA Criterion 5)





Standard:


Agencies should be independent to the extent both that they have autonomous responsibility for their operations and that the conclusions and recommendations made in their reports cannot be influenced by third parties such as higher education institutions, ministries or other stakeholders.





Guidelines:


An agency will need to demonstrate its independence through measures, such as:


its operational independence from higher education institutions and governments is guaranteed in official documentation (e.g. instruments of governance or legislative acts)


the definition and operation of its procedures and methods, the nomination and appointment of external experts and the determination of the outcomes of its quality assurance processes are undertaken autonomously and independently from governments, higher education institutions, and organs of political influence


while relevant stakeholders in higher education, particularly students/learners, are consulted in the course of quality assurance processes, the final outcomes of the quality assurance processes remain the responsibility of the agency.








ESG 3.7 External quality assurance criteria and processes used by the agencies


(ENQA Criterion 6)





Standard:


The processes, criteria and procedures used by agencies should be pre-defined and publicly available. These processes will normally be expected to include:


a self-assessment or equivalent procedure by the subject of the quality assurance process


an external assessment by a group of experts, including, as appropriate, student member(s), and site visits as decided by the agency


publication of a report, including any decisions, recommendations or other formal outcomes


a follow-up procedure to review actions taken by the subject of the quality assurance process in the light of any recommendations contained in the report.





Guidelines:


Agencies may develop and use other processes and procedures for particular purposes.


Agencies should pay careful attention to their declared principles at all times, and ensure both that their requirements and processes are managed professionally and that their conclusions and decisions are reached in a consistent manner, even though the decisions are formed by groups of different people.


Agencies that make formal quality assurance decisions, or conclusions which have formal consequences, should have an appeals procedure. The nature and form of the appeals procedure should be determined in the light of the constitution of each agency.








ESG 3.8 Accountability procedures


(ENQA Criterion 7)





Standard:


Agencies should have in place procedures for their own accountability.





Guidelines:


These procedures are expected to include the following:


1 A published policy for the assurance of the quality of the agency itself, made available on its website.


2 Documentation which demonstrates that: 


the agency's processes and results reflect its mission and goals of quality assurance


the agency has in place, and enforces, a no-conflict-of-interest mechanism in the work of its external experts


the agency has reliable mechanisms that ensure the quality of any activities and material produced by subcontractors, if some or all of the elements in its quality assurance procedure are subcontracted to other parties


the agency has in place internal quality assurance procedures which include an internal feedback mechanism (i.e. means to collect feedback from its own staff and council/Board); an internal reflection mechanism (i.e. means to react to internal and external recommendations for improvement); and an external feedback mechanism (i.e. means to collect feedback from experts and reviewed institutions for future development) in order to inform and underpin its own development and improvement.


3 A mandatory cyclical external review of the agency's activities at least once every five years.
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ACSR submits recommendation to Minister for decision/report published


Ministry decision within 5 days/Rector informed


8 days for Rector to submit appeal against ministerial decision


Appeals hearing group meet (Chair and  head of ACSR secretariat, Chair of Working group, Ministry representative, with Rector/vice-rector of HEI concerned 


Minister determines appeal



